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'A eomparative study of the philosophy of agction
of lMMadhusudana SarasvatI and the ethical thought
of Joseph Butler.'

Thesis presented to the University of Durham for
Ph.D. Degree by S5.5. Sharma.

Abstract

We have made a comparative study of the ethical and moral
teachings of two great thinkers - onc British and the other
Indian: Joseph Butler and lkiadhusldana SarasvatI. They were
selected because there is substantial agreement between them
on the basis of virtue, the concent of duty, on the relation

hetween ethics and religion and on the fundamental topics.

=

In the first half of the thesis we have glven an exposi-
tion of Butler's moral philosophy explaining the hierarchy of
the different princinles of action in human nature and Butler's
refutation of Hobbes's psychological egoisn, Vle have also
tried to determine whether virtue, according to Butler, can
be equated with self-love or benevolence and then to establish
the nature of conscience according to him. The discussion has
been concluded by showing that virtue, in his view, is its own
end and is to be pursued for its own sake,

In the second half we have first discussed Madhusudana's
ethics and then compared the two thinkers. In explaining
Madhusldana's ethics it has been shown that virtue according
to him lies in doing the duties of the station to which one
belongs in life. In other words it means doing one's caste-

duties, which are determined by one's fundamental nature.



Iieither self-love nor bcnevolence are permissible motives for
actions. An action is to be done Decause it ought to be done.
Lastly it has bpeen shown that according to HMadhustUdana morality
ultimately culminates in the realisation of God.
'Follow-nature' is the dictum of both thinkers. Virtue
lies in acting according to nature and vice in deviation from
it. Again they hoth advocate the cultivation of benevolence
though with a difTerence in the wnsychological attitude. A
comparison has also been drawn between Butler’s conscience and
Madhusldana's enlightened intellect (buddhi). Finally it has
been shown that according to both the ultimate object of man's

search is God Himself.
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Introduction.

The importance of understanding between the different
peoples of the world cannot be over emphasised. Conditions
of life, improved communications and so on have made the
world much smaller and nations much closer to each other.

But the minds of men have not yet become as close to one
another as is desirable. If men are to live together in unity
the approach and attitude to life that different people have
must be understood and perhaps also appreciated. Philosophy
fundamentally represents an attitude towards life and its
meaning. This is not to say that philosophy need not be
‘logical and rational. But we are using the term in a very
wide sense and wish to suggest that every man, and every
people have some idea about existence and life. One man may
have analysed these basic i1deas and attitudes better than
another. We shall call him a better philosopher but that is
not to say that the other man has no philosophy at all. For
an unified life of the whole world therefore what different
people understand by life, its responsibilities and wvalue,
must be understood by others.

A very good way of effecting this understanding is to
study the comparative philoséﬁhy of the different nations. We
have chosen two thinkers, one English and the other Indian
for our comparative study. Having studied Western, particu-

larly British, philosophy in the colleges and universities and

being particularly interested in ethics, we think a comparison
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between the two thinkers, one of England and the other of
India, might contribute a little towards mutual understanding.
It is trueithat during the last hundred years or so a good
deal has already been done in this direction but we feel that
there is still much to be done.

When we had to choose a British thinker Butler was an
obvious choice because of his preeminence as an ethical writer
and because his influence is recognised even today. The
second reason for this choice is that the basic ethical
principles of Butler, as we have tried to show in the thesis,
are very close to those of Madhusﬁdana, the Indian thinker we
have chosen. On the basis of virtue, the concept of duty, on
the relation between ethics and religion, and on other funda-
mental topics there is substantial agreement between Butler's
thought and that of Madhusudana. We have tried to show that
according to Madhusudana duty is to be done solely far the
sake of duty. This might lead some readers to think that on
this point Butler differs from Madhusudana in so far as the
former does not hold that duty or wvirtue is to be practised
for the sake of virtue only. Butler-certainly maintains that
actions done for self-love and benevolence are virtuous. But
we have tried to show that according to him the ultimate
authority, deciding what is virtue and what is not, is con-
science, which always decides a particular course because it
is virtuous. To say this 1s not to contradict what Butler

says about self-love and benevolence, for acts done in
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consequence of these are approved by conscience for the reason
that they are virtuous, so that it can certainly be said that
virtue 1s the true standard.

Madhusudana was selected because he is considered to be
one of the greatest dialecticians of the Vedanta school of
philosophy, indeed in all Indian philosophy. But it is more
his metaphysical works that have been studied till now and
his importance as a writer on ethics has not been emphasised.
His commentary on the Bhagavadgita, which is a universally
accepted Indian Scripture of unquestioned authority in both
religious and ethical matters, is the particular text which
we are studying in our thesis. While there are other commenta-
tors on the Bhagawadgita belonging to the Vedantic school,
Madhustidana's originality consists in emphasising the role of
devotion and love for God in ethical life. The metaphysics of
his school underestimates the value of devotion and love for a
personal God. But Madhusudana felt that the ethical ideal
cannot be fulfilled except in and through such love. In this
school of philosophy, knowledge of the self which is one and
indivisible is the means of realising the fighest good of 1life.
This standpoint has led other.philosophers of the school to
overlook the wvalue of love for God. But Madhusudana emphasi-
ses the great importance of fulfilling one's duty both as an
ethical discipline and also after one has attained the high-
est spiritual walue. The bringing together of spiritual

knowledge and works is effected in Madhustudana by bhakti or



T

devotion to God. We have shown in our thesls that he asserts
that the attainment of the summum bonum does away with duties
as such but he also holds that even though duties do not re-
main as duties, one still has to continue one's appointed
work because it is a means of the continuance of God's work.
There is no contradiction between liberation, towards which
all ethics moves, and a life of activity, even though there is
an opposition betyeen liberation and activity in the sense of
duty.

The second reason why thls text was chosen is that many
writers on Indian philosophy feel inclined to hold that there
is lack of any ethical thought in Hindu philosophy. While it
is true that ethics was not treated separately and independent-
ly in Indian thought, this was probably because all life and
existence was considered to be unitary so that the discussion
of any aspect of life both presupposed and implied the others,
and it is not correct, as we have shown in our thesis, to say
that there is'no ethics ak a%k in Hindu philosophical litera-
ture. It is also true that Hindu thought accepts a sphere of
experience and activity which is beyond the moral and ethical
but this does not mean that the problems of morality did not
exercise the mind of Hindu thinkers.

Madhustdana while discussing the set problems of ethics,
like duty, standard of duty etc. examines these not for their
own sake but against the background of what he considers to be

the highest value of 1ife. In the last analysis this value
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turns out to .be religious and spiritual and not what is
ordinarily considered to be a moral value. From this it may
seem that our use of the term 'ethics' is not quite correct.
But ethics is as much an attempt to determine what is the good
as it is an attempt to determine what is right. In the mind
of our author, Madhusudana, the two are taken up together,
though the question of conduct is not important only as a
starting point but also as leading to the good. If ethics is
concerned with the concept of the Should and the Ought, in
other words if ethics is the science of the ideal as against
the actual the business of self-improvement is a burning moral
problem. For Madhusudana this self-improvement cannot be com-
plete unless and until the true self of man has been known,
and that is how the question of the highest good comes into
his ethics.

The study of our text is also appropriate for another
reason, that it illustrates the common standpoint of the
Vedinta regarding the relation of ethics to religion. Religion
is more than ethics but is based on ethics. Ethics is the
beginning of religion which is its fulfilment. In our compar-
ison between Butler and Madhustdana we have.tried to say-that
the general trend of Butler's thought not only does not
gontradict the above view but confirms it. Butler tries to
explain his ethics independently of religion. Indeed his
conscious purpose seems to be a desire to establish virtue on

a basis of its own - analysis of human nature - apart from
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religious support. But it appears to us that he feels somehow
convinced that morality is not complete by itself. Indeed we
think that according to Butler a man could not he properly
moral unless he were also religious, if not consciously yet
in effect and actually. To be fully good and moral one must
perform certain positive and religious duties as well. One
must fulfil one's obligations which one owes to God, the
Saviour. Furthermore, though Butler does not derive morality
from Scriptures directly, we do feel that his ethics would
not have been what it is if Butler's general view of the
universe and man's life in it were not a religious one, which
in this context is Biblical. Butler was a firm believer in
God and to him God is no mere prime mover or first cause of
philosophy but a reality, a being, perfectly moral and
deserving all reverence and worship. Butler's ethics is
thus not religious in the sense that it is derived from
Scriptures directly, but it may be said to be religious in
the sense that it would have been different if Butler's
metaphysical outlook were not what it is, namely religious.

A word with regard to the procedure that has been
followed in-this is, we think, necessary: Instead-of start-
ing the comparison between the two thinkers straight away we
have first tried to give an exposition of their ethical
teaching separately. The reason for following this procedure

is that there is a controversy on almost every important
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point in Butler. It was therefore necessary to establish

our own views before drawing up the comparison and in order
to be able to do so we had to give a separate exposition of
Butler's moral philosophy. The reason for giving a separate
exposition of Madhustidana's ethics is not the same. Though,
as we have said above, Madhusudana's metaphysics has been
studied, his ethics has not been emphasised yet. We there-
fore thought it would make for a better appreciation of the
comparison to give a separate account of his ethics also. We
are conscious that this procedure results in some repetitions
though we have tried to avoid this as much as possible.

We have divided the thesis into ten chapters. In the
first five we have given an exposition of Butler's moral
philosophy and in doing so we have tried to be both critical
and sympathetic as far as possible. We have further sub-
divided four (six to nine) of the remaining five Chapters
each into two sectiona, A and B. In sections A of each of
these four Chapfers we have gxplained Madhusudana's moral
philosophy and in sections B we have drawn the comparison
between the two thinkers. In the last Chapter (Chapter ten)
we have given the conclusion.

For the purpose of our thesis we have followed W.E.
Gladstone's edition of Butler's Works, Oxford, 1896, which

seems more popular though J.H. Bernard's edition in two
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volumes, London, 1900, is also perfectly adequate for all
purposes. Also throughout the present thesis by 'Sermons' we
have usually meant 'Fifteen Sermons! at the Rolls except when
otherwise stated.

For Madhusudana's 'Gudhartha-dipika' we have followed the
Anandasrama edition, Poona (India), 1912.

For an English translation of 'Manusmrti' we have followed
G. Bihler's translation in the Sacred Books of the East Series,
Vol. XXV, Oxford, 1886 and for 'Upanisads' we have consulted
Dr. Radhakrishnan's 'The Principal Upanisads', London, 1953
and Hume's 'The Thirteen Principal Upanishads', Oxford, 1949.

In the matter of transcription the spelling of the

authorities guoted has been retained.



Chapter I

Virtue and Human Nature in Butler.

Joseph Butler was born at Wantage in Berkshire on the 18th
May, 1692. It was also the hirth place of Alffed the Great,
one of the most renowned of England's monarchs.l Joseph Butler
was the youngest 6f the eight children of a well-to-do linen
draper, Thomas Butler, who had retired from business and occu-
pied a house called 'The Priory' on the outskirts of the town.2
He was first sent to a Grammar School, under Mr. Philip Barton,
upon whom he afterwards, on becoming Dean of St. Pauls,
bestowed the rectory of Hutton in Essex. Butler's father, a
leading Presbyterian, intended him for the Presbyterian ministry.
He was therefore sent to a dissenting academy established by
Mr. Samuel Jones at Gloucester which academy subsequently
moved to Tewkesbury. Among Butler's fellow-pupils were some
who became distinguished in their later life. They were:
Thomas Secker, afterwards Archbishop of Canterbury; Isaac
Maddox, afterwards Bishop of Worcesterj; Samuel Chandler, a well-
known Non-Conformist divine and John Bowes, afterwards Lord
Chancellor of Ireland.

Butler's intellectual development is proved by the corres-
pondence which he carried on while stlll a student at Tewkes-
bury with Samuel Clarke who was then regarded as the foremost
philosopher of the age. He in his first letter (Nov. 4, 1713)

advances with great acuteness two objections which had struck

1. Thomas Bartlett. 'Memoirs of the life, character and writings
of Joseph Butler', London, 1839, p. 1.

2. An article on Butler in 'Di onary of National Biography'
London, 1.%% Vol viii, p. éB. 8Tapiy
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him in reading the book 'Demonstration of the Being and Attri-
butes of God'. Butler doubts whether it is a contradiction
to assert the 'self-existence of a finite being', but he
declares himself convinced in his fourth letter by Clarke's
arguments. He also doubts whether it is a contradiction to
suppose the existence of two independent self-existing beings.
This latter objection, after some discussion, resolves itself
into a question as to the nature of time and space; and at the
close of the correspondence Butler is still in doubt. At a
later period he professes himself to be fully satisfied on this
point also. Butler also declares in his fourth letter to
Clarke that he intends 'the search after truth as fhe business
of my life'.

The correspondence between Butler and Clarke took place
during the last year of Butler's stay at Tewkesbury and it was
at this period that he decided to join the Anglican Church and
persuaded his father to allow him to enter at Oriel College,
O0xford on the 17th March, 1714. His academic experiences at
Oxford were not happy. He was dissatisfied with the academic
atmosphere there and contemplated going to Cambridge but
subsequently gave up the idea and remained at Oxford till his
graduation on 18th October, 1718. Meanwhile he had become
intimate with Edward Talbot, son of the then Bishop of Salis-
bury, and afterwards of Durham. This intimacy had much

influence on his later career.

Only ten days after taking his B.A. degree Butler was
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ordained deacon in the private Chapel of the Palace by the
Bishop of Salisbury on the 28th October, 1718 and received
Priests'! orders from the same hands in St. James', Westminster
on the 2l1st December of the same year. Shortly afterwards
Butler was appointed preacher at the Rolls Chapel and he
retained this office of preacher until 1726.

Two years after, in 1720, Butler's friend Edward Talbot
died but he had recommended Butler strongly to the kind offices
of his father. In 1722, on his translation to the See of
Durham, Bishop Talbot assigned to Butler the Rectory of
Haughton-le-Skerne, near Darlington which he exchanged for that
of Stanhopé in 1725. In 1726 Butler resigned his preachership
at the Rolls and in the same year published his celebrated
'Fifteen Sermons' with a dedication to the Master of the Rolls.
After this Butler had a quiet and restful period of seven
years at Stanhope and it is during this period that he complet-
ed the matured work of his life 'The Analogy of Religion'
which was published in May, 1736 with a dedication to his
patron Lord Chancellor Talbot, the elder brother of Butler's
friend Edward Talbot.

In 1733 Lord Chancellor Talbot drew Butler out from his
quiet life at Stanhope and appointed him his Chaplain. Short-
1y after Butler was brought to the notice of Qiieen Caroline
through his old friend Secker who was then her Majesty's

chaplain. It was at this time when the queen said that she had
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believed Butler to have died that Archbishop Lancelot Black-
burne of York corrected her saying: "No, Madame, he is not dead,
but he is buried". Meanwhile Butler had added to his academic
distinctions by taking B.C.L. froﬁ Oxford on the 11lth June,

1721 and D.C.L. on the 8th June, 1733.

In 1736 Butler was appointed Clerk of the closet to the
queen and in the same year the Lord Chancellor presented him
to a Prebend of Rochester Cathedral. Unfortunately the queen
died in November, 1737 but while she was still on her death-
bed she had recommended Butler to the Archbishop of Canterbury
and probably this was the only recommendation she had ever
made. In 1738 Butler was appointed to the Bishopric of Bristol,
which post he accepted not without reluctance. On the 24th May,
1740 he was presented to the deanery of St. Paul when he re-
signed his rectory of Stanhope and his prebendary at Rochester.

In 1746 Butler was made Clerk of the Closet to King
George 1I, and the offer of the Bishopric of Durham came to him
in 1750 when Bishop Chadler died. But Butler was not long
Bishop of Durham. He died in 1752 and his remains were taken
to Bristol and interred in the cathedral there.

Butler's works are: (I) Fifteen Sermons preached at the
Rolls Chapel, 1726. A second edition of the same, to which he
added a long preface, was brought out four years after the
first, on the 16th September 1729 when Butler was still at
Stanhope. (2) The Analogy of Religion, Natural and Revealed,
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to the constitutions and course of nature. To this are added
two dissertations: (a) Of Personal Identity, (b) Of the Nature

of Virtue. (3) Six Sermons preached upon different public
occasions, between the years 1738 to 1748. (%) A charge deliver-
ed to the clergy at the primary visitation of the Diocese of
Durham in the year 1751.

We are, however, mainly concerned with his 'Fifteen Sermons'
preached at the Rolls and the Analogy of Religion, and the
Dissertation on virtue appended to the Analogy.

For a complete and adequate comprehension of Butler's moral
philosophy, it may be useful to refer to the background against
which his whole ethical teaching is cast.

The prevailing spirit of the age when Butler preached his
Sermons at the Rolls Chapel was narrow selfishness and a contemp-
tuous disregard of religion. It was a period when both morals
and religion were at a low ebb. As it appears from Butler's
own writings, he himself held that decline of religious belief
and excessive self-regard were the two dominant vices of the
age. Butler says: "I suppose, it may be spoken of as very much
the distinction of the present to profess a contracted spirit,
and greater regards to self-interest, than appears to have been
doné formerly;':1 He again refers to the religious position
in his charge to the Durham clergy when he says: "It is

impossible for me, to forbear lamenting with you the general

.1l. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vb1.8§1’ Sermon XI, sect. 1,
b. 185.
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decay of religion in this nationj which is now observed by
every one, and has been for some time the complaint of all
serious persons. The influence of it is more and more wear-
ing out of the minds of men, even of those who do not pretend
to enter into speculations upon the subject: but the number of
those who do, and who profess themselves unbelievers, increases.,
and with their numbers their zeal".1

There is another point which should be mentioned here.
Among subsequent writers on Butler there is a good deal of
confusion and misconception about his view of morality, with
the result that he has been very differently interpreted.
Perhaps few thinkers have been interpreted as variously as
Butler. It seems to us that there are two main reasons for
this confusion. The first is the belief of some writers2 on
Butler that his ethical teaching is exclusively confined to
his 'Fifteen Sermons' only, and that the Analogy is a work
dealing exclusively with religious controversies. This has
been the main cause of the controversy about the nature of
conscience, benevolence and self-love. It is no doubt true

that the nucleus of Butler's ethical teaching is contained in

which contain his fundamental ideas and which thus provide the

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler'. Vol. Il, A charge to the
clergy, sect. 1, p. 397. .
2. We shall have occasion to refer to such writers later on.
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foundations of his whole ethical teaching. But it must not be
forgotten that his moral ideas are to be found in his later work,
e.g. that 'Analogy' especia;ly the first part of it, and for a
complete and adequate appreciation of Butler's moral teaching
the study of his 'Analogy' is very essential.

The second reason for this confusion about Butler's ethical
teaching is the belief among some readers that his original
ethical view underwent a change and that he thus preaches quite
a different ethical theory in his later work. They hold that
Butler puts forward one theqry in his 'Fifteen Sermons' and a
different ethical theory in his 'Analogy'. This seems to me to
be a completely mistaken notion. It is true that there was a
long gap of ten years between the publication of Butler's
Fifteen Sermons (1726) and that of his Analogy (1736) but this
by itself is no proof of the fact that he changed his view in
the Analogy. A patient perusal of Butler's works does not give
any indication that his original ethical view, which he out-
lined in the Sermons, underwent any radical change. It must
be admitted, however, that in some respects Butler seems more
emphatic in his Analogy than he is in his 'Sermons', but this
does_not mean that he changed his view and propounded an al-
together new ethical theory in his 'Analogy'. On the contrary,
far from propounding any new theory, the 'Analogy' supports
and relies on the fundamental position of 'Sermons'. Indeed

the nucleus or the germs of the Analogy are found in his
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'Sermons' especially 'On the ignorance of man'. The suggest-
idns which Butler makes in this Sermon are expanded, elabora-
ted and applied with great force in the Analogy.

Again, the long preface and the foot-notes which Butler
adds to the second edition of his Sermons at the Rolls do not
suggest any change in his view. They are only aimed at remov-
ing certain ambiguities and obscurities about which there was
complaint by the readers when the first edition came out.

They should therefore be taken as merely elucidatory and
explanatory and not suggestive of any change in the original
view of Butler's moral philosophy.

We now come to Butler's main ethical teaching. The
central point about his moral theory is contained in his view
of human nature. Butler's main thesis is that virtue consists
in following nature, and vice in deviation from it. He is
not of course the pioneer in this respect. The theory is at
least as o0ld as stoicism. It was the famous tenet of the
stoics. They had already taught that virtuous life was life
according to nature. Butler probably refers to them when he
says: "That the ancient morélists had some inward feeling or
other, which they chose to express in this manner; that man
is born to virtue, that it consists in following nature, and
that vice is more contrary to this nature than tortures or

. . . 1
death, their works in our hands are instances".

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Pref. to S§ermons,
sect. 8, p. 6.



- 17 -

In the modern times the theory was developed by Thomas
Hobbes and was then later adopted by Shaftesbury who expanded
and elaborated it.

At first sight it appears strange to say that virtue
consists in acting according to human nature . It seems a
meaningless assertion altogether. There can be no mode of
eacting which will not be in conformity to nature. To ask people
to do an action when it is impossible for him to do otherwise is
a mcre sbsurdity. Thus it appears that it is not only idle to
recommend and exhort people to do what they cannot avoid doing,
but also absurd to prescribe it as a rule of right conduct.
Butler was well aware of this position. In fact his only justi-
fication and excuse for making a restatement of the old classical
view is that the expression 'follow . nature' is not properly
understood in modern times and in many cases it is grossly
misrepresented. Wollaston's remark against Shaftesbury that to
place virtue in following nature is at best a 'loose way of talk'1
was in Butler's mind. He therefore first of all analyses the
different wrong interpretations of the expression 'follow nature'
or simply 'nature'.

In the first place Butler points out that by 'nature’ is
of'ten meént_no more_than soﬁe principié in man without regard -

either to the kind or degree of it. But in this sense it would

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Pref. to Sermons,
sect. 9, p. 8.
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be absurd to do any action contrary to man's nature, as any
feature whatever of a person may be called part of that person's
nature. There will be no action which will not be in conformity
to nature. It will be tantamount to doing as an individual
pleases, "If by following nature were meant only acting as we
please, it would indeed be ridiculous to speak of nature as any
guide in morals".l Butler therefore rejects this view of nature.

There is another sense also in which 'nature' is often used.
In this sense it is frequently spoken of as consisting in those
passions which are strongest and which most influence the |
actions, It seems that there is much truth in this sense of
'following nature'. A man's action is invariably determined by
the predominant impulse, he is moved to action by the impulse
which predominates in him &t the moment.

But a little reflection shows that even in this sense
'nature' cannot act as any guide in morals. It does not help us
to distinguish between the virtuous and the vicious. A virtuous
man will act according to the dominant virtuous principle in the
same way as a vicious man will act according to the dominant
vicious principle. Thus according to this view of nature both
the virtuous and the vicious sail in the same boat as they both
act according to their dominant nature. Butler goes further.

He holds that in this sense of following nature there is no
differenbe between the actions of a man and those of a brute.

He gives an example to explain the point. "Suppose a brute

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler',GVol. II, Sermon II, sect. 6,
p. H6.
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creature by any bait to be allured into a snare, by which he is
destroyed. He plainly followed the bent of his nature, ....
there is an entire correspondence between his whole nature and
such an action: such action therefore is natural. But suppose

Newe

a man, foreseeing thgﬁdanger of g certain ruin, should rush into
it for the sake of a present gratification; he in this instance
would follow his strongest desire, as did the brute creature:
but there would be as manifest a disproportion, between the
nature of a man and such an action, as between the meanest work
of art and the skill of the greatest master in that art".l Thus
Butler rejects this view of nature also.

It may be asked why does Butler mention these two views
about 'nature' ? Possibly he does so for two reasons. Firstly
he does it to emphasise that virtue does not consist in follow-
ing nature in these two senses of the term, especially the second,
as most people then wrongly thought and believed. Professor
Taylor probably refers to this when he says that Butler's aim
is also directed to that type of people "who admit the reality
of the promptings of virtuous impulse, but see no reason why we
should be virtuous when we do not happen to be strongly under
the influence of these impulses. .... They hold that the
natural and proper course of life is to have no settled rule of
action whatever, to let every impulse, good or evil, 'take its

turn as it happens to be uppermost'"2:  Secondly Butler tries

to bring out conspicuously, and in sharp contrast against the

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol.II, Sermon II, sect, 13,p.69.

2. A.E...Taylor, ome Features of Butler s Ethics', Mind
Eq XXXv, (New series), No. 139, July, 1926, p. 28L
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background of these wrong notions which he dismisses, the third
view of nature which according tb him is the right view and
which thus provides a criterion of what we should do. Butler
takes 'human nature' in the sense of a system, a constitution.
It is something like a concrete whole made up of several parts.
Again it is not merely a sum total of the different parts. It
is, as we have said, a system in which the different parts are
all arranged in a hierarchical order. According to Butler, to
understand human nature it is not enough merely to know the
several parts of which it is made up, but we must need to know
their relations and the respects which they bear to each other.
To make the idea clear Butler draws an analogy between the
human nature and a watch. He says: "Suppose the several parts
of it taken to pieces, and placed apart from each other: let a
man have ever so exact a notion of these several parts, unless
he considers the respects and relations which they have to each
other, he will not have anything like the idea of a watch ....
let him form a notion of the relations which those several parts
have to each other - all coﬁducive in their respective ways to
this purpose, showing the hour of the day; and then he has the

idea of a watch".'

So it is with regard to the inward frame_ _
of man. "It is from considering the relations which the several
appetites and passions &fi the inward frame have to each other,
and, above all, the supremacy of reflection or conscience, that

we get the idea of the system or consiitution of human nature.

—

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II  Pref., to Sermons, sect.
' 1I, pp. 8-9. :
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And from the idea itself it will as fully appear, that this
our nature, i.e. constitution, is adapted to virtue, as from
the idea of a watchi it appears, that its nature, i.e. constitu-
tion or system, is adapted to measure time”.1

But despite this analogy Butler admits that there is an
important difference also. "A machine is inanimate and passive:
but we are agents. Our constitution is put in our own nower.
We are charged with it; and therefore are accountable. for any

] A an mod o) i o S N 2

disorder or violation ol 1li'.

Before proceeding further it may be useful to pcint out

-

that Butler is sald to have borrowed the idea or human system
or constitution from Shaftesbury. Rev. Dr. katthews says: "In
working out this conception Butler makes use of the idea of a
system which had been employed by Shaftesbury“.3

It is no doubt true that Shaftesbury believed and empha-
sised perhaps more strongly than any did ovefore that human
nature not only contains self-alfections but also social or
natural affections as he calls them. Nay, according to him it
also contains unnatural affections. Shaftesbury also held that
virtue can be attained only when there is a balance or harmony

L
among the different impulses in the human nature.

1. 'The Viorks of Joseph Butler', Vol. 1I, Pref. to Sermons,
sects, 12 & 13, pp. 9-10,

2. do. Vol. II, Pref. to Sermons,
sect, 13, p. 10.

3, il.R. Matthews. 'Butler's Fifteen Sermons', London, 19L9,
p. XXTT (Introduction).

L, L.A., Selby-Bigge. 'British Moralists', Vol. I, Oxford, 1897,
PP- 32-330
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Martineau summarises Shaftesﬁuryis analysis of human nature
in a beautiful passage which though long is worth quoting. It
is thus: "He (Shaftesbury) groups the springs of action in three
sets: (1) Natural &ffections towards the good of others; (2)
Natural affections (self-affections) towards one's own good;
both of which admit of being either right or wrong; and (3) un-
natural affections towards no good at all; which can never be
anything but wrong. The others have all of them a legitimate
function, so that in themselves they are right enough; and when
any one of them goes wrong, it is by hecoming relatively too
strong - a fact which might be equally well expressed by saying
that its opposite is too weak; such excess or defect being
unnatural, because by nature there is a given right proportion
among the several affections; the test of rightness being the
economy of social welfare. The mind or character of a man or a
society is a composite system for a concordant end, like a
musical instrument, which is spoiled for its performance if even
one or two ofits strings should have a tension too great or too
small for the pitch of the rest. Disturbances of character, that
is vices, arise from (1) the public affections being too weak;
(2) the private being too strong; (3) the presence of unnatural
affections that tend to no good at all. To be in the first of
these conditions is to forfeit the chief source of enjoyment; to
be in the second is to court unhappiness; and to be in the third

is utmost misery'.

1. James Martineau. 'Types of Ethical Jheory', Vol. II, Oxford,
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Shaftesbury's account of human nature sounds very impressive
and of course egoism and altruism receive equal consideration at
his hands. Virtue, according to him, does not lie in the preva-
lence of any of the two but in the harmony and balance of both.
This is all perfectly correct up to a point, but the fact is that
Shaftesbury's account does not go far enough, despite his genuine
effort to reconcile self-interest mand social good.

The great defect of Shaftesbury's system is that he does
not point out how the balance or harmony among the different
elements of nature can be achieved. He does not suggest any
mechanism through which harmony can be effected. It is not enough
to multibly the number of affections in the human mind. Again
it is not enough to say that balance or harmony is needed. The
important point is how it can be brought about. Butler not only
suggests that virtue consists in the harmony among the different
elements of nature but he also provides us with a detailed and
elaborate mechanism through which this balance can be brought
into being. In Butler's scheme is found the subordination of the
lower elements to those which are higher and more authoritative.
His system is a hierarchy in which some principles naturally
govern and regulate while others naturally yield and submit to
their government.

Again there does not seem any logical connection between
moral obligation and conscience in Shaftesbury. His conscience
does not carry any authority with it. Butler visualises this
inadequacy in Shaftesbury's system when he remarks: "The not

taking into consideration this apthority; which is implied in
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the idea of reflex approbation or disapprobation, seems a
material deficiency or omission in Lord Shaftesbury's 'Inquiry
concerning V&rtue'".l .

According to Butler conscience carries the highest author-
ity. It is most authoritative, in spite of the fact that it is
often overpowered by passions and affections. We all therefore
ought to obey conscience. Butler says: "But allowing that man-
kind hath the rule of right within himself, yet it may be asked,
'What obligations are we under to attend to and follow it ?°' I
answer: It has been proved that man by his nature is a law to
himself, ... The question then carries its own answer along with
it. Your obligation to obey this law, is its being the law of
your nature".2

Thus it seems obvious that though Butler no doubt borrows
the idea of a constitution from Shaftesbury it must not be
forgotten that in his hands the conception of a human constitu-
tion changes altogether. It acquires a new meaning, new signi-
ficance. Professor Sidgwick remarks: "Moreover, the substance
of Shaftesbury's main argument was adopted by Butler, though it
could not pass the scrutiny of that powerful and cautious intell-

ect without receiving important modifications and additions“.3

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Pref. to 8ermons,
sect 20, p. 1l4.

2. do. Vol. II, Sermon III, sect. 6,
pp. 70-71.

3. H., Sidgwick. 'Outlines of the History of Ethics', London,
1886 s Pe 187 .



- 25 -

Sir James Mackintosh also observes: '"He (Butler) owed more to
Lord Shaftesbury than to all other writers besides. .... Yet,
whoever carefully compares their writings, will without diffi-
culty distinguish the two builders, and the larger as well
as more regular and laboured part of the edifice, which is
the work of Butler".l

After this diagression we come back to our main subject
namely Butler's account of human nature. He analyses human
nature and his analysis reveals that in it there are the
appetites, the passions and affections, the principle of self-
love, the principle of benevolence and conscience. These
five faculties are all distinct and they have their own
respective functions in the economy of nature.

An appetite is a desire to satisfy a bodily or physical
urge, for instance, hunger, sexual desire etc.

A passion or affection is a desire to satisfy a mental
urge, for example, desire of esteem, revenge, compassion etc.

Self-love 1s a general rational principle which aims at
the individual's welfare and happiness.

Benevolence is a similar general rational principle whieh
aims at the well-being and happiness of others.

Conscience is the sovereign principle in man. It has
authority over all other instincts and principles of action.

There is a tendency among writers on Butler to overlook

l. Sir James Mackintosh. 'Dissertation on the Prgifess of
Ethical Philosophy', London, 1851, p.
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the distinction between appetites on the one hand and passions
and affections on the other% They  seem to use all these
synonymously, though Butler clearly maintains the distinction
between them. His examples, as we have stated above, of appe-
tites are hunger, sexual desire etc.; while his examples of
passions and affections ate desire of esteem, revenge, com-
passion etc. Butler says: "Hunger is to be considered as a
private appetite .... Qesire of esteem is a public passion".2
It must be admitted however that Butler does not emphasise
their differences probably because it was not so much necessary
to his purpose.

Butler holds that, of the passions and affections, some
tend more especially to private good and some to public good.
But he does not think that there is any rigid distinction
between these private and public affections. Butler says:
UIf any or all of these may be considered likewise as private
affections, as tending to private good; this does not hinder
them from being public affections too, or destroy the good
influence of them upon society, and their tendency to public
good".3

" Self-love is a superior principle and should be clearly

distinguished from the particular impulses. It is a regulative

1. Professor Broad in his 'Five Types of Ethical Theory' uses
passions, affections and appetites synonymously as if
Butler meant to treat them as different names for the same
thing.

2. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, p.4O0 (foot-note).

3. do. Vol. II, Sermon I, sect. 6,p.4O.
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principle. It aims at maximising the general happiness of the
individual. In fact private happiness or good is all which
self-love is concerned about. Its object is thus internal as
opposed to the particular passions which are particular exter-
nal.objects. "The principle we call self-love never seeks any
thing external for the sake of the thing, but only as a means
of happiness or good'. It "belongs to & man as a reasonable
creature reflecting upon his own interestlgzd happiness“.1

The function of self-love consists in organising those
particular impulses which tend to the private good of the
agent. It assists these private affections and allows them
gratifications within their due degree.

But though self-love is a higher rational principle men
do not always act from it. They often act from one of the
particular affections or appetites overpowering the promptings
of self-love. In such cases self-love is not exercised. It
is said to be exercised only when one coolly and calmly thinks
about the human nature containing different impulses, about
the situation and the circumstances then obtaining and then in
the light of these decides whether or not a particular impulse
should be allowed gratification and if so in what degree or to
what extent. In short self-love is exercised when private
affections seek their gratifications under its guidance and

supervision.

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler',8Vbl. I, Sermon XI, sect. 3,
p. 187.
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Butler holds that an action in which self-love, in fact
any higher principle, is overpowered by the strength of the
particular impulse is an unnatural action. It is a wrong
action. It is a case of usurpation, as there is in it a
violation of the constitution of our nature. According to
Butler it is also detrimental to the real interest of the
individual. For, in any action, which is in conformity with
the economy of human constitution, reasonable self-love must
have its due place.

The position of benevolence in Butler's hierarchy of
human nature is said to be a little uncertain. This has given
rise to a good deal of controversy among writers on Butler.
Such writers and critics of Butler can be broadly divided

into two classes. There are on the one hand those, for

1

. . 2
instance Professor Duncan Jones™ and Mr. McPherson , who hold

that Butler treated benevolence as a particular passion. There
are on the other hand those, for instance Professor Broad3,
and Professor Barnesh, who hold that Butler meant to take

benevolence in the sense of a general principle. We shall

therefore discuss this vexed question in some detail.

1. Austin Duncan-Jones. 'Butler's Moral Philosophy', (A volume
of the Pelican Bhilosophy series), 1§52, pp. 58-59.
2. Thomas McPherson. 'The Development of Bishop Butler's
Ethics', Philosophy, Vol. xxiii, No. 87, Oct. 1948, p.322.
3. C.D. Broad. 'Five Types of Ethical Theory', London, 1951,
p. 71.
4. W.H.F. Barnes. 'Joseph Butler: Moralist', The Durham Univ-
ersity Journal, ¥ol. XII, New Series, No. 2, March,1951,
p. 4l.
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Our own view is that Butler means to treat benevolence
as a general principle. The reasons for this view are the
following:

The first three Sermons of Butler are basic in the sense
that they provide the theoretical frame-work of his whole
ethical teaching mand the remaining tweélve sermons are only an
application and amplification of what is contained therein.

It is in these Sermons that Butler tries to point out and fix
the relative position of the different elements in the hier-
archy of nature. Now it is commonly agreed that a thing can be
properly understood only when it is put in its proper context.
Therefore to our mind any controversy about the position of
benevolence, in fact of any particular element in the hierarchy,
should be decided by a reference to these Sermons.

Butler in the very first Sermon points out, I think, very
unambiguously the position of benevolence in human nature. He
says: "There is a natural principle of benevolence in manj;
which is in some degree to society, what self-love is to the

1 Nothing could be more definite, and categorical

individual".
about the position of benevolence than this. There seems no
reason why this statement should not be regarded as sufficient
and decisive as to Butler's view about benevolence. Mr. McPher-

son referring to this says that this is the only place where

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon I, sect. 4,
pp. 35-36.
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Butler speaks of benevolence as a general principle.l To this

our reply is that this is not the only passage, there are

various other such passages in Butler where he refers to bene-

volence as a general principle. We shall quote some of them
here.
(1) "Is it possible any can in earnest think, that a public

(2)

(3)

()

spirit, i.e. a settled reasonable principle of benevo-
lence to mankind, is so prevalent and strong in the
species, as that we may venture to throw off the under
affections, which are its assistants, carry it forward
and mark out particular courses for it; .... our
country?".2

"Thus the principle of benevolence would be an advocate
within our own breasts, to take care of the interests

of our fellow creatures .... and the state we are in".3
"Thus, when benevolence is said to be the sum of virtue,
it is not spoken of as a blind propension, but as a
principle in reasonable creatures, and so to be directed
by their reason':

"his will further appear, from observing that the

several passions and affections, which are distinct both

1.
2.

Fw

T.H. McPherson. 'Development of Bishop Butler's Ethics'-1'.

Philosophy, Wol. XXIII, No. 87, Oct.1948, p. 322.

'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, §ermon V, sect. 10,

p. 103.
do. Vol. II, Sermon XII, sect.lk,p.212.
do. do. do. sect. 19,

p. 223.
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from benevolence and self-love, do in general contribute
and lead us to public good as really as to private".l
(5) "The sum is, men have various appetites, passions, and
particular affections, quite distinct both from self-
love and from benevolence":2
I think that our list is fairly exhaustive and it points
out clearly that Butler takes benevolence as a general princi-
ple. We can, however, pursue the discussion a little further.
It can be asked here that if it is as we have shown above that
Butler is very explicit about the position of benevolence in
human nature, why then is confusion and controversy about it ?
Why is it that writers on Butler are divided on this issue ?
Is it that Butler contradicts himself in some passages where
he seems to treat benevolence as a particular passion ? These
are some of the questions which naturally arise in this connec-
tion and we have to consider these.
It appears to us that there are two main reasons for this
confusion in Butler.
(1) There are passages, mainly in sermons XI and XII and
probably one or two in the preface to the 'Fifteen sermons'’
from which it appears that Butler treats benevolence as a
particular passion. But it should be remembered in this connec-
tion what is the main purpose of Butler in these two sermons.

His main thesis in these §ermons, especially the eleventh

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', ¥ol. II, Sermon I, sect. 6,
pp . 3é-,+o .
2. do. Vol. II, Sermon I, sect.6,p.kl.
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S§ermon, is that there is no conflict between self-love and
benevolence. Butler tries to establish this point by showing
that benevolence is no more contrary to self-love than is any
of the particular’impulses. He himself very clearly says in
sermon XI: "Thus it appears that there is no peculiar contra-
riety between self-love and benevolence; no greater competition
between these, than between any other particular affections and
self-love",l Thus it seems quite obvious that Butler is only
emphasising here the fact that benevolence is not more un-
friendly than other particular passions are to self-love and
the emphasis on this point is probably due to the fact that in
Butler's time people could not reconcile themselves to the view
that self-love and benevolence could work together. Of gourse
in this context benevolence stands in the same line as other
particular passions in relation to self-love and I think this
is a very important reason why bene.volence is taken by some

as a particular passion. But this obviously is not the inten-
tion of Butler. It can never be taken to mean that Butler
meant to take benevolence as a particular pgssion. It is just
a type of argument which he adopts. One can very well chall-
enge his mode of argument but his spirit, his intentions,
cannot be doubted. His argument is analogical here. Just as

there is no conflict between self-love and particular passions,

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butlez'. Vol. II, Sermon XI, sect. 11,
p. 196.
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so also there is no conflict between self-love and benevolence.
It thus never means that benevolence is treated as a particular
passion. It may also be pointed out here that the one or two
passages in the preface to the Sermons where Butler seems to
treat benevolence as a particular passion are also in the same
context as we have in Sermon XI. There also Butler is explain-
ing the same principle, namely that benevolence is not more
contrary to and stands in the same relation as other particular
passions do to self-love. Butler says: "for whoever will
consider all the possible nespects and relations which any
particular affection can have to self-love and private interest,
will, I think, see demonstrably, that benevolence is not in any
respect more at variance with self-love, than any other particu-
lar affection whatever, but that it is in every respect, at
least, as friendly to it".l

Moreover the argument that benevolence is not more contra-
ry than particular passions are to self-love should not be made
the basis of proof that Butler treats benevolence as a particu-
lar passion only. It is just a matter of context. In one con-
text Butler seems to treat self-love also on the same level as
particular passions and affections. As far as the question of
working 'within due limit'and degree' is concerned self-love

stands in the same line, or we should say, comes in the same

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler'. Vol. II, Pref. to Sermons,
sect. 32, p. 4.
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category as particular passions. In fact in tlie preface to
sermons Butler says that self-love in its due degree is as
good as any other affection. But this does not mean that self-
love is a particular passion.

The second reason of confusion is that Butler is not very
precise and exact in his use of the language. He probably did
not care very much for it., He was more anxious to get at the
truth than about his expressions. Rev. John Eaton quotes with
approval: "Butler was a close observer of phenomena and not a
genius for language that cares principally for poetic effect
and takes the thoughts at second-hand" .+

Butler sometimes uses 'affection' also for general princi-
ple. In sermon XI, speaking about self-love he says: "it is
an affection to ourselves; a regard to our own interest,
happiness and private good’!'.2 Whatever the reason for this
lack of preciseness in expression may be, it is true that this
is very largely responsible for a good deal of confusion and
controversy in Butler.

There is one more point which should be remembered in this
connection., Much controversy about benevolence is probably
also due to its very nature. It is no doubt true that we must
be calculating and prudent in the exereise of benevolence, that

we blame imprudent benevolent men, but then it should not be

1, Rev. J.R.T. Eaton. 'Bishop Butler and his Critics', Oxford
and London, 1896, pp. L-5.

2. !The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Sermon XI, sect. 5,
p. 189.
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forgotten that in actual life and practice it is very difficult
to stick to this principle so rigidly. It often becomes
impulsive in character. We are nof always as ealculating as
Butler's theory of benevolence implies. In actual life when
we come across a beggar or some such person, we, ¥ery often,
without much reflection help such persons.

Again it is difficult to explain the nature of benevolence
without referring to particular individuals or pafticular
groups of individuals. Probably Butler himself gets into such
a difficulty when explaining benevolence he says:"if there be
any such thing as the paternal or filial affections; if there
be any affection in human nature, the object and end of which
is the good of another; this is itself benevolence, or the love
of another".1

From all this we can see that a good deal of apparent
inconsistency in Butler's treatment of benevolence is due to
its very nature. But there is absolutely no reason for think-
ing that Butler +treats benevolence as a particular passion.

We thus conclude that despite apparent inconsistency Butler
regards benevolence as a general rational principle in human
nature.

We have briefly explained self-love and have also deter-
mined the nature of benevolence. We can now deal in some detail

with the relation between these two general principles.

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon 1, sect., L,
pp. 37-38.
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Apparently it seems that self-love and benevolence are
opposed principles, The former is concerned with individual's
happiness and well-being as a whole and the latter with the
general happiness of others. Self-love looks to the self and
benevolence to others. Butler holds that there is, really
speaking, no opposition between reasonable self=love and benevo-
lence. In fact one of the great merits of Butler's_ethical
teaching has been to establish a synthesis between these two
seemingly opposed principles, the reconciliation of the claims
of which has beeﬁ a perennial problem in moral philosophy. It
is really surprising that this important point in Butler's
ethical philosophy is often overlooked by his interpreters with
the result that some of them interpret him as 'an egoist',
while others 'an altruist'. It must be remembered here that
Butler is not satisfied merely with championing the cause of
benevolence to overbalance selfishness. He goes further and
is at great pains to show that it is absolutely a mistake to
think, as is commonly done, and especially was in his own time,
that there is any inherent or peculiar antagonism between self-
love and benevolence. Butler discusses this principle in his
preface to the Sermons, and in Sermons I and III. But it is
worked out more fully in the two Sermons 'Upon the Love of our
Neighbour' (Sermons XI and XII). Butler always and everywhere
insists on the principle that there is no peculiar contrariety

petween self-love and benevolence. In fact they involve each
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other in the sense that they tend to realise the one and the
same end. In other words the end which self-love tends to
realise, namely the general happimess of the man as a whole,
is exactly the end which benevolence also tends to realise.
We cannot thus promote self-love by repressing benevolence
any more than we can promote benevolence by repressing self-
love. Thus self-love and benevolence are perfectly coinci-
dent and the greatest satisfactions to ourselves depend upon
our having benevolence in a due degree.

Again it must be borne in mind here that a reasonable
regard to our own happiness and well-belng is not selfishness.
It is the weakness of social affections and the strength of
private affections which constitute selfishness. But a life
according to reasonable self-love is a life in which pfivate
affections are neither very strong nor very weak. In it both
private and social affections are well balanced. Thus there
is no conflict, no rivalry, no trial between reasonable self-
love and benevolence.

But if it is so, as Butler says, it may be asked here,
how is it then that the opposition between self-love and
benevolence is commonly supposed to exist ? Butler holds
that all this talk about opposition between self-love and
benevolence is based on a false supposition that "our happi-
ness in this world consists in somewhat quite distinct from

regards to others"; whereas the truth is that "all the common
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enjoyments of life, even the jpleasures of viece, depend upon
these regards of one kind or another to our fellow—creatures"%
Again at another place Butler points out that "3he general
mistake, that there is some greater inconsistence between
endeavouring to promote the good of another and self-interest,
than between self-interest and pursuing anything eilse, seems,
to arise from our notions of property; and to be carried on
by this property's being supposed to be itself our happiness
or good".2 From this we jump to the conclusion that "as
by increasing the property of another, you lessen your own
property, so by promoting the happiness of another you must
lessen your own happiness".3

But the fallacy involved in this position is obvious
enough. There is a confusion of means and ends here. We are
taking the means as an end and losing sight of the end alto-
gether. Money is not an end in itself. It is only a means
to the attainment to the other goods. lMoney itself is not
happiness though when used in certain ways it produces
happiness. Thus if we confine ourselves to means only and
lose sight of the end it will no doubt appear true that out
of a certain sum of money the more we spend on others the

less we are left with. But if we care to avoid confusion

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, $Sermon III, sect. 8,
ppo 71-72-

2. ‘ do. Vol. II, Sermon XI, sect.19,p.204.

3. do. do. do. sect.20,p.205.
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between means and ends and hold that money is only a means to
happiness, we can at once see that there is no unique contra-
riety between self-love and benevolence. Even a small sum of
money spent on others may produce far greater happiness in us
than the large sum spent on our own account.

Then again the mistaken idea that there is an antagonism
between self-love and benevolence ighores a very important
truth upon which Butler always insists. He argues that a
benevolent temper is itself agreeable. It is itself the femp-
er of satisfaction and enjoyment. On the contrary a malevo-
lent temper is itself disagreeable. It is itself the temper
of uneasiness and dissatisfaction. The gratification of
benevolence, compassion and good-will generate that temper
of mind in men which, if not identical with general happiness,
undoubtedly makes a great contribution to it. The gratifica-
tions of these are, at any rate, accompanied by much less
uneasiness and fewer disappointments in life than are the
gratifications of revenge and malice. The life of a revenge-
ful man is comparatively very uneasy. He is always in fear
of retaliation from his victim. All this Butler himself very
c}early points out. He first raises a number of questions:
Uis benevolence less the temper of tranquility and freedom
than ambition or covetousness ? Does the benevolent man
appear less easy with himself, from his love to his neighbour ?
Does he less relish his being ? Is there any peculiar gloom

seated on his face ? Is his mind less open to entertainment,



- Ko -

to any particular gratification ?" And then he answers:
"Wothing is more manifest, than that being in good humour,
which is benevolence whilst it lasts, it itself the temper of
satisfaction and enjoyment,"l At another place he again very
clearly says: "Let it not be taken for granted that the temper
of envy, rage, resentment, yields greater delight than meek-
ness, forgiveness, compassion and good-will: especially when
it is acknowledged that rage, envy, resentment, are in them-
selves mere misery; and the satisfaction arising from the
indulgence of them is little more than relief from that misery;
whereas the temper of compassion and benevolence is itself
delightfuly; and the indulgence of it, by doing good, affords
new positive delight and enjoyment“.2 Thus it is clear that
"benevolence contributes more to private interest, i.e. enjoy-
ment or satisfaction, than anyfgg the particular common
affections, as it is in a degree its own gratification".3
Butler by identifying the claims of self-love and bene-
volence seems to vindicate a great truth the importance of
which 1s unfortunately not generally and commonly recognised.
Most people noti only believe, but also act on the false
supposition, that by injuring others (those-they fear) they
can do good to themselves. But though it may sound paradoxi-
1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon :XI, sect. 13,

—p [ 198
2. do. - do. Sermon III, sect. 10,

p. 73.
3. do. do. Sermon XI, sect. 20,

p. 205.
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cal there is much truth in the view which Butler propounds
that actions which promote the happiness of others are also
those which are conducive to the happiness oi the self. Also
actions which are harmful or injurious to others are such as
in the long run injure the interest of the self also.

It may be objected here that Butler exaggerates the coin-
cidence between self-love and benevolence. It is possible to
imagine situations where his theory does not work, where the
two principles would be opposed. But in reply it may be
pointed out that the reconciliafion between self-love and
benevolence has been the standing difficulty in moral philoso-
phy. It is extremely difficult to provide any comprehensive
ethical principle which can cover all situations, real and
imaginary, immediate and remote. Butler by his new interpreta-
tion and evaluation of human nature, and especially of self-
love, has developed and argued for a principle which undoubt-
edly goes a long way towards solving the difficulty. If people
act on this principle, if all nations form a world-unit and
adopt this principle as their policy and sincerely work on it,
there would be much happiness in the world and it would be a
much better place to live in. Nay more, if all men act on
this principle Utopia might well be realised.

With regard to the relative position of self-love and
benevolence in the hierarchy of human constitution there seems

some confusion among writers on Butler. Professor Barnes holds
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that Butler does not treat benevolence as of equal importance
with self-love in the individual's make—u.p.1 Professor Broad
again while holding self-love and benevolence as co-ordinate
principles believes that conscience rates benevolence higher
than self-love.2 It is difficult to say whether Butler him-
self would have accepted either of these interpretationsy The
question whether self-love is more important or benevolence

is so in the individual make-up does not arise in Butler.
There are two points which may be submitted here.

(i) In Butler's scheme of human nature all elements,
appetites, passions and the general principles of éction are
equally necessary. They are not only equally necessary,
but equally important too. They all have their respec-
tive functions in the economy of nature. For the proper
functioning of the nature as a whole, all elements have to
play their role and contribute their share. If an element
goes wrong the entire machinery is paralysed. It might be
said that no doubt the particular impulses abe all mecessary
and good provided they are within their due degree. This is,
of course, true but then this proviso equally applies to
the higher principles - self-love and bemevolence. Thus

it seems obvious that all elements are egually important in

1., W.H.F. Barnes. 'Joseph Butler: Moralist', The Durham Univer-
sity Journal, Vol.XII, New series, No.2, March 1951, p.l4l.
2, C,D, Broad. 'Five Types of Ethical Theory', London, 1951,
Pe 73,
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Butler
fhu,t

(ii) Then againﬁself-love and benevolence are
distinet principles they necessarily imply each other, so
much so that we cannot promote the one without comsidering
the other. True self-love always implies the goqd of
others and the good of others always implies the good of
the self. In this sense self-love includes benevolence
and conversely bonevelence includes self-love, both having
the same end. If we lack in benevolence, we equally lack
in self-love though we may manifest much selfishnessj if
there is not too much benevolence, there is not too much
self-love either. Indeed a great deal of unhappiness and
misery in life is due perhaps more to lack of sufficient
self-love than close attention to it. It may be mentioned
here that Professor Broad in order to prove his contention
that conscience rates benevolence higher than self-love
points out that from a psycholoéical point of view self-
love and benevolence cannot be quite co-ordinate. He proves
this point by saying that self-love gets something out of
every transaction which the agent undertakes but benevolence
does not. To take his own example, if I lose my temper and
blindly strike a man, self-love gets something out of the
transaction but benevolence gets nothing out of it. It seems

to us that Professor Broad probably overlooks the signifi-
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cance of Butler's self-love. We do not think that real
self-love, which Butler means when he says self-love, will
get anything out of the transaction instanced here. Butler
would not have accepted the interpretation. Real self-love
cannot get anything out of the transaction which an agent
undertakes blindly or at the promptings of any impulse
disregarding altogether the authority of self-love.

We conclude that in Butler both self-love and
benevolence are equally important principles. The question
whether conscience rates one principle higher than the
other does not arise in Butler's account of human nature.
Conscience would approve both courses of conduct provided
the constitution of human nature is not wviolated.

Consclence is the highest principle in the hierarchy
of the human constitution. Butler holds that no one can
deny that there is such a principle of reflection or conscience
in human nature. Its existence can be immediately experienced
through introspection. Its existence in others can be
inferred from their action, their bahaviour. We all have
an irresistible tendency to pass moral judgments both in reg-
ard to our own acts and in that of others, which unmistakably
proves that all possess a moral faculty which approves or

disapproves our acts. We may call it moral reason, moral
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sense or divine reason. Butler calls it conscience. It is
the sovereign principle to which all elements of human nature
irrespective of their strength are subordinated. It is
through this principle that all elements are finally organised
and redirected. The passions and affections; no doubt, have
power, but conscience alone has authority. "Had it strength,
as it has right; had it power, as it has manifest authority;
it would absolutely govern the world".l No action can be
said to be right unless the authority of this principle is
recognised. "It is by this faculty, natural to man, that he
is a moral agent, that he is a law to himself: by this faculty,
I say, not to be considered merely as a principle in his
heart, which is to have some influence as well as others; but
considered as a faculty in kind and in nature supreme over
all others, and which bears its own authority of being so".2
Although conscience is the highest principle to which
one can appeal or look for guidance and advice in actual
cases it is often overpowered by inferior orinciples like self-
love and benevolence, just as they are often overpowered by
particular passions and affections. However it should be
remembered that though conscience does not often have full say,
nevertheless it should. The fact that it is often over-

powered, due to lack of necessary power, does not mean that

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon II, sect. 19,

p. 6.
2. do. do. do. sect. 11,

p. 99.



- L6 -

it forfeits its moral right of making moral judgments.

It may be stated here that there is a good deal of contro-
versy even among the modern writers about the rexation
between self-love and conscience in Butler. Some writers,
to whom we shall have occasion to refer at the appropriate
place, go so far as to hold that Butler is a rational egoist.
The consideration of this problem will involve much discuss-
ionj; and we shall therefore devote a separate chapter

(Chapter III) to it.



Chapter II.
Butler's Refutation of Psychological Egoism.

In order to comprehend and appreciate fully Butler's
refutation of the doctrine of universal selfishness it is
necessary to know something about how the problem arose for
him, Thomas Hobbes had published his Leviathan in 1651.

In this he had advocated a moral theory on the basis of the
analysis of human nature. But his account of human nature
was sao perverted that 'Butler regarded it as dangerous to
publde: anddprivate moréls'.l

Hobbes was the most uncompromising advocate of selfish
philosophy. He preached the doctrine of universal selfish-
ness, Man is completely selfish, devoid of social feelings :
altogether. He thus struck the social affections out of the
map of human nature and made self the ultimate object of all
human action, Personal gratification is, according to him,
the sole end of all human activity. This principle
enunciated by Hobbes was pushed to its cynical extreme by
Bernard Mandeville in his 'The Fable of the Bees! in which he
gave perhaps the lowest estimate of morality. ‘

- ---Hobbes*'s -theory of human neture was-bound to-rouseand- - - —
stir the most violent reaction, It led to & tremendous amount
of opposition and discussion which continued for more than a
century and the ethics of the period is a series of attempts
to demolish Hobbism,

1. 'Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics', Edinburgh, 1910,
Vol. III, p. a8,
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The opposition to Hobbes's moral theory took three main
directions, Ralph Cudworth,'who was the most distinguished
in the group of thinkers called the *Cambridge Platonista!,
and Samuel Clarke were the first to ci_uest.ion Hobbes's view of
morality as being a mere matter of convention, Their aim is
directed against Hobbes's view that morality is a fnere matter
of calculation and moral law is a collection of arbitrary
state emactments, They held that there is something more
about rightness and wrongness than. mere external authority.
Moral Iaw is rooted in the nature of things, Morality is
eternal and immutable and moral ..t.ruths are unalterable like
mathematical truths, independent of both human and divine
will.l

The second line of opposition to Hobbes's moral
philosophy is found in Richerd Cumberland., 4s opposed to
Hobbes'!s view of man as naturally evil and in a state of war
wheén. every man is enemy to every man,2 Cumberland holds that
man is not by nature at wgr with his fellovrbeings. Every
man is not enemy to every man, There is, é.ccording to him,
no conflict between the good of the seciety and that of the
individual. - . . L

1. L.A, Selby-Bigge, ‘British Moralists®, Vol. II, Oxford, 1897
i . . - Pp. 11, 248-245.

2. do. do. p. 291.
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The fundamental principle of Cumberland's system of
Ethics is that the greatest benevolence of every rational
agent to all others is the happiest state of each individual,
as well as of the whole.» '

In Shaftesbury we find the third line of opposition
to Hobbes's view, As opposed to Hobbes's that man is a
completely selfish being, devoid of all social feelings,
Shaftesbury holds that in addition to self-affections there
are also natural or social affections in man's nature. MNay,
more, according to him, there are also unnatural affections
in human nature,

But Butler was probably not satisfied with all these
criticisms directed against Hobbism,

Degpite Shaftesbury's genuine desire to vindicate the
existence of social affections in human nature Butler does
not seem happy with his psychological analysis which he
congiders inadequate and in need of further and fuller
examination

It appears that Butler was not satisfied with the
criticisms of Cudworth and Clarke either. This is probably
for two reasons., (1) Rather than criticising Hobbes, Cudworth
and Clarke had substituted a new theory. They had in fact
advanced a new theory of morality. (11) -Butler was

1. Richard Cumberland. 'A Treatise of the Laws of Nature',
Eng, trans. by John Maxwell, London, 1%27, Chap. I, pp.53,55
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probably not happy with the a priori or rationalistic
approach to morality, despite the fact that he considers it
as one of the two ways in which the subject of morals may be
treat.ed.1 The fact is that Butler wanted to bring morality
closer to life which he felt could not be done by mere
speculation or over-refinements. He says: "let me Jjust take
notice of the dangef of over-great refinements; of going beside
or beyond the plain, obvious; first appearances of things,
upon the subject of morals and religion. The least
observation will show, hbw little the generality of men are
capable of speculationézz

Butler therefore himself takes up the task of refuting
Hobbes's moral theory and in order to give it a final blow
he decided to meet him on his own ground,

Ve may begin with Butler's critical examination of
Hobbes's notion of ‘benevolence', Butler, while criticising
Hobbes's interpretaiion of bene@olence, makes a very judicious
remark, He says those who exclude social elements altogether
from the map of human nature have perforce, in order to conform
to their theory, to give some such explanation of those facts

of human mind, the existence of which they themselves cannot

—

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Pref. to 8ermons,
sect, 7, p. 5.

2, do ~ Vol. II, Sermon V, sect. 15,
p. 106
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deny. Butler says: "Suppose a man of learning to be writing
a grave book upon Human Nature, and to show in several parts
of it that he had an insight into the subject he was consider-
ing; .... that this learned person had a general hypothesis,
to vhich the appearance of good-will would not otherwise be
reconciled ?"l In regard to this remark Professor Duncan-
Jones rightly observes: '"This remark,.rather than the particu-
lar refutations, really gives the essence of the matter."2

Butler then proceeds to examine Hobbes's view of
benevolence. Hobhes defines it thus: "There is yet another
passion sometimes called love, but more properly good-will
or charity. There can be no greater argument'to a man, of his
own power, than to find himself able ﬁot only to accomplibsh
his own desires, but also to assist other men in theirs: and
this is that conception wherein consisteth charity."3 Against
this view of benevolence Butler points out the difficulties,
rather the absurdities that are involved in it. He says that
if Hobbes be right how is it then that we sometimes wish good
to another which we canmnot do for him, yet we rejoice and feel
delighted when some one else does it for him *? Obviously

in this case there is no-opportunity for the exerevise of power

1. 'The Wofks of Joseph Butler®', Vol. II, pp. 35-36 (foot-note).”

2. Austin Duncan-Jones. 'Butler's Moral Phildsophy', (A
volume of the Pelican Philosophy series), 1952, p. 109.

3. L.A. Selby-Bigge. (British HMoralists', Vol. II, Oxford,
1897, p. 299.
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on our part as we ourselves do not have any share in the
transaction but the joy is there nevertheless. There is
thus no denying that we all rejoice and feel delighted, tinless
of course we are evilly disposed, at the prosperity of others
even though we have no hand in leading to their prosperity.
Hobbes's account of benevolence cannot account for the
existence of such a tendency in man, which undoubtedly every
man has. By this crucial instance Butler conclusively proves
that benevolence is not a mere exercise of power or egoism

in disguise as Hobbes contends.

Again it sometimes happens that we often prefer to help
A rather than B though we know full well that helping the
latter would provide a greater exercise of power. As in the
first instance, so here Hobbes's theory fails to account for
such facts.

Furthermore, if Hobbes's view be true, if all aets spring
from the mere desire to exercise power then there remains no
distinction between acts of good-will and charity on the one
hand and mischief and cruelty: on the other. Because to do
mischief is also to have delight in the exercise of power.
Restraints are put on man's doing mischief, but they may not
always be there. He could in those circumstances exercise
greater power in doing mischief. Thus on this view charity
and cruelty become one in essence as they both eqdally gratify

our sense of power. This is a manifest absurdity. If
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good-will and cruelty be both merely different modes of the
exercise of power, as on this showing they are, then the very
distinction between the two is obliterated and one cannot be
pfeferred to the other. This is obviously an absurd
proposition. Butler remarks: "These are the absurdities
which even men of capacity run inte, when they have occasion
to belie their nature, and will perversely disclaim that
image of God which was originally stamped upon it, the traces
of which, however faint, are plainly discernible upon the
mind of man".1

Butler does not stop here. He gives-yet another blow
to Hobbes's theory. He points out that the existence of
benevolence can be proved by direct observation. "If any
person can in earmest doubt, whether there be such a thing
as good-will in one man towards another; let it be observed,
that whéther man be_ thus, or otherwise constituted, .... is a
mere question of fact or natural history, not provable
immediately by reason. It is therefore to be Jjudged of - and
determined in the same way other facts or matters of natural
history are: by appealing to the external senses, or inward
perceptions, respectively, as thg_matter_quer_cquideration
is cognizable by one or the other: by arguing from
acknowledged facts and actions; .... and lastly, by the

2
testimony of mankind." Butler thus proves the existence of

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler*, Vol. II, p. 37 (foot-note).

2. do Vol. II, p. 37 (foot-note).
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benevolence in man's nature.

Butler is equélly damaging in his criticism of Hobbes's
account of 'pity' to which we now turn. Hobbes defines —
pity thus: "Pity is imagination or fiction of future
calamity to ourselves, proceeding from the sense of another

man's calamity", 1

Butler examines Hobbes's account of pitJ
in Sermon five ‘'Upon compassion! and tries to point out the
practical difficulties as he does in his examination of
benevolence, Butler contends that if pity be regarded as

the imagination of future calamity to ourselves proceeding
from the sense of another man's calamity as Hobbes holds,

then on this definition 'fear and compassion would be the

same idea, and a fearful‘ and a compassionate man the same
character, which everyone immediately sees are totally
different'.z It is obviously not true that fear and .
compassion are the same. Again were Hobbes's contention true,
the conception of a compassionate man changeé altogether,
According to Hobbes!s definition a compassionate man is he who
fears for his own séfety and the more he fears about himself
the more compassionate he is, This is obviously contrary

to our gcknowledged facts of experience, Qur practical

1. Selby-Bigge. 'British Moralists', Vol. II, Oxford, 1897.
. . - P 298,

2. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, p. 94. (foot-note).
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experience shows that one who fears very much his own safety
is not usually sympathetic. Then again our attitude towards
the compassionate and towards the timid or fearful is not the
same, We often love, revere, and admire a compassionate
being, We treat him with kindness and think very favourably
of one who-has beén merciful and benevolent throughout the course
of his l1life, if unfortunately he happens to fall into
circumstances of distress, but surely'we do not think so of
one who is most concerned about himself and utterly callous
to others' pain and.suffering. Again Hobbes holds that we
pity our friends in distress more than strangers. Butler
here raises a very serious and sound objection. He points
out that if this were so, it would then obviously mean that
we feel more fear for ourselves when we see our friends in dis-
tress than when we see other people in the same condition, .
This is certainly not the case. It is no doubt true that we
feel more compassion for our friends when we see them in
distress than when we see strangers in the same plight but
we do not see any reason why on that account we should fear
more for ourselves, All this proves that pity is not the
same as fear for ourselves as Hobbes says.

After having thus refuted Hobbes's notion of pity Butler
proceeds to give his own view about it. Pity according to
Butler involves three elements, (1) Real sorrow and concern

(genuine sympathy) for the misery-qf our fellow creatures,
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(2) Satisfaction from a consciousness of our freedom from
that misery. (3) Reflection on our own liableness to the
same or other calamities, Now in a particular case all these
three elements may or may not be present or they may be
present in varying proportions but according to Butler it is
only the first by which pity is generally meant by the prople. >
Butler thus demolishes Hobbe&'s theory of universal selfishness.
The fact is that Hobbes advocated egoistic philosophy and he
thus forces sympathy, in fact all other such social feelings,
to fit in with his general egoilstic philosophy. Sir James
Mackintosh remarks: "Such were the expedients to which a man
of the highest class of understanding was driven, in order to
evade the admission of the simple and evident truth, that
there are in our nature perfectly disinterested passioﬁs, which
seek the well-being of others as their object and end,
without lookihg beyond it to self, .or pleasure, or happiness.
A proposition, from which such a man could attempt to escape
only by such means, may be strongly presumed to be true.“l

We have shown how Butler proves the existence of social
affections in human nature. We shall just mention one point

here., It seems to ms that Butler_i§ pg{?ect}y right in his view

He has pieaded his case strongly and has established his point
el

quite ably and satisfactorily. The facththere are social

feelings in human nature cannot be doubted, and that man by

nature, as Aristotle held, is a social animel is perfectly true.

-

1. Sir James Mackintosh._fDiééérﬁation on the Progréss of
Ethical Fhilosophy', London, 1851, p. 31.
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The inherently social character of man and the existence

of natural social feelings, like parental care, genuine love
and sympathy, and natural good-will in one man towards another
cannot be denied. HMHan's everyday experience is a witness to
this fact. Men do sometimes sacrifice their interest for
their fellow creatures and thus that they do sometimes engage
themselves in disinterested activities cannot be doubted.

It is undeniably true that there is something like genuine
attachment to tamily, to friends, to country and to mankind
in every'man. The entire history of mankind is a proof to
this undeniable fact.

Mr. Bertrand Russel in the very introduction of his ripest
work 'Human Society in Ethics and Palitics' admits the
existence of social impulses in human nature. He says: "Man
is more complex in his impulses and desires than any other
animal, .... He is a semi-gregarious animal. Some of his
impulses and desires are social, some are solitary. The
social part of his nature appears in the fact that solitary
confinement is a very severe form of punishment; the other
part appears in love of privacy and unwillingness to speak to
] strgpgegg."' He again concluding his discussion remarks:

"We must therefore admit two distinct elements in human excell-

ence, one social, the other solitary. An ethic which takes

1. Bertrand Russel. 'Human Society in Ethics and Politics',
Iondon, 1954, p. 16 (Introduction).
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account only of the one, or only of the other, will be
incomplete and unsatisfying.";

Again Professor Broad in a brilliant article® on
'Egoism-as a Theory of Human kotives' has examined this
question at great length and has given a very penetrating
analysis of the different motives of human actions. He
has therein given a number of examples to prove the existence

3

of other-regarding impulses~ in man's nature. One such
example is worth quoting here. "Let us next consider the
case of a man who subscribes anonymously to a certain charity.
His motive cannot possibly be that of self-display. Can we
say that his motive is to enjoy the pleasant experience of
self-approval and of seeing aﬁ institution in which he is
interested flourishing ? The answer is, again, that these
motives may exist and may be strong, but they cannot be
primary and therefore cannot be his only motives. TUnless he
wants the institution to flourish, there will be nothing to
attract him in the experience of seeing it fllourish. And,
unless he subscribes from some 6ther motive than the desire
to enjoy a feeling of self-approval, he will not obtain a

feeling of self-approval. So here, again, it seems to me

1. Bertrand Russell 'Human Society in Ethics and Politics',
London, 1954, p. 17, (Introduction).

2. Hibbert iJournal, Vol. XLVIII, No. 2, January 1950.
3. By other-regarding impulses, Professor Broad, means those

impulses in which the primary emphasis is on the other
person or thing and its states. p. 107.
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that some of his motives must be other-regarding."1
These facts, I think, clearly show the existence of
other-regarding impulses in human nature.
It may also be helpful to point out here that the

whole case for egoism is based on the following considerations.
It is a view which provokes a favourable reaction in almost
every one who makes his first attempt at speculation about
human motivation. It is a thoory which appears plausibls
to almost every one at first sight when he is more or less
uncritical., This is not to.say that all advocates of egoism
are uncritical. The fact is that, as we have already said,
such philosophers force the interpretations of social impulses
into accord with their theory. But there seems no doubt that
to any one, who thinks deeply and examines critically and impar-
tially the problem of human motivation, who considers the
different situations and circumstances in which men are
placed and the various ways in which they react to them, the
various relations in which men stand to their family, relations
etc. will undoubtedly see the inadequacy and the unplausibility
of the theory of universal selfishness,

" Another reason for the apparant plausibility of the
egoistic philosophy seems to be that the element of self-

interest is so strong in men. We are nearer to ourselvés

1, C.D, Broad, 'Egoism as a Theory of Human Motives',
Hibbert Journal, Vol., XLViii, No, 2, Janiary 1950, p. 110,
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than we are to others. Self-love is nearer to man than
other passions. Butler also'probably realises this when he '
points out that all possible concessions would be made to this
favourite passion whose cause is universally pleaded.1

There seems yet another reason for the seeming
Plausibility of the selfish theory, In most of our activities
including those which are social and benevolent, the self-
referential touch is there. It is difficult to point out
cases where a seif-referential element is altogether absent.
This seems to he a-very potent reason for the plausibility of
this theory. The fact is that human nature is a composite of
self-regarding and other-regarding impulses., In almost all
men both the kinds of eléments are mixed up so much that they
both determine his particular line of action. Thus in actual
life a man is neither perfectly and exclusively selfish nor
perfectly and exclusively benevolent, An individual is
denominated as benevolent or selfish according as the unselfish
or selfish elements predominate in him, Hobbes's theory of
universal selfishness ignores these facts of life,

It may also be useful to point out here thaﬁ in
criticising Hobbes's theory of universal selfishness Butler
does not fall into'tﬁe opposite error of ighoring private

affections of human nature altogether. Without being eclectic

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XI,
. . sect. 2, p. 186,
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Butler gathers truth, which he had made the business of his life,
from whatever source he finds it. He does not hesitate to agree
with anyone when he is right. He recognises whatever elements

of truth he finds even in Hohbes's fheory but his originality and
greatness lies in transforming them, and adapting them to his
moral scheme.

We have discussed Butler's criticism of egoistic theory. We
have also seen his own analysis of the sentiment of pity. But to
understand more fully Butler's position, which entails a denial
of psychological hedonism, it is useful, perhaps also necessary,
to point out here a distinction upon which Butler lays considera-
ble emphasis between particular passions and affections on the
one hand and self-love on the other. Butler discusses this point
in Sermon I and theﬁ again in Sermon XI, sections 3-7. Every man
has a general desire of his own happiness, and self-love is that
principle in human nature which aims at it. As we have already
said it never seeks anything external for its own sake but only
as a means to one's well-being and happiness. Particular passions
and affections on the other hand aim at particular external
objects. They rest in external things themselves. |

Butler points out that the distinction between self-love and
particular passions can be clear only if we bear in mind the
means of their gratification. "Everybody makes a distinction
between self-love, and the several particular passions, appetites
and affections; and yet they are often confounded again. That
they are totally different, will be seen by any one who will

distinguish between the passions and appetites themselves, and
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endeavouring after the means of their gratification. Consider the
appetite of hunger, and the desire of esteem: fhese being the
occasion both of pleasure and pain, the coolest self-love, as well
as the appetites and passions themselves, may put us upon making
use of the proper methods of obtaining that pleasure and avoiding
that painj; but the feelings themselves, the pain of hunger and
shame, and the delight from esteem, are no more self-love than
they are any thing in the world".

Butler is not satisfied with this.. He gives in the same
chain a concrete illustration to explain this point.

"One man rushes upon certain ruin for the gratification of a
present desire: nobody will call the principle of this action
self~love. Suppose another man to go through some laborious work
upon promise of a great reward, without any distinct knowledge
what the reward will be: this course of action cannot be ascribed
to any particular passion. The former of these actions is plain-
ly to be imputed to some particular passion or affection, the
latter as plainly to the general affection or principle of self-

love."2

But though the object of self-love is the general
happineés of the individual as a whole, yet this happiness can be
obtained only through the gratification of particular passions
and affections. In other words the general happiness which
self-love aims at can be attained only through the enjoyment

of those objects which are appropriate to our particular

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, p. 39 (foot-note).

2. do. do. dao.
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particular appetites, passions and affections. Thus self-love
presupposes the existence of particular passions and affections.
Butler says: "Happiness or satisfaction consists only in the
enjoyment of those objects, which are by nature suited to our
several particular appetites, passions and affections. So that
if self-love wholly engrosses us, and leaves no room for any
other principle, there can be absolutely no such thing at' all
as happiness, or enjoyment of any kind whateverj; since happiness
consists in the gratification of particular passions, which
supposes the having of them".l

We have said that self-love cannot be satisfied without
satisfying the particular impulses. It presupposes their
existence and can find its expression only'in and through
them. But the converse is not always true. Particular
impulses can be satisfied without self-love. These often
become predominant and prevail over men who sometimes perform
acts which self-love would not appmove of. But though, as we
have said, particular impulses can be satisfied without any
regard to self-love they ought not to be. In the absence of
the rational principle of self-love particular impulses migﬁt
be either too weak or too strong to achieve their real ends.
In either case they destroy the right relation-among the
different elements in human nature on which, according to

Butler, virtue depends. In order therefore that the particular

l. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XI, sect. 6,
. 190.
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impulses should realise their real ends it is absolutely
necessary that these be subordinated to self-love, that
they act under its guidance and control so as to méintain
the balance and harmony in human nature upozn which Butler
always and everywhere insists,

Thus though the distinction between self-love and
particular passions is clear enough, yet it ié ignored by
Hobbes, who identifies particular passions with self-love,
Hobbes tries to explain away all particular affectiohs by
representing the whole life as nothing but one continued
exercise of self-love, He reduces the entire human nature
to the different.forms and expressions of self-love, In
opposition to Hobbes Butler maintains that the particular
impulses are not different expressions of self-love, They
are hot directed to the pleasure of the self, ‘ Butler's
thesis is contained in the significant proposition that
"That all particular appetites and passions are towards
external things themselves, distinct ffom pleasure arising
from t.hem".1 Moreover particular impulses may and often do
conflict with self-love. Ve sometimes under the influence
of a particular imbulgq take a courge of action which ..
self-love would not approve,

Tt may be asked, how does this mistaken reduction of

L. 'The Works of Joseph Butlef', Vol. II, Sermon XI, sect. 3,
. p. 187,



the particular impulses to different

come to be made ? Why does Hobbes,

expressions of self-love

as do all egoists and

hedonists, fall into this common error ? Butler holds that

this is due to two confusions. The

first is the confusion

between the ownership of an impulse and its object. Impulses

no doubt all belong to the self, They are all owned by the

individual, But they do not all have @s their object the

individual self, Some impulses are, of course, self-regarding

in the sense that they have as their object some change in

the state of the gelf, Hunger, for

which has for its object some change

example, is an impulse
in the state of the

self, But there are some impulses which are other-regarding

in the sense that ﬁhey have as their object some chénge in

the state of others., Sympathy, for example, is an impulse

which has for its object some change

in the state of the person

sympathized with, Thus it is a mistake to think that since

all impulses are owned by the individual, therefore they all

have as their object some change in the indiviidual self,

The second confusion arises from the fact that the

satisfaction of any of my impulses gives pleasure and that

the pleasure is my pleasure. It is
of any impulse gives pleasure to the
true that the object of any of these
happiness of the individual who owns
the satisfaction of sympathy or even

true that the satisfaction
individual but it is not
impulses is the general
them, For instance,

malice no doubt gives



pleasurs to the individual but it is not true to say that
their object is the general well-being of the individual,
The object of sympathy is the relief of another man's distress
and that of malice the production of another's misery.
Thus though the gratification of the particuiar impulses is
vary essential for the general well-being of the man*s life
as a whole, it is wrong to hold, as is commonly done, that
the gratification of any impulse means the general happiness
of the individual, The pleasure which the satisfaction of
particular impulses entails is only a factor in the total or
general happiness which self-love aims at, but surely it is
not the object which particuiar impulses aim at. Thus the
relation of particular impulses to self-love is as Professor
Broad says; "that of means to end,?%f raw materials to
finished produt::.'l:"'.1

Before closing this chapter we would like to raise just
one more point, Some moral philosophers have questioned the
proper use of the words ‘object' and ‘external®’ in Butler.
Professor Duncan-Jones séys: "If we took Butler to imply that
the objective of a passion is always external, it would hardly
be possible to agree .... We may concede to Butler that the

objectives of self-love are internal in the sense explained,

1. C.D, Broad., 'Five Types of Ethical Theory!, London, 1951,
, . . pP. 66,
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but we cannot deny that the objectives of particular passions
may be internal also", 1 . Again as regards the word 'obJect'
he says: "Butler seems here to be accepting uncritlcallv
the colloguial use of the word *object!, when it is combined
with words standing for desires.or purﬁosive actions, It
will not always be possible to follow his usage, and when
something less elliptical is needed the word 'objective!
will be used.2 Professor Broad also remarks: "In fact
the object of an impulse is never, strictly speaking, a thing
or person; it is always to change or to preserve some state
of a thing or pefson"'.5

We shall first éonsider the use of the word ‘externalt,
It appears to us that the very distinction between external
and internal as made by Butler is ill~advised, We quite
realise his anxiety to distinguish self-love from particular
passions on which distinction his refutétion of psychological
hedonism debended. Butler perhaps feared wrongly that if
the object or objective of any impulse be taken as internal,
in that case it might be identified with individual's
general happiness, in which case he might not be able to

—

1. Austin Duncan-Jones. 'Butler's Moral Philoso h ’
volume of the Pelican Philosophy series), 1§52, pe. 50,

2. do do - do p. 49.

3., C,D, Broad, ‘Five Types of Ethical Theory', London, 1952,
’ - - Pe 67
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distinguish self-love from particular passions. In his
anxiety to maintain this distinction Butler forgot the very
obvious fact that the objectives of particular passions

could be internal without being that general happiness which
self-love aims at. The very fact that an objective is
internal does not necessarily mean that it is the same as the
individual's general happiness. Thus it appears that Butler
probably misunderstood the thing, He should not have raised
any distinction like external and internal which also seems
uncalled for from the fact that he has already given one
criterion to distinguish self-love from particular passions by
characterising the former as *general' and the latter
'particular!, Thus it appeais, as we have already said, that
ﬁhe distinc%ion between external and internal is ill-advised
and uncalled for, -

As regards the use of the word ‘object! or objects which
particular passions and affections aim at, we have to point
out only one thing, that the modifications suggested in this
connection may be perfectly justified in some sense but .the
question is 'do they affect Butler's main ethical teaching' ?
It appears that the answer must.obéiggsly be 'no*, They do’
not make any important improvement on Butler's ethical theory.
His main thesis in this context has been to show and to prove
that the end or object which self-love pursues is not the

same as that which particular paséions and affections pursue,
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Now whether we call the ends which particular impulses
pursue as 'objects® as Butler does, or as ‘objectives® as
Professor Duncan-Jones does or say that they are 'alwé.ys
to change or to breserve the states of things or persons'
as Profesgor Broad suggests makes no material differencer
to Butler's main ethical stand. Thus the modifications
suggested here should not be taken in the sense that they
correct Butler's ethical theory. They are simply another
way and perh_'pé- better way of expressing and putting the

facts,



Chapter IIT.

Virtue and Self-interest in Butler,

The relation between virtue and self-interest is a
very complicated problem in Butler. Self-love is one of
the principles about which there is a good.deal of confusion
among the writers on Butler's moral philosophy and thus
their opinions on the issue of virtue and self-interest are
very sharply divided. Professor Sidgwick, for instance,
holds that in Butler self-love and conscience are co-ordinate
principles, Théy both thus carry the same authority and
self-love is not subordinate to conscience, He says: "There
remain,.then, Conscience and Self-love as the two authorities
in the polity of the soul., With regard to these it is by
no means Butler's view (as is very commonly supposed) that
Self-love is naﬁurally éubordinate to copscience - at least
if we consider the theoretical rather than the préctical rel-
ation between the two.- He treats them as independent -
principles, and so far :-. co~ordinate in authority that it

' ' 1
is not 'according to nature' that either should be overruled",

There are others a agaln, for instance Professor Seth,_who hold

that in Butler virtue is synonymous with self-leve., He says

1, Henry Sidgwick, 'Outllnes of the History of Ethics',
London, 1886, p. 192,
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"Wirtue is not synonymous with benevolence, but in the
last analysis it is synonymous with self-love. The latter
is a reflective and reasonable principle-of life; prudence
and virtue are co—érdinate, if not coincident. In spite
of the authority 6f‘conscience, and the intrinsic quality
of that rightness which it approves, Butler's morality is
not disinterested; its raison d'etre is the individual
happiness to which it leads".1 “ These interpretations are,
as we shall try to show in this chagpter, erroneous and
ill-founded, because they are based on statements abstracted
- altogether from the context and background in which these
statements are made. However, to assess Butler's final
view on the problem of the relation between virtﬁe and
self-interest and thus to arrive at the correct estimate
of his general ethical teaching, it is essential, especially
in view of the very wide divergences among his critics, to
exXamine this question in great detail.

But before proceeding further let us also see what some
of the more recent writers on Butler, who either co-ordinate
self-love with conscience or regard self-love as thé highest
virtue, say about it. Professor Prichard holds. that Butler

considered conduciveness to happiness to be the condition of

1., James Seth, 'A study of Ethical Pr1n01p1es', Edinburgh,
i 1899, p. 176.



the performance of a duty, According to him it is a
condition of our being bound to do some action that doing
it would make for our happiness. Professor Prichard sums
up Butler's view thus: "There seems to be no doubt then but
that Butler considered that no act can possibly be really a
duty unless it will be for our happiness".1

Mr, McPherson2 also holds that Butler in his Sermons
(including their preface)is an 'Ethical Eudaemonist'. By
Ethical Eudaemonism' he means the view that one's own
ﬁappiness or self-interest is the ultimate criterion of the
rightness of an action. His own words are thus: "Butlerts
refutation of Hobbes in the earlier part of the Sermons has
not prevented Hobbism from reappearing in a more respectable

form as Butler develops his own doctrine, Butler has refined

l. H.A. Prichard. 'Moral Obligation', (Essays and Lectures),
. Oxford, 1949,. p. 97.

2, Mr, Thomas H., McPherson in his article *The Development of
Blshop Butlerts Ethics® Part I, publishéed in Philosophy,
Vol, XXIlII, No, 87, October 1948, and Part 2, Vol, XXIV,
No, 90, July 1949, holds that there are two dlfferent
theories of ethics in Butler's work, In the Bermons,
including the preface, Butler's theory is Ethical Eudaemonism
and ih the Analogy and Dissertation on virtue he develops
the theory of 'Intuitionism!, by which he means the view
that we are immediately aware of the obligatoriness of

_ . _-particular actions in particular situations.. . ... - -
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Hobbes's crude egoism, but he has not made it any the less
egoism. Butler is a rational egoist, while Hobbes had
tended to be an irrational egoist. .¢¢... If the ethical
theory of the Sermons must be given a label, it had better
be called Ethical Egoistic Eudaemonism, ,... Butler is an
Egoistic Eudaemonist in that he believes that we ought to
seek our own happiness".l
Now, all who hold that Butler considered self-interest

as the sole criterion for virt%%?%%%gr view by quofing a few
stray passages from Butler where he apparently seems to
identify virtue with self-interest. The most important of
these is the famous 'cool-hour' passage which occurs in
Sermon XI 'Upon the Love of our Neighbour'. We quote here
some of these as instances - |

(1) "Let it be allowed, though virtue or moral rectitude
does indeed consist in affection to and pursuit of
what is right and good, as such; yet, that when we
sit down in a cool hour, we can neither justify to
ourselves this or any other pursuit, till we are
convinced that it will be for our happiness, or
at least mot contrary to itf_.2

1. Philogophy, Vol. XXIII, No. 87, October 1948, p. 330,

2. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Sermon XI,
. -  sect, 2i, p. 206,



(2) "Reasonable self-love and conscience are the
' chiéf or superior pfinciples in the nature of man:

because an action may be suitable to this nature,
though all other principles be violated; but
becomes unsuitable, if either of those are_".1

(3) "Conscience and self-love, if we understand our

o true happiness, always léad us the same way. Duty
and interest are perfectly coincident; for the
most part in this world, but entirely and in every
instance if we take in the future, and the whole;
this being implied in the notion of a good and
perfect administration of things"‘.2

We have pointed out above some of those interpreters of
Butler who hold that self-love exhausts the entire contents
of morality in him and we have also quoted those passages
which they usually use to support their view,

Ve shall now come to those interpreters who hold that
Butler does not mean to regard self-love as the sole determinant
of virtue. Those Who hold this view of Butler have all tried
in their own way to explain those passages eépecially the
cool~hour p&ssage wherein Butler seems to identify virtue with

self-interest. Before starting our own discussions in this

1. 'The Works of Joseph Bﬁtler', Vol, II, Sermon III,
- sect. 15, p. 76,

2. do do do do
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connection, it may be useful in the interests of
clarification to point out here how others have tried

to interpret and explain the famous fcool-hour® passage
which is the most important of them éhd which has created
so much confusion among the writers on Butler,

Interpreting this passage Professor Broad says: "I think
it is clear from the context that he is not here asserting
his own view, but is simply making a hypothetical concession
to an imaginary opponent"‘.1 Professor Taylor remarks: '"We
must therefore conclude either that Butler has by a mere
oversight allowed himself to make an incidental remark which
is not really consistent with his considered position and .
forgotten to correct it, or, more probably, that the remark
was not intended as more than a temporary concession to the
prejudices of an au.dience"’..2

Mr. Mossner observes: "The passage does not fair1&
represent his true posit.ion".5

Mr. Spoaner quoting the passage remarks that it "apparently
makes the obligation of listening to conscience depend on its

‘conduciveness to happiness; yet there is no doubt that, in the

"~ "1. C.,D, Broad, 'Five Types of Ethical Theory', London, 1951,
pP. 80,

2. A,E, Taylor. 'Some Features of Butler's Ethics', Mind,
Vol, XXXV, New Series, No, 139, July91926
P. 297

3. E.C, Mossner, 'Blshop Butler and the Age of Reason', 1936,
po 119.
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main, Butler's position is just the opposite of this"-..1
Profeésor Barnes referring to the passage says: "This has some-
times been interpreted to mean that we cannot convince
ourselves that an action is a duty except by calculating that
it will be for our interest to do it, and this because what
makes an action a duty is its being to our interest. If

this were the correct interpretation it would mean that this
passage is not only inconsistent with the whole tenor of
Butler's philosophy but is also self-inconsistent. .... I do
not think Butler can have been guilt& of such a gross
contrédiction“.z Gladstone referring to the *cool-~hour!
passage observes: "Doubtless this is true, When once we have
been challenged and put upon our defence, But it need not

be held to imply that the pursuit of 'right and good', of

the noble and the true, requires to be waited upon, and as it
were certified, by the continual presence and active
consciouéness of the idéa that it will conduce to our personal
happiness: which would indeed tend to bring down the pursuit
itself from a higher to a lower p]‘.ane"'.5

1, VW,A. Spooner. ‘'Bishop Butler', London, 1901, p., 1llI.

2. W, H,F, Barness 'Jbseph Butler: Moralist'; The Durham~  —
Universi {.Journal New Series, Vol.-kII, No. 2,
March 195l, pp. 45-44.

3. ¥.E, Gladstone. *The Works of Joseph Butler', Oxford 1896,
Vol, II, ¢. 206, (foot-note).
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Ule have pointed out the views of others and in this
respect perhaps we have gone further than what is absolutely
necessary for our purpese here, However our own view with
regard to Butler's account. of the relation between virtue and
self-interest is that he did not mean to co-~ordinate self-love
with-conscience. He did not consider self-love as the
highest or the sole Principle of virtue, ﬁe regarded it
as one of the general rational principles 6f hum2n nature,
superior not oniy in degree but in kind and nature to
particular propensions, but ultimately subordinate to
conscience. Cur reasons for holding this view are the
following:

We think that in interpreting any controversial
expression, or & passage or even a book we must first lay
down some general standards or tests. For instance when we
want to interpret a book about which there has been some
controversy, we must take into consideration how the problem
which the book attempts to solve arose, and.under what
circumstances the book came to be written, This test or
criterion must be applied in interpreting all those passages

in Butler wherein he apparently seems to resolve all v1rtue

into selfklove. In this connection we should remember that
the problem which confronted Butler was handed down to him by

his predecessors of the seventeenth century, %e have seen
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that Thomas Hobbes had enunciated the principle of
universal selfishness which was brought to its logical
conclusion by Mandeville. From his frequent references

to Hobbes, it appears that Butler's one main purpose in

his Bermons at the Rolls Chapel was to demolish and overthrow
Hobbism. Shms TEhroughout his 8ermons Butler had Hobbes
always before his mind's eye. Now if it is a fact, as we
have tried to show that it is, that Butler's main purpose

in his Semmons was to defeat and,overthrow'Hobbism, then
bearing in mind the criterion which we have set up, any
interpretation which goes to show that Butler identified
virtue completely with self-love cannot be &ccepted, as it
goes contrary to the main spirit in which the Sermons came to
be delivered. It might be pointed out here and perhaps
rightly that this argument does not carry us very far,
Butler no doubt demolishes Hobbes's theory of universal
egolsm and vindicates the existence of social elements in
human nature, but he admits self-love as permissible motive
for action., This is perfectly true. Butler re-evaluates
self-love, In fact an important purpose in his fefutation
of universal egoism is also to reinterpret self-love,
Acéording to Butlér to act on the principle of self-love is
virtuous, But the question with which we are concerned in
this Chapter is whether even in his own sense Butler reduced

all virtue to self-love, and to this our own answer, as already
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given, is no,

It seems to us that the best way to interpret any
controversial point is to judge it in its proper context.
In interpreting these passages where Butler seems to hold
self-love as the highest virtue, two factors should always
be képt in view. They are (1) the temper of the age and
(2) his own situation and practical purpose, It appears to
as that in these passgges Butler is reflecting the tendencies
of the age. It has already Leen said that Butler's age was
the age of reason, It was the age of individualiém, and the
majority of people would recognise ho virtue higher than
regard for their own self. Butler seems to realise this when
he says: "It may be allowed, without any prejudice to the
cause of virtue and religion, that our ideas of happiness and
misery are of all our ideas the nearest and most important
to us".l It is immediately after this that the famous
Ycool-hour' passage occurs, It appears that in accordance
with the tendency of the age Butler is trying to allow as many
concegsions as possible to this principle which is so
universally strong in every man. Butler himself says that
"for there shall be all possible concessions made to the favourite
passion; which hath so much allowed to it; and—whose céﬁéé ié |

so universally pleaded: it shall be treated with the utmost

1. !'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. iI, Sermon XI,
: sect, 21, p. 206,
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tenderness and concern for its interests".1 Butler
probably, consistently with the temper of the age, very
strongly believed that happiness-loving men would not,

under the circumstances in which_they are placed in the
world, act virtuously unless they also somehow believed

that it would be to their interest. The word !'justify'
which occurs in the 'cool-hour' passage does not in this
context mean anything more than that reasonable and
happiness~loving people would not justify to themselves

any course of action unless they knew that it would be

to their interest. This seems to be supported from the
assurance he is giving to his audience, a promise as it were,
that whatever inconsistency there is between duty and
interest, shall be set right at the final distribution of
t.hings.2 Thus it seems that Butler is here trying to
provide an additional motive for the practice of virtue.
Interest of the agent is an additional reason for doing an
act which is duty. This is not to say that the interest of
the agent is the reason, far less the only reason, why duty
should be performed. It is only to reinforce the perform-
ance of virtue. That is all. Mr, Harrison rightly remarks:
"More than enough food and drink may be bad for one, but. more
than enough reason for a statement does not make it false or

invalid, nor does more than enough reason for an action make

1, '"The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Sermon XI,
. sect. 2, p. 186,

2, do ¥ol. II, Sermon III,
Sect. 12’ p. 75.




it wrong or irrational. If one person has a duty to do
something which is in his interest, and another has a duty
to do something which is not, the first has better reason for
doing the action he has a duty to do (though no better reason
for doing his duty) than the second, though the reasons of
both are sufficient".1

Another passage already quoted above in which Butler
very much exalts self-love and thus seems to identify it with
virtue occurs in the last section of Sermon III. In his
emphasis on self-love Butler seems no less emphatic here than
he is in the 'cool-hour! passage; But then what his real
purpose here is may be seen ciearly from his statement which
follows immediately after this passage. He is here trying
to prove that there is coincidence between virtue and interest.
Butler is at pains to show that reasonable self-love and
conscience always léad us the same way. It is only to
emphasise this point that Butler exalts self-love. It is
his peculiar technique, a point which we have explained
elsewhere, that whenever he explains any theory he exaggerates
it so much that he apparently seems inconsistent. But there
is absolutely no reason for thinking that he treats self-love
and conscience as co-ordinate principles. .

Moreover it seems that probably Butler also strongly

l, J. Harrison. 'Self-interest and Duty', The Australasian
Journal of Philosophy, Vol. XXXI, No, 1, May 1953,
" ppd 25‘26.
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believed that no moral theory which ignores self-love can meet
with general acceptance. This seems to be an important reason
why he considers prudence also as virtue, Thus in his
emphasis on self-love Butler is merely reflecting the spirit
of the age. After all, the speculative beliefs of an age
very largely determine its moral character, He is thus
trying to win over his sophisticated audience by impressing
upon them thati reasonable self-iove (not mere selfishness)

is not opposed to virtue. But from all this it is wrong

to infer that Butler held self-love to be the sole criterion
of virtue.

The second factor which has to be congidered here is
Butler's own practical purpose and the circumstances in which
he worked, He was a practical preacher of righteousneés and
his aim was to make people wirtuous and religious. Like the
sagacious man he was, he did not neglect to appeal to the
motives of men, and men are moved by prudential considerations,
It would have been quite out of place for Butler to preach
and talk all the time on 'disinterestedness and benevolence!
when he knew well that his audience were more or less self-
centered. He therefore touches their sentiment gently but
effectively, He takes them by surprise, as it were, by
telling them that he is one with them as far as regard to

self-love is concernedyand thus tries to walk with them on
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the same track. Butler, consistently with his general
ethical teaching, in his heart of hearts believed that

if people acted from reasonable cool self-love, which, he
held, necessarily involved the good of others, much ground
would be gained., It would ultimately lead people to virtue
and religion.

Connected with these two factors, there is also a third
factor which is very important in the sense that it goes a
long way towards explaining Butler's appeal to self-love,

He reiﬁforces his theory of virtue by the hope of reward in
this life and in the next., He also holds that God is the
moral governor of this universe and that He has annexed
rewards and punishments to right and wrong acts resgpectively.
Not only this; while creating men God endowed them with a
moral nature and also placed them in a situation which provides
their nature enough scope to operate. Butler says: "Now

from this general obsérvation, obvious fo every one, that

God has given us to understand, he has appointed satisfaction
and delight to be the consequence of our acting in one manner,
and pain and uneasiness of our acting in another, and of our

- not acting at all; and that we find the conseguences, which we
were beforehand informed of, uniformly to follow; we may learn,
that we are at present actually under his government in the

strictest and most proper sense; in such a sense, as that he
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rewards and punishes us for our actions".l The fact that
virtuous actions are rewarded and vicious punished should not
be understood to mean that reward and punishment are the
criterion for virtue in Butler. In him there is the emphasis
on virtue and not on reward. According to Butler an action
is virtuous and therefore rewarded, it is not true that it is
rewarded and therefore virtuous. Butler nowhere makes virtue
dependent on reward though the latter accompanies the former,
The point is that he held that things are so arranged that we
were "so constituted as that virtue and vice are thus naturally
favoured and discountenanced, rewarded and punished as such".z
Consistently with his belief in the divine government of the
world Butler infers that God will reward virtue. A man
can take it more or less on faith that a virtuous life will
be rewarded by God somehow but he must work 'without any
distinct knowledge of what the reward will be'. This faith
cannot be said to be a matter of calculation for the interest
of the agent. It is, as we have already said, just to
reinforce the performance of conscientious actions.

Again, were Butler an egoist, his answer to the questions -
Why must I do what is right ? What obligations are we under
to attend to and follow conscience ? would have been 'because
it is to your interest'!. But Butler instead answers, 'because

it is the law of your nature!. Though it must be remembered

1, 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Part I, Chap. II,
sect, 6, p., 52.

2, do. Vol., I, Part I, Chap. III,
sect.20, p. 79.
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here that according to Butler to act according to nature

is algo to one's interest. Frgi}%his it appears that
Butler never held that self-love is the sole determinant of
virtue,

Furthermore if it is held that Butler was a rational
egoist and in him self-love and conscience afe merely two
names of the same principle, then not only does this go
against the general trend of his moral philosophy, but
his whole emphasis and insistence on the authority of conscience,
which is rightly regarded as the key-stone of his whole
moral philosophy, becomes superfluous or meaninglesé.

We should bear in mind here a point which we shall explain
at its appropriate place that while self-love approves an
action because it is prudent conscience épproves it because
it is right,

It appears that Butler's frequent use of the expressions
like *duty and interest', 'virtue and happiness' have
given-some of his readers the impression that Butler
considered all virtue to be identical with the agent's
interest. This is a mistake. There are three points to
be borne in-mind in this connection. The first is that
Butler, as is clear from his tone in Sermon III, believed

that the situation in which men are placed in this world
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and the circumstances in which they work are such that
their own real interest ‘is always best served by virtuous
conduct. In other words it is through virtue that man's
real interest can be best served. Thus it appears that
by his insistence and frequent use of the expression
'‘virtue and happiness' Butler is trying to convince his
éudience and make them pursue virtue, as that way lies
their real interest; This does not mean that Butler
reduced all virtue to self-love,

The second reason why Butler often speaks about the
coincidence between duty and interest is that according to
him virtue consists in following nature, which means the
whole of human nature. Now self-love being one principle,
though a very important principle in human nature, action
done in consequence of it cannot be wholly virtuous
but nonetheless it is partly so. An action done in
consequence of self-love is thus a species of virtue.

The sphere of self-love is a necessary part of the total
sphere of virtue which is the empire of conscience,

In this sense there no longer remains a question of
conscience and self-love, but it becomes a question of
virtue and a part of virtue, and between virtue and a part

of virtue there can be no conflict. This explains the
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coincidence between virtue and interest and this also shows
that self-love is a part of virtue but by no means the whole of
virtue as is wrongly thought by many,

The third point to be remembered in this connection is
that Butler very genuinely desired that virtuous people
should also be happy. In fact he believed that they are so

1 at least the tendency in virtue to make

even in this world;
people happy even in this world is manifest and 'the
principles and beginnings of a moral government over the
world may be discerned, notwithstandiﬁg and amidst all the
confusion and disorder of it'.z But despite this tendency
of virtue to make poeple hapby Butler seems to0 realise that
virtuous men in this world are not as happy as they deserve,
Pleasures and pains in this world seem to be distributed
without much regard to merit and demeérit. He says: "Good
men surely are hot treated in this world as they d.eserve".3
But then Butler also strongly believed that there was

some sort of unalterable correspondence between virtue and

happiness which, though partial in this world, points to

1, 'The VWorks of Joseph Butler!, Vol, II, Sermon III
: sect. 10, p. 7%.

2, . do Vol. I, Part I, Chap. III,
sect. 4, p. 66,

3. TFragment No, 9. MSS, 9815 British Museum, p., 28. Also
printed in Bernard's Edition of 'The Viorks of Bishop
Butler*, London, 1900, Vol., I, p. 307,
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their complete correspondence in the next. Nay, the

unalterable relation between virtue and happiness is a

postulate, it is necessarily implied in the very moral

order of the universe. Indeed it cannot be denied under

the perfect administration of God because the very denial

will mean the denial of the perfect administration, Butler

says: "It is a manifest absurdity to suppose evil

prevailing finally over good, under the condué¢t and

administration of a perfect Mind".1 Thus it appears to

us that Butler, for the final reconciliation between virtue

and happiness, passes from the..field of ethics to that of

religion., "A righteous government may plainly appear to

be carried on to some degree: enough to give us the

apprehension that it shall be completed, or carried on

to that degree of perfection which religion teaches us it

shall; but which cannot appear, till much more of the divine

administration be seen, than can in the present life".2
Thus it seems to us that the statements, where Butler

seems to identify virtue with self-interest, if taken in

their proper and appropriate context mean simply that the

individual happiness is the natural or we should say, the

1. 'The WVorks of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Sermon III,
sect. 1?0, P. 75,

2. '"The Vorks of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Part I, Chap. III,
_ sect, 4, p. 66,
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inevitable accompaniment of virtuous conduct. This is
all that Butler in his repeated use of the expression
'virtue and happiness' seems to suggest. The statements
do not entitle us to draw the conclusion that personal
happiness is, according to Butler, the sole ground of virtue,
We shall now pass on to consider a few other important
points vhich are necessary in this connection., Butler no
doubt has said that there is coincidence between self-love
and conscience, partial in this world and perfect in the
next world, But this does not prove that self-love is
identical with conscience. They coincide because they are
both reasonable principles, they are both reflective and
calculative. They run in the same direction - they
prescribe the same course of action, there is no wonder in
it, because they both act on reason. So far they are in
the same plane. Butler seems perfectly right. He is
only emphasising here the rational aspect of self-love and
thus showing that reasonable gelf-love is not oppbsed or
contrary to the dictate of conscience, This is all that
Butler suggests here. He never means to say that self-love
and conscience are identical in the sense that they carry
the same authority. Coincidence does not mean identity.
If for instance the Archbishop of Canterbury and a village

curate both acting reasonably go the same way it will never
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mean that the latter carries the same authority as the
former, Professor Moore seems to agree with this view of
Butler when he remarks: "Hence the fact that an action is really
to my interest, can never be a sufficient reason for doing it:
by shewing that it is not a means to the best possible, we
do not shew it is not to my interest, as we do shew that it
is not expedient. Nevertheless there is no necessary
conflict between duty and interest: what is to my interest
may also be a means to the best possible".l' Thus in his
insistence on the coincidence between virtue and interest
Butler is only emphasising the rational aspect of self-love,
He did not mean to treat self-love and conscience as
co-ordinate principles.

Again the crucial test of whether self-love and
congcience are identicai or carry the same authority is to
be found in those passages where Butler anticipates and
suggests the course to be adopted in case there be conflict
between the two, It may be pointed out here that Butler
first of all sincerely believed that theré.can be no conflict
between reasonable cool seltf-love and conscience but if there
be, then what to do in that case ? His answer is very clear
and definite. We shall let Butler speak himself here also

as wWe have very often done,

1, G.E, Moore. ‘'Principia Ethica', Cambridge, 1954, p. 170.
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"Whereas in reality the very constitution of our
nature requires, that we bring our whole conduct before
this superior faculty; wait its determination; enforce
upon ourselves its authority, and make it the business of
our lives, as it is absolutely the whole business of a
moral agent, to conform ourselves to it".l

"Thus that brinciple, by which we survey, and either
approve or disapprove our own heart, temper, and actions,
is not only to be considered as what is in its turn to have
some influence; which may be said of every passion, of the
lowest appetites: but likewise as being superior; as from
its very ngture manifestly claiming superiority over all
others: insomuch that you cannot form a notion of this
faculty, conscience, without taking in judgment, direction,
superintendency. This is a constituent part of the idea,
that is, of faculty itself: and, to preside and govern, from
the very economy and constitution of man, belongs to it".2

From the passages quoted above two things are very clear.
The first is that Butler interprets virtue wholly by
reference to authority which according to him conscience
carries in the highest degree. The second thing is that

Butler here gives a very clear-cut indication that if there

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Pref. to Sermons,
' sect. 19, p. 14.

2. do Vol. II, Sermon II,
sect. 19, p. &4,
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by any collision between self-love and conscience, the
latter is to be taken as the paramount authority and self-
love will always have to bow down before its supreme
authority.

Again the view that Butler considered private happiness
as the sole ground of virtue is contradicted by the fact that
by virtue of the position self-love occupies in the human
nature, it cannot finally determine our duty. Ve shall
explain this point in two ways, Firstly, like other
particular passions and affections self-love also has to
act within its due degree. It has also its iimit and bound,
Butler himself very clearly says: "Every one of our passions
and affections hath its natural stint and bound, which may
easily be exceeded; .... This holds as much with regard
to self-love as to all other affec.tions".1 This statement
clearly suggests that self-love cannot determine our ultimate
duty. It may also be noted here that in this context Butler
treats self-love as no better than particular affections,

An action done in consequence of self-love may become un-
natural if, like particular affeétioné, it goes beyond its
1imit and bound. Over-indulgence of self-love is as blame-
worthy as the over-indulgence of any particular passion since

in either case the harmony, among the different elements of

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XI,
sect., 7, p. 191.
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human nature, which is the foundation of virtue, is

destroyed., "Over-fondness for a child is not generally
thought to be for its own ad.vantage",l Butler cites as an
example. Thus it is obvious that self-love, which has to
work as much within it due limit as any other particular passion
cannot be regarded as the sole determinant of virtue. But
this is never the case with conscience. There is no occasion
for its going beyond its limit and falling into error like
other principles of action. Conscience is the over-riding
principle and its principal task is to regulate and keep all
other principles within their due limit and thus maintain the
harmony and the right relation among the different elements

in man's nature. Self-love, being also a reasonable
princible, can act as guide, no doubt, but only as provisional
or rough guide. Butler says: "For the natural authority

of the principle of reflection is an obligation the most

near and intimate, the most certain and known: whereas the
contrary obligation can at the utmost appear no more than
probable; .... without the former".2 It is thus manifest
that the final arbiter of our ultimate duty is conscience.
Secondly it appears to ms as we have already said that

Butler treats self-love as no more than a general principle,

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XI,
sect. 7, Pe 191,

2. do : Vol. II, Pref. to Bermons,
sect. 21,pp. 15<16.
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superior to particular passions and affections.

Consistently with this view he holds that of the two
principles of actions, (1) particular passions and |
affections and (2) self-love, the latter is a much better
guide than the former and also that if men acted on the
principle of self-love rather than on particular passions,

it would prevent numberless follies and vices in the world,
All this Butler himself very clearly says in his preface

to the Sermons, which is worth quoting here for the
clarification of the point we are at the moment considering.
Butler says: "Upon the whole, if the generality of mankind
were to cultivate within themselves the principle of
self-love; ..... and if self-love were so strong and
prevélent, as that they would uniformly pursue this their
supposed chief temporal good, without being diverted from

it by any particular passion; it would manifestly prevent
numberless follies and vices. ..... It is indeed by no means
the religious or even moral institution of life. Yet, with
all the mistakes men would fall into about interest, it would
be less mischievous than the extravagances of mere appetite,
will, and pleasure: for certainly self-love, though'confined
to the interest of this life, is, of the two, a much better
gulde than passion, which has absolutely no bound nor measure,
but what is set to it by this self-love, or moral considers

1
ations",

l. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Pref. to Sermons,
: sect. 36, p. 27,
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This passage, (quoted above) in which Butler regards
self-love only as less mischievous than particular passions
and by no means the moral institution ef life, removes very
clearly all illusions about the position of self-love in the
hierarchy of human nature, It proves conclusively that he
did not mean to regard it as the highest principle of morality.

Again Butler in his Dissertation on Virtue very
explicitly says "that the faculty within us, which is the
judge of actions, approves of prudent actions, and disapproves
imprudent ones; I say prudent and imprudent actions as such,
and considered distinctly from the happiness or misery which
they occasion".1 If this be so, as it is, then self-love
cannot be regarded as a principle co-ordinate with conscience,
The superiority of self-love lies oniy in this that conscience
approves of those actions which are directed towards its
gratification, This is all. Butler nowhere says that
self-love has the sole supremacy over the passions and
affeétions. Thus the superiority which self-love possesses
is only in a limited sense. This, to our mihd, clearly shows
that in Butler self-love and conscience are not co-ordinate
principles. |

Then again the view that Butler reduced all virtue to
self-love presents a practical difficulty., There are
passages in Butler especially in Sermon XII 'Upon the Love

of our Neighbour' where he seems to reduce all virtue to

1. "The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Dissertation on
Virtue, sect. 11, pp. 406-407.
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benevolence and which therefore cannot be explained
consistently with the view suggested here, How can we
resolve this difficulty ? Can we say that Butler is
contradicting himself here? VWe do not think that Butler
can be guilty of such a gross contradiction. The point
is, as we have been trying to establish, that Butler did
not mean to identify virtue completely with self-love, nor
did he mean, as we shall ﬁry to show in our next chapter,
to identify it with benevolence. He is only trying to
emphasise that actions done in consequence of self-love are
also virtuous actions and he was thus encouraging his
audience to work at least on the principle of reasonable
cool self-love,

Theré.is one more point to be noticed here. Mr,
McPherson in his article referred to above makes a distinction
between supposed self-love and real self-love and suggests
that Butler's conscience, though Opposed-to and in conflict
with supposed self-love, is identical with real self-love.

It seems that even this distinction, which Mr, McPherson

points out, does not help him very much to establish the case
that Butler identified virtue with self-love, There are
.two_things to be remembered in this connection, The first

is that Butler always uses self-love in the sense of reasonable
cool self-love. The second is that the whole point, in our

opinion, hinges on this quéstion: Is it that an action, done
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in consequence of self-love, is considered virtuous even
when it violates the authority of conscience ? The
answer to this question must be in the negative and with
this all attempts to prove that self-love is identical with
virtue in Butler break dovwn, The important point to
establish is whether an action is or is not in line with
the dictate of conscience. An action is virtuous or
vicious according as to whether it is or it is not in line

-with conscience.

Then again there are clear passages in Butler wherein
he has shown very clearly that private happiness is not
the criterion of virtue.

"In truth, the taking in this consideration totally
changes the whole state of the case; and shows, what this
author does not seem to have heen aware of, that the
greatest degree of scepticism which he thought possible
will still leave men under the strictest moral obligations,
whatever their opinion be concerning the happiness of virtue."

Numerous other such passages from Butler can be cited
and we quote swewe in the foot-note a few which I think will

be enough for our present purpose.

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Pref. to Sermons,
sect 22, p. 16.

Note (1) we may judge and determine, that an action js
morally good or evil, before we soO much as cons1der,
whether it be interested or disinterested". -

S ", Vol. UI, pref., to0 Sermony,.SeCt.3l., p.Zb.
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For all these reasons it seems obvious that it will be
all wrong to characterise Butler as an Ethiéal Eudaemonist as
Mr, McPherson does or as one who considered that no act can
possibly be a futy unless it will be for our happiness as
Professor Prichard believes. Butler no doubt held that
private happiness was near and dear to every rational being,
yet he never meant that it could be considefed as the criterion
of virtue. He nowhere states that it is the happiness
producing character of acts that makes them right. On the
contrary he believes as we have already said that the whole
universe -~ the whole nature including human nature - is so

constituted by God that if man acts according to his hature

(2) "In all common ordinary cases we see intuitively at
flrst v1ew what is our duty, what is the honest part'.
. Vol. 1II, Sermon VII, sect.lly, p.l132.

(3) "that this faculty was placed within to be our proper
governor; to direct and regulate all under principles,
passions, and motives of action. This is its right
and office: thus sacred is its authority. And how
often soever men violate and rebelliously refuse to
submit to it, for supposed interest which they cannot
otherwise obtain, or for the sake of passion which
they cannot otherwise gratify; this makes no altera-
tlon as to the natural right and office of conscience."

~ ., Vol. II, Sermon II, sect. 19, pp.6L4-65.

(4) "That your comscience approves of and attests to such
a course of action, is iiself alone an obligation.
Conscience does not only offer itself to show us the
way we should walk in, but it likewise carries its
own authority with it, that it is our natural guide;
the guide assigned us by the Author of our nature: it
therefore bekongs to our condition of being, it is
our duty to walk in that path, and to follow this
guide, without looking about to see whether we may
not possibly forsake them with impunity." .7 = k
7. Vol. II, Sermén III, sect. 6, p. 71.
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it will automatically and necessarily lead to his happiness.
Therefore all that a man need do, according to him, is to do
his duty, which consists in acting according to the dictate of
conscience which is the final and ultimate arbiter in morals,

It thus appears clear that despite all the coneessions
that Butler makes to the favourite passion - self-love, his
ethical teaching that virtue does not lie merely in self-love
but in the human nature as a whole remains unaffected.

We thus conclude that though, according to Butler, virtue
always makes for the personal happiness of the agent; and
virtue and interest in the end always coincide, yet virtue is
to be pursued not for the sake of the happiness but because

it is virtue.



Chapter IV.-
Virtue and General Happiness in Butler.

We have already seen in our last chapter that virtue
cannot, according to Butler, be equated with self-interest.
If there is a clash between conscience and interest, the
former always overrides. In the present chapter we shall try
to see whether virtue can be equated with the promotion of
general happiness. In other words we shall try to determine
whether Butler considered producing the general happiness as
the only virtue. As we have already sald that there are a few
passages in him which give the impression that he resolves
virtue into benevolence, that he considers the promotion of
general happiness as the sum of morals. However, before we
begin our examination of this view let us quote here some of
those passages on which it takes its stand. They are these:

"It is manifest that nothing can be of consequence to
mankind or any creature, but happiness." 1
"From hence it is manifest that the common virtues,
and the common vicés of mankind, may be traced up to
benevolence, or the want of it.n2
1t might be added, that in a higher and more general
way of consideration, leaving out the particular nature of

creatures, and the particular circumstances in which they

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XII, sect.
20, p. 224.

2. do. Vol. II, Sermon XII, sect.
22, p. 226.

- 999 -
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are placed, benevolence seems in the strictest sense to
include in it all that is good and worthy; all that is
good, which we have any distinct particular notion of.%
"That mankind is a community,. that we.all stand in a
relation to each other, that there is a public end and
interest of society which each particular is obliged to
promote, is the sum of morals." 2
Now it seems to us as Professor Broad3 also rightly
points out that if these statementé be accepted at their face
value, Butler was a utilitarianj; i.e., he thought that happi-
ness is the only intrineic good and that virtue consists in
promoting it. But the question is, should we take these
statements at thelr face value ? Are we to hold that Butler
preached that the utilitarian rule - that we should so act in
any situation as to lead to the greatest happiness or least
misery of everybody including the agent himself - should be
taken as the rule of 1life ? Butler, no doubt, refers to this
rule a number of times, as we have just shown, but it must be
observed that evén here he is not very clear and distinct.

His statements are not without reservation and qualification.

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XII, sett. 22,
p. 227.

2. do. do. Sermon IX, sect. 7,
p. 155.

3. C.D. Broad. 'Five Types of Bthical Theory', Londog, 1951.
p. 61.
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In one of his statements quoted above he says "common virtues
and the common vices of mankind, may be traced up to benevo-
lence or the want of it." Then again he qualifies his next
statement by saying "leaving out the particular nature of
creatures and the particular circumstances in which they are
placed." We notice also "whatever cautions and restrictions
there are, which might require to be considered, if we were to
state particularly and at length, what is virtue and right
behaviour in mankind," * |

Butler again in an explanatory note to the same Sermon in
which he seems to reduce virtue to benevolence makes his view
abundantly clear that the pursuit of general good is not the
only virtue. He first utters important cautions: "As we are
not competent judges, what is upon the whole for the good of
the world, there may be other immediate ends appointed us to
pursue, besides that one of doing good, or producing happiness."
He continues to say: "Though the good of the creation be the
only end of the Author of it, yet he may have laid us under
particular obligations, which we may discern and feel our-
selves under, quite distinet from a perception, that the
observance or violation of them is for the happiness or misery

of our fellow-creatures." 2

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XII, sect. 22,
popo 226-227-

2. do. do. p. 226 (féot-note).
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After having given these important cautions Butler next
proceeds toexplain his own ethical theory. Nothing could be
clearer than Butler's own words about it. "For there are
certain dispositions of mind, and certain actions, which are
in themselves approved or disapproved by mankind, abstracted
from the consideration of their tendency to the happiness or
misery of the world; approved or disapproved by reflection,
by that principle within, which is the guideof life, the judge
of right and wrong. ...... Fidelity, honour, strict justice,
are themselves approved in the highest degree, abstracted from
consideration of their tendency..... thus much however is
certain, that the things now instanced in, and numberless
others,are approved or disapproved by mankind in general, in
quite another view than as conducive to the happiness or
misery of the world." 1

These unambiguous and categorical assertions of Butler
are, to our mind, quite sufficient to dispel any illusion that
he advocated the utilitarian rule as the guide of 1life.

It is not only in the foot-notes but also in the body of
the Sermons and also in the Dissertation on the Nature of
Virtue that Butler suggests that benevolence may be God's sole
virtue but clearly it is not man's sole virtue. He says: "We

have no clear conception of any positive moral attribute in the

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, pp. 226-227 (foot—)
note).
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supreme Being, but what may be resolved up into goodness."
Having said so much with regard to God he proceeds to say:
"And, if we consider a reasonable creature or moral agent,
without regard to the particular relations and the circum-
stances in which he is placed; we cannot conceive any thing
else to come in towards determining whether he is to be ranked
in an higher or lower class of virtuous beings, but the higher
or lower degree in which that principle, and what is manifest-
1y comnected with it, prevail in him.® !

This passage is significant in the sense that it makes
it clear that even in regard to God; not to speak of men,
Butler does not explicitly say that benevolence is His sole
virtue. HHe only says that we have no clear conception of any
other attribute, though it must be admitted that he seems
inclined to hold that benevolence may be God's sole virtue but
not of course man's.

Again Butler makes this view all the more clear and
explicit in his Dissertation on the Nature of Virtue which is
considered to be an indispensable document for the study of
his ethical and moral teaching. The passage in which he
emphatically asserts his view and thus removes any ambiguity
or misunderstanding about it is thus: '"Without enquiring how

far, and in what sense, virtue is resolweliinto benevolence,

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XIl, sect. 22,
p. 227.
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and vice into the want of it; it may be proper to observe,
that benevolence, and the want of it, singly considered, are
in no sort the whole of virtue and vice. For if this were
the case, in the review of one's own character, or that of
others, our moral understanding and moral sense would be
indifferent to everything, but the degrees in which benevo-
lence prevailed, and the degrees in which it was wanting. That
is, we should neither approve of benevolence to some persons
rather than to others, nor disapprove injustice and falsehood
upon any other account, than merely as an overbalance of
happiness was foreseen likely to be produced by the first, and
of misery by the second." He then gives an example to explain
this point. “Again, suppose one man should, by fraud or
violence, take from another the fruit of his labour, with
intent to give it to a third, who he thought would have as
much pleasure from it as would balance the pleasure which the
first possessor would have had in the enjoyment, and his
vexation in the loss of ity suppose also that no bad conse-
gquences would follow: yet such an action would surely be
vicious". He then proceeds to say: '"The fact then appears to
be, that we are constituted so as to condemn falsehood, un-
provoked violence, injustice, and to approve of benevolence to
some preferably to others, abstracted from all consideration,
which conduct is likeliest to produce an overbalance of

happiness or misery. And therefore, were the Author of nature
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to propose nothing to himself as an end but the production of
happiness, were his moral character merely that of benevolence;
yet ours is not sd. ... The happiness of the world is the
concern of him, who is the Lord and the Proprietor of it: nor
do we know what we are about, when we endeavour to promote the
good of mankind in any ways, but those which he has directed;
that is indeed in all ways not contrary to veracity and

justice." 1

Sir David Ross while quoting with approval the
above passage from Butler's Dissertation on Virtue remarks:
"I may be allowed to reinforce these criticisms of Utilitarian-
ism by quoting some words from the most sagacious, if not the
most consistent or systematic, of the British MHoralists. . In
his ripest work on ethics, the Dissertation on the Nature of
Virtue, Butler indicates more clearly than in the Sermons his
distrust of the view which treats zeal for the general good as
the only virtue. Theseweighty words of Butler's answer better
to what we really think on moral questions, than a theory
which makes the production of good at all costs the only duty."2
Butler is not satisfied even with these observations

which we have quoted above. He goes even so far as to assert

that "imagining the whole of virtue to consist in singly aim-

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. 1, Dissertation on
Virtue, sects. 12, 13, 16, pp. 4%07,408,410.

2. Sir David Ross. 'Foundations of Ethies', Oxford, 1939,
pp. 77-79.
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ing at promoting the happiness of mankind in the present state"
is a mistake, "than which none can be conceived more terrible“.1

In the face of such emphatic assertations especially that
in the Dissertation on Virtue, the view that Butler advocated
a utilitarian rule of life cannot be maintained.

We shall not stop here. We shall proceed further to
examine this question in some detail in the light of Butler's
general ethical and moral teaching. The first thing which
strikes us here is that the view that Butler considers bene-
volence as the only virtue and thus advocates a utilitarian
rule ofllife involves a logical difficulty. Butler's main
thesis is, as has already been pointed out, that virtue lies
in acting according to the law of human nature. This law of
human nature means again the law of the whole nature and not
any one element of it. Now if it is held that Butler resolved
all virtue into benevolence, it would mean identifying virtue
with a part of human nature. Benevolence is only one element,
though an important element of human nature, and obviously
cannot be taken as the whole of nature. Thus the view that
Butler reduced the entire contents of morality to benevolence
must be rejected. It goes counter to his fundamental teaching -

virtue lies in following human nature as a whole.

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. 1, Dissertation on
Virtue, sett. 15, pp. 409-410.
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It may be pointed out against this argument that Butler
always argues that we must always act according to conscience.
But conscience is also one principle, though superior even to
benevolence but none-the-less only one principle. This is
undoubtedly true. But in reply it may be said, as we have
already pointed out elsewhere, that conscience is the highest
principle. It is in kind and in nature supréme over all others.
Unlike the voice of benevolence, the voice of conscience is
the voice of the whole nature of man. It is the voice of the
total nature of man, not in the sense of the sum of the
different principles but in the sense of a system or constitu-
tion. Thus the voice of conscience, unlike the voice of bene-
volence, is the voice of the whole character of man.

Again we can explain the same point in a slightly differ-
ent way. The view that Butler advocates utilitarianism as the
only rule of conduct ignores a fundamental point in his ethical
teaching. Butler has repeatedly said that virtue lies in the
harmony of the different principles of action, especially of
self-love and benevolence. If it is so, as it is, then virtue
cannot consistently and logically be identified with either of
them alone. A character is not denominated virtuous or vicious
from the predominance or lack of either benevolence or self-
love taken singly, but from the harmony or disharmony of both.
Butler says: "Of the dgree in which affections and the

principles of actiony considered in themselves, prevail, we
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have no measure." Immediately before that in the same passage
he also says: "Love of our neighbour then must bear some pro-
portion to self-love, and virtue to be sure consists in the
due proportion."l Consistently with this view of virtue
which Butler always and everywhere propounds any interpreta-
tion that he considered benevolence as the only virtue must

be wrong. ©Such an interpretation cannot be maintained without
causing violence to his fundamental ethical theory, namely that
virtue consists in the harmony of human nature. Furthermore,
in deciding whether or not Butler reduced virtue to benevo-
lence we must always bear in mind one very important point,
namely the method which Butler follows in his works. We have
already seen in our last chapter on lVirtue and Self-interest'
how Butler exalts the principle of self-love so much as to
seem to make it co-ordinate with conscience and exclude
benevolence altogether from the dual sovereignty. Not only
that, as we have already shown, he in his 'cool-hour' passage,
already quoted, seems to go even so far as to subordinate
conscience itself to self-love. Now when he returns to the
discussions of benevolence in the Sermons 'Upon the Love of
our Neighbour' he exaggerates benevolence and in his exaggera-
tion of this principle he goes so far especially in Sermon XII,

that he seems to identify it completely with virtue. But from

‘1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XII, sect. 9,
p. 217.
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this emphasis we should not jump to the conclusion that Butler
considers promotion of general happiness as the only virtue, as
we have shown in our last chapter that from his considerable
emphasis on self-love we should not come to the conclusion
that he reduced virtue to self-interest. It was Butler's
typical method or we can say his technigue to exalt very
highly the principle which was in hand and to our mind this
accounts for a good deal of confusion in regard to his ethical
teaching. Thus it seems quite obvious that it is just a
matter of special emphasis which Butler is laying here on the
agreement between virtue and happiness. He is only demon-
strating to his audience the correspondence between virtue and
altruism as he does elsewhere between virtue and self-love.

In short Butler is only exalting benevolence here and is not
equating it with the general happiness.

Again, as we have always been trying to suggest that to
arrive at truth on any controversial point in Butler, or any
other philosopher, we should not take his statements piece-
meal or at their face value. Much confusion about him arises
also from our taking his statements in isolation from their
proper and appropriate contexts. It is interesting to observe
‘here that almost all the statements of Butler, wherein he
apparently seems to preach that the promotion of happiness is
the only end of virtue, are to be found in-his second Sermon

'Upon the Love of our Neighbour' where he is recommending to
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his audience the practice of benevolence, in which, as
Professor Broad1 says, people of his time were sadly lacking.
The only other place where we comei-across one such statement
is his Sermon 'Upon forgiveness of Injuries' where also he

is practically advocating the same principle. Butler does not
repeat this ldea anywhere else, which suggests that he did not
seem to equate virtue with benevolence, because an author is
apt to repeat and thus emphasise a point if he wants to treat
it as fundamental, and wants his readers to pay attention to
it. Thus, if Butler's method of explaining any principle, and
the proper contexts in which he makes his statements, be borne
in mind there is no doubt that it should be obvious to anybody
who cares to understand him that he never meant to regard
benevolence as the only virtue.

It may also be useful to point out here that Professor
Sidgwick in a foot-note seeins to suggest that Butler does not
notice any possible want of harmony between benevolence and
conscience in his first Sermon and then later changes his view
in the 'Dissertation on the Nature of Virtue'. He says: "It
may be interesting to notice a gradual change in Butler's view
on this impartant point. In the first of his Sermons on Human
Nature, published some years before the Analogy, he does not

notice, any more than Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, any'possible

l. C.D. Broad. 'Five Types of Ethical Theory', Londog, 1951.
p. Gl.
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want of harmony between Conscience and Benevolence. A note
to Sermon XII, however, seems to indicate a stage of transition
between the view of the first Sermon and the view of the

Dissertation."1

ur. Mossner also seems inclined to agree
with Professor Sidgwick when he remarks: "Butler's closing
admission in the Dissertation of the actual divergence in prac-
tice between the supreme faculty of conscience and the lesser
faculty of benevolence marks the beginning of that distinction
hetween 'intuitional' aond utilitarian cthical bheory, later of
great importance in Paley and Bentham. Both sides of the
debate appear inconsistently in Butler's works. In the Sermons
he had held that the idea of benevolence included the utmost
that man can do for man, the giving of happiness, a passage,
that strictly interpreted, is very nearly as 'utilitarian'
as Paley's famous definition of virtue. .... But Butler's con-
trary statement, (in the later Dissertation) indicates that he
really regarded himself as an 'intuitionist' though he might be
willing to grant that God is utilitarian."2

But a little reflection makes it clear that no such change
seems to have taken place in Butler's ethical theory. The
reasons for this are the following:

It has'already been said above that Butler, in his anxiety

to emphasise benevolence, no doubt, made a few such statements

— Jr. —

1. Henry Sidgwick. 'The methods of Ethics', London, 1901,
P 8¢ (foot-note).

2. E.C. lossner. 'Bishop Butler and the Age of Reason', New
York, 1936, p. 120.
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as give the impression that he identified virtue with altruism.
He probably himself apprehended some ambiguity about it and

lest his emphasis on benevolence be misunderstood by his more
careless readers, he appended a foot-note, already quoted above,
to the same Sermon X1I and in which he makes his view suffici-~
ently clear that benevolence does not exhaust the entire con-
tents of morality. It might be argued that the foot-note re-
presents Butler's second thought. But we see no good evidence
to suppose that the foot-note represents his second thought or
that it 1s an improvement upon the theory which he advocates in
the body of the Sermons. As we have already pointed out in
Chapter I the preface and the foot-notes which Butler adds to
the second edition of his Sermons should not be understood to
mean that Butler's ethical theory underwent any change. These
additions are only by way of explanation and clarification.
Their sole purpose is to dispel obscurities and ambiguities
about which there was much complaint by his readers when his
first edition came out in 1726. The foot-note is thus just
explanatory and nothing more. Butler himself refers to this
fact when he says: "Thus much however will be allowed, that
general criticisms concerning obscurity considered as a distinct
thing from confusion and perplexity of thought, as in some cases
there may be ground for them; so in others, they may be nothing
more at the bottom than complaints, that everything is not to

be understood with the sanme easg_that sole thipgf arg." 1

L. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, pref. to Sermons,
sect. 4%, p. kL.
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Again we do not find sufficient evidence to suppose that even
in the Dissertation on Virtue Butler's ethical view underwent
any change. Simply because there is a long interval between
the publication of the Sermons (1726) and that of the Analogy
(1736) to which the Dissertation on Virtue is an appendix, is
no proof of the fact that Butler changed his view in his later
work. There is, however, no doubt, that Butler is more
emphatic in arguing against the utilitarian view in his
Dissertation than in his Sermons. But the immediate reason of
. this emphasis, as 1t seems to us, was Hutcheson's 'Inquiry
into Beauty and Virtue' the first edition of which came out
just one year before the first appearance of Butlef's Sermons
and in which he had identified virtue with benevolence. It
should be remembered here that Shaftesbury had also identified
the two and it is needless to say that Butler waswery well
acquainted with this, but it seems he was then too much occu-
pied with demolishing the Hobbsian theory of universal selfish-
ness, which was then uppermost in his mind, to pay any attention
to correcting the ethical theory of identifying viirtue with
benevolence. But when Hutcheson's 'Inquir&' came out in 1729
Butler's attention became drawn to it. But then it was too
late for him to make any special reference to this point in
his Sermons which had already been preached. But somehow,
despite his foot-notes which he added to the second edition of
his Sermons, the fear that careless readers might be misled

into identifying virtue with benevolence lingered in his mind.
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It is probably this fear which finds expression when Butler
says that "But some of great and distinguished merit have,
expressed themselves in a mamner, which may oecasion some

nl Butler

danger, to careless readers, .... more terrible.
probably out of courtesy avoids mentioning the names of the
authors but we may safely assume thalt the authors here referred

to are Shaftesbury and Hutcheson. Butler therefore in order

=)

to 2move any confusion and misunderstanding on the part of his
readers on the problem of the relation between virtue and
benevolence makes some very clear and emphatic arguments in
his Dissertation on the Nature of Virtue against identifying
virtue with benevolence. This explains why Butler is more
emphatic in arguing against the utilitarian principle in
his Dissertation than he is in his Sermons. But from this
emphasis it would be unjustifiable to draw the conclusion, as
Professor Sidgwick and Mr. Mossner seem to do, that Butler
changed his view in his Dissertation on the Nature of Virtue.
Again to hold that Butler reduces all virtue to benevo-
lence is to overlook a very important point in him, namely the
relation between self-love and benevolence, the coincidence
between the ﬁrivate and the public end. In the very first
Sermon where Butler is trying to enunciate the different prin-

ciples of human nature, he points out very clearly that "I

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Dissertation on Virtue,
sect. 15,pp. L409-410.



-115-

must however remind you that though benevolence and self-love
are different; though the former tends most directly to public
good, and the latter to private: yet they are so perfectly
coincident, that the greatest satisfactions to ourselves
depend upon our having benevolence in. a due.degree; and that
self-love is one chief security of our right behaviour towards
soclety". He goes further and says that their relation is
such "that we can scarce promote one without the other, is

nl This clearly

equally a proof that we were made for both.
shows that according to Butler self-love and benevolence
involwe each other and conscience very naturally accepts both
the principles as virtuous. Thus consistently with this
doctrine, which Butler advocates everywhere, he cannot identify
virtue with benevolence alone without becoming contradictory
and inconsistent.

Again when we come to Butler's 'Wissertation on the Nature
of Virtue' we find the same.principle being followed. Here
also in his discussion on self-love he admits prudence as a
virtue. He first defines prudence: "It should seem, that a due
concern abogt our own interest or happiness, and a reasonable
endeavour to secure and promote it, which is, I think,very much
the meaning of the word 'prudence' in our 1anéuage; it should
seem, that this is virtue, and the contrary behaviour faulty

and blamable: since, in the calmest way of reflection, we approve

vt ctaman. smmm—

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon I, secg. 5,
p. 30.
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of the first, and condemn the other conduct, both in ourselves
and others." Having thus defined and discussed prudence at
some length Butler concludes: '"IFFrom these things it appears,
that prudence is a species of virtue, and folly of vice“.l
Then ‘when he turns to his discussion of benevolence he regards
it as a virtue though not the: only virtue. In fact Butler's
main emphasis in the Dissértation on the Nature of Virtue has
been to show that benevoience is not the only virtue, it is

not the only end to be pursued. This clearly shows that Butler
follows the same method, the same trend, throughout his work.

He accepts both self-love and benevolence as virtuous in his
Dissertation as he does in his Sermons but he does not identify
virtue with either of these two principles completely. IFor

all these reasons we hold that the fundamental ethical teaching
of Butler is the same throughout his work, and there is
absolutely no reason for thinking that he changed the ethical
view which he had sketched in his Sermons, even at the more
mature age at which he wrote his Dissertation on Virtue.

In the interests of further clarification it may be useful
to distinguish here Butler's moral philosophy from that of
-Paley's moral philosophy. Paley defines virtue as "the doing
good to mankind, in obedience to the will of God, and for the

sake of everlasting happiness. According to this definition,

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, 'Dissertation on
Virtue', sects. 8 & 10, pp. 404, 4O06.
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'the good of mankind' is the subject, 'the will of God' the
rule and 'everlasting happiness' the motive of human virtue."
According to Butler virtue consists in following human nature
as a whole. Consistently with this theory he regards the
pursuit of general happiness as virtuous. Nay, he strongly
advocates the cultivation of the principle of benevolence.

But unlike Paley, Butler does not consider the promotion of
general good as the only virtue, the only end to be pursued

by man. Again, though according to both Butler and Paley
rewards and punishments are annexed to right and wrong acts
respectively, Paley as opposed to Butler holds that the motive
for obedience to the rule of right is derived from the consider-
ation of rewards and punishments to be bestowed in future.
Paley himself makes this point very clear in Chapter III, Book
2. He says: "Let it be remembered, that to be obliged, ‘'is
to be urged by a violent mdtive, resulting from the command of
another'. And then let it be asked, why am I obliged to keep
my word ? And the answer will be, because I am 'urged to do so
by a violent motive', (namely, the expectation of being after
this life rewarded, if I do, or punished for it, if I do not)
'resulting from the command of another', (namely,.of God). ...
Therefore, private happiness is our notive and the will of God

our rule.“2 According to Butler, on the other hand, hope of

1. William Paley. 'Principles of Moral and Political Philosophy',
11th edition, corrected, Vol. I, Book I, Chap. VII, p.hl.

2. do. do. do. Book II, Chap.III,
pp. 59-60.
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reward and fear of punishment are no criterions for virtue.
According to him actions are rewarded because they are virtu-
ous, not vice versa.

It seems that Paley defines right in the sense of egoism.
The promotion of private happiness, the hope of reward and fear
of punishment in the next life is the motive fof virtue
according to him. But he subsequently turns out to be a
utilitarian. He begins to enguire into the tendency of an
action to promote or to diminish the gemeral happiness.

In Book II, Chapter V Paley says, '"that the method of
coming at the will of God concerning any action, by the light
of nature, is to inquire into the tendency of that action to
promote or to diminish the general happiness."l As opposed
“to this view Butler holds that actions are in themselves
approved or disapproved by mankind apart from anjy consideration
of their tendency to the happiness or misery of the world.

From the above it is clear that Paley is manifestly a
utilitarian and as opbosed to him Butler is obviously an
intuitionist. According to Paley the value of an action
depends on the advantages which it brings with it. He says:
"pctions are to be estimated by their tendency. Whatever is

expedient is right. It is the utility of any moral rule alone

1. William Paley. 'Principles of Moral and Politieal Philoso-
phy', 11th edition corrected, Vol. I, Book II,
Chapter "V, p. 70."
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which constitutes the obligation of it".l According to Butler
on the other hand virtue does not consist in the mere calcula-
tion of actions with regard to their external advantages.
These are not the sole consideration in judging the merit of an
action. According to him, "virtue consists in a regard to
what is right and reasonable, as being soj; in regard to vera-
city, justice, charity, in themselves:".'2 In short Paley
makes virtue depend on the external consequences of actions.
Butler, on the other hand, makes it depend upon the due opera-
tion of the human constitution. Paley is thus a atilitarian
moralist, Butler, on the other hand, is a moralist of conscience.
It may further be pointed out here that the difference
between Butler and Paley in regard to their attitude towards
virtue depends very largely on the difference in their concep-
tion of human nature. Paley does not attach any great import-
ance and dignity to human nature. He does not seem to recog-
nise any distinction between the higher and the lower, between
the superior and the inferior principles of human mind. On
the contrary he assumes that men's passions and affections are
the same in kind, though they differ in continuance and inten-
sity. Butler on the other hand attaches so much dignity to

human nature that he bases his entire conception of virtue on

i inci B 3 itical Philoso-
. William Paley. 'Principles of Moral and Poli
ol pgy', ll{h edition corrected, Vol. I, Chap. Vi, p. 70.

' I, Chap. III,
. 1The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Part 1,
2. Tihe sect. 19, pp. 77-78.
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it. According to him, as already explained elsewhere, there
is a hierarchy of higher and lower principles and there is a
difference of kind among them, quite apart from their differ-
ence in strength.

Dr. Rashdall in his article 'Bishop Butler' makes an
observation which supports our view that he was not a utilit-
arian. He says: "When I taught Moral Philosophy in Oxford, I
aivays recommended men to begin by reading Butieris Sermons,
or some of them, and Lkill's Utilitarianism as the typical
representation of the two classical schools of Moral Philosophy.
Butler is the typical champion of the Authority of conscience -
the typical intuitionis’c."1 We may sum up our discussion of
this chapter by saying that from what we have said above it
seems clear that though Butler recognises the duty of benevo-
lence, he recognises that the pursuit of the happiness of man-
kind is virtuous, yet certainly he never means to regard the
promotion of general good as the only virtue. It appears quite
obvious from the general trend of his Sermons that he holds
that there are certain obligations which are not comprised in
benevolence.

Besides, Butler holds that the situations and the

circumstances in which men are placed in the world are so

1. Rashdall Hastings. 'Bishop Butler', 'The Modern Churchman',
Vol. XVI, No. 12, March 1927, p. 689.
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various, and knowledge is so limited, that it is extremely
difficult to determine what actions will lead to the promo-
tion of general happiness. Butler himself clearly says: ‘'the
whole end, for which God made, and thus governs the world, may
be utterly beyond the reach of our faculties: there may be
somevhat in it as impossible for us to have any conception of,
as for a blind man to have a conception of colours."1 Thus
our data is so insufficient that we camnot reckon and tell in
a particular situation what actions would result in most
happiness. The notion of duty therefore cannot according to
Butler arise from the mere contemplation of actions with
regard to their external result (promotion of the geheral
happiness of mankind) but must arise from the very constitution
of man's nature. The requirements of the prbmotion of the
happiness of mankind cannot all be understood and fulfilled
by us in the circumstances in which we are placed, but we can
all understand and also obey the voice of our conscience, which
is the voice of our entire constitution.

It may be asked: What, then, in Butler's view,is the
ultimate relation between virtue and the happiness of others ?
Butler does not seem to give any clear answer to this question.

But it seems to us that this is not a question separate from

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Part I, Chap. II,
sect. 3, p. 50.



~-122-

and independent of the question: What is the ultimate connec-
tion between virtue and private happiness ? Two points should
be remembered in this connection. First, according to Butler,
who believed in the organic nature of society, private good
and public good are not opposed to each other. They involve
each other and we cannot promote the one without the other.
Secondly, according to him, a due concern about our own
happiness and a reaéonable endeavour to secure and promote it
is as virtuous as 1s the promotion of the happiness of man-
kind. If we bear in mind these two points, we can see that

in Butler the two problems - (1) virtue and private good (2)
virtue and public good - virtually and ultimately resolve
themselves into one, namely virtue and happiness, and in order
to point out the ultimate connection between these two Butler
leaves the field of morality and passes on to that of religion.
Perhaps he would say, as we have already pointed out, that God
has so made the universe and all things in it are so constitu-
ted and adapted to one another that if men simply act suitably
to that nature which God has given them, there would be much
happiness in the world and it would be an ideal place to live
in. Butler strongly believed that in the divine moral govern-
ment of the world virtuous actions invariably make for the
happiness of men. '"virtue as such, naturally procures
considerable advantages to the virtuous, and vice as such,

naturally occasions great inconvenience and even misery to the
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vicious in very many instances."l If virtuous actions are
sometimes followed by misery or vicious actions by happiness
this is not becauge they are virtuous or vicious but because
of accidental causes,2 Because whether or not benevolence is
the sole virtue of God, though Butler seems inclined to hold

3

that it is,” he certainly had a "“"disposition to make the good,
the faithful, the honest man happy."L+

We thus conclude that in spite of all the emphasis which
Butler lays on the promotion of general human happiness, virtue,
according to him, does not wholly consist in benevolence and
is not to be pursued merely for that purpose but because it is
virtue and consists in following human nature as a whole.

Butler's ethics is thus intuitional and not utilitarian:

like Paley's.

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Part I, Chap. III,
gect. 13, p. 72.

2. do. do. Part I, Chap. III,
sect. 38, p. 93.
3. do. Vol. II, Sermon XII, sect. 22,
p. 227.
L. do. Vol. I, Part I, Chap. .11,

sect. 3, p. 50.



Chapter V.
Virtue as an End in itself in Butler,

We have already seen that according to Butler virtue
consists neither wholly in self-love nor wholly in benevolence.
Conscience, when approving or disapproving an action, considers
both but is not identified with either, In this Chapter we
shall first try to determine the nature of conscience, This
is necessary for two reasons, (1) It is the most important
principle, the very core of Butler's ethical doctrine. (2)
There is a good deal of controversy among the writers on moral
philosphy about its nature. For a‘correct interpretation
of Butler's moral teaching therefore it is essential to
discuss this juestion in some detail. Secondly after having
determined the nature of conscience we shall try to explain
Butler!s doctrine of virtue which is its own end and is to be
pursueé for its own sake.

Butler defines conscience thust: "There is a principle
of reflection in men, by which they distinguish between,
approve and disapprove their own actions, We are plainly
constituted such sort of creatures as to reflect upon our
own nature. The mind can take a view of what passes within
itself, its propensions, aversions, passions, affections,
as respecting such objects, and in such degreés; and of the
several actions consequent thereupon. In this survey it

approves of one, disapproves of another, and towards a third

is affected in neither of these ways, but is juite indifferent.
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This principle in man, by which he approves or disapproves
his heart, temper, and actions, is conscience; .e¢e... 80
as to take in more".l Again he says: "But there is a
superior principle of reflection or conscience in every
man, which distinguishes between the internal principles of
his heart, as well as his external actions: which passes
Jjudgment upon himself and them; pronounces determinately
some actions to be in themselves just, right, good; others
to be in themselves evil, wrong, unjust: which, without
being consulted, without being advised with, magisterially
exerts itself, and approves or condemns him, the doer of
then accordingly".z

From the passages Jjust quoted it is clear that in
Butler®s treatment of conscience, two aspects are very
conspicuous. They are (1) cognitive and (2) authoritative.
To these two Professor Broad adds a third aspect also,
According to him conscience is also an active principle.:5
Ve shall, hawever, explain briefly these two important
aspects of conscience one by one. We shall first deal

with the cognitive aspect., Conscience as reflection is

-

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon I, sects. 7,8.

pp.41‘42 L]
2. 'The Vorks of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon II, sect. 10,

P.59.

3. C.D, Broad. *Five Types of Ethical Theory', London, 1951,

p. 76,
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that faculty which judges the actions, characters and
intentions of men from the point of view of their rightness
and wrongness, goodness and badness. It distinguishes a
deliberate act from an unintentional act. It makes allow-
ances and takes the circumstances of men into account.

When passing judgment upon actions conscience also considers
and takes into account the character and disposition of the
agent. After all no one can expect the same standard of
behaviour from a child and from a grown up man, from a
savage and from a civilized man, and from a lunatic and from
a sane man, Butler's conscience considers all these and is
thus a highly reasonable and reflective faculty. Professor
Rashdall probably ignores this aspect of conscience in Butler
when he observes: "He (Butler) assumes that our first intuitive,
half-instinctive judgment ﬁpon the most complicated problem
of conduct - prior to any reflection upon probable conseguen-
c.es, ~ will be infallibLy true. He is disposed to look
uﬁon conscience as a sort of penny-in-the-slot machine,

Not a moment's thought is necessary, put in your question:
out jumps the answer ready-made, complete, cut and dried.
Here he is obviously wron_g"'.l Professor Rashdall overlooks
the fact that conscience in Butler does a good deal of
ratiocination and reflection before it passes any judgment

about the rightness or wrongness of an act. It takes into

1. Rashdall Hastings. 'Bishop Butler', The Modern Churchman,
Vol. XVI, No, 12, March, 1927, p. 691,
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account the calculations of all inferior principles before
giving its final verdict in regard to any particular course
of action,

It may be pointed out here that although it would seem
that an action to be Jjudged as right must have the approval
of conscience, in actual l1life it is not always appealed to.
Tt is not the case that in practical life every action is
brought before conscience for its determination as right or
wrong., Butler's conscience is, as Dr, Joad points gut,l
like a good headmaster or business manager who can absent
himself from his school or business in the reasonable assur-
ance that everything will go on in just the same way as it
would have done had he been present, The fact is that Butler
recommends and argues for the formation of habits or virtue.2
WVhen virtue becomes habitual and when the proper temper of it
is acquired, then virtuous actions become easy, they become
more or less automatic and instinctive, In such cases even
action done in consequence of particular passions, not to
speak of self-love and benevolence, are considered and taken
as right because when habits of virtue are formed these do
not violate the authority of conscience, Professor Broad

puts this case mathematically when he says: "In a well-bred

l. C.E.M. Joad. 'Guide to the Philosophy of Morals and
Politics', London, 1938, p. 200,

2, 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Part I, Chapter .V,
especially sects. 24 & 25, pp. i21—122.
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and well-trained man a great deal of this organisation has
become hébitual, and in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred
he does the right things without having to think whether or
why they are right. It is only in the hundredth specially
perplexing or specially alluring situation that an explicit
appeal to conscience has to be made".l

We now come to the authoritative aspect of conscience in
Butler, In discussing this aspect he points out that cong-
cience being the highest principle in the constitution of man
it carries supreme authority along with it. By attributing
supreme authority to conscience Butler means that its verdicts
or pronouncements in matters of conduct are final, The very
fact that conscience approves or disapproves a particular
course of conduct constitutes a sufficient reason or as
Professor Duncan-Jones says ‘a prepotent reason'2 for taking
or not taking that course of conduct. Briefly-Butler
regarded conscience as the highest court of appeal. Then
again it is also clear from this that conscience also carries
obligation along with its authority. By its approbation or
disapprobation of an action conscience puts us under an
obligation to do or not to do it. The authority and oblig-

ation constitute part of the notion of conscience in Butler,

1, C.D, Broad. 'Five Types of Ethical Theory'!, London, 1951,
P. 79,

2. By 'prepotent reason' Professor Duncamn~Jones means not merel}
a reason, not even a decisive reason merely but a reason of
such a nature that it outweighs all contrary reasons. Vide

Butler's Moral Philosophy, a volume of the Pelican Philosophy
series, p. 77.
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He himself very clearly says: "Take in then that authority
" and obligation, which is a constituent part of this reflex
approbation, and iﬁ will undeniably follow, though a man
should doubt of everything else, yet, that he would still
remain under the nearest and most certain obligation to the
practice of virtue; an obligation implied in the very idea
of virtue, in the very idea of reflex"approbation".1

It may be pointed out here that though conscience carries
the natural authority with it, nay though it carries the
supreme authority, it does not always carry the necessary
power to enforce its authority, with the result that in
actual life it is often overpowered either by self-love or
by benevolence or by the particular passions Jjust as self-love
and benevolence are sometimes over-powered for the same
reason by the particular passions and affections. This
is what Butler seems to suggest when he says 'had it strength
as it has right etc.' This, however, does not affect the
moral right of conscience. Its authority is de jure but not
de facto, The fact that conscience does not always have its
full say, is often over-powered, does not mean that it forfeits
its right to make pronoﬁncements in matters of -conduct,

It may be interesting to compare here Butler's conscience
with that of reason in Plato®s Republic. Plato éssigns the

same sovereignty to reason in the soul of man as Butler does

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Pref, to Sermons,
i sect. 22, p. 16.
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to conscience in the hierarchy of the human constitution.
Like conscience in Butler, reason in Plato is that "which
rules and issues these precepts, that which possesseé in
itself knowledge of what is advantageous to each and all of
those three principles".1 Again just as according to
Butler congcience, being the supreme principle in human
nature, should rule, we find the same idea very clearly
stated in Plato where it is asked, "Then is it not befitting
that the rational part should rule, inasmuch as it is wise
and has foresight for the whole soul, and that the spirited
part should be its subject and ally ?" and the answer is,
"Cert.ainly'".2 Thus we see that except for the difference
in terminology Butler is in complete agreement with Plato
in attributing sovereignty to the highest principle of
human nature.

There is also another very important point about
conscience which we should like to consider here. Butler
more than once has referred to conscience as 'the viceroy
of God within us', He holds that it is our natural guide
and has been assigned to us by the Author of our nature,
i.e. God., Again Butler presses this point strongly and
emphatically in his Analogy when he says: "&nd thus, God

having given mankind a moral faculty, the object of which is

1. Plato. 'The Republict, Erg. Trans, by A.D, Lindsay, 1954
3 - ) )
"pe 131, (Bveryman's Library, No. 64),

2. do do do P. 131.
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actions, and which naturally approves some actions as right,
and of good deseft, and condemns others as wrong, and of ill
desert; that he will, finally and upon the whole, reward the
former and punish the latter, is not an assertion of an
abstract truth, but of what is as mere a fact, as his doing
so at present would be",:L It seems that by attributing
divine origin to conscience Butler probably means to suggest
that the voice of conscience is not an arbitrary voice of an
arbitrary principle, but it is the voice of a principle of
eternal righteousness. In other words it is the voice of an
eternal righteous Being. By attributing divine origin to
conscience Butler is contemplating the Deity through the
moral nature of man and by emphasising our obedience to
conscience he is vindicating the truth that God who possesses
the highest moral virtues is the only proper object of human
affections. e shall further develop this point when we
compare Butler with Madhusudana, However from what we have
said it is clear that Butler's ethics, through his doctrine
of conscience, reaches its climax and final completion in
religion, Spooner observes in this connection: "Butler
assumes that the God whom conscience reveals to us is the
perfect expression or impersonation of that moral law which
we find written in our hearts; the absolute embodiment of all

those qualities which we feel ought to prevail in ourselves,

-

1. 'The Vorks of Joseph Butler', Vol, I, Part II, Chapter VIIT,

sect, 26, p. 369.
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and which call forth our enthusiastic admiration as we con~
template them when exemplified in our fellomrmen".l

Ve have considered Butler's view about conscience in its
different aspects, We shall now consider it in some detail
in the light of the various criticisms that have been made of
it.

e shall first consider Professor Thewell's view of
Butler's treatment of conscience, He points out that Butler
did not mean to treat conscience as a faculty, separate and
independent of the rational faculty. He holds that this is
an erroneous view prevalent among many and is due mainly to
Butler's own use of the 'Supreme’ or ‘'Supremacy' to describe
conscience, We shall let Profeésor ﬁhewell himself speak
about it, He says: "But it will be evident to an attentive
reader, that such a supremacy of conscience was not intended
by Butler, He did not hold an original and independent
faculty of conscience, whose decisions were to be acCepted as
rules of right action. VWith him, conscience was a faculty,
if you choose, but a faculty, as reason is a faculty; a power
by exercising which we may come to discern truths, not a
repository of truth already collected in a visible shape.
Congcience, indeed, is the reason, employed about questions of
right and wrong, and accompanied with the sentiments of

approbation and disapprobation which by the nature of man, cling

l. V,A. Spooner, 'Bishop Butler', London, 1901, p. 118,



inextricably to his apprehension of right and wrong".l He

further says: "If conscience be the supreme judge of right

. . 2
and wrong, whose conscience is to be taken 2" He also

questions the appropriateness of the use of the word 'Supreme'’

for conscience which he considers, as has already been said,

as the root cause of the erroneous view that conscience is an

independent faculty.

Mr. Townsend seems inclined to hold the same view when he

says: "Conscience' is used by Butler as a synonym of 'the

principle of reflection'", A little later he again says:

"The reader of the Sermons, however, need be in no doubt that

the author means to point to an internal principle of organiz-

ation, whether he calls it conscience or a principle of

~

reflection".o

4
Professor Raphael also in an article seems inclined to

maintain a similar view of Butler's conscience.

It does not seem true that Butler held conscience to be

mere regson or reflection. It is no doubt true that he does

not clearly explain the nature of conscience or the moral

faculty. He leaves it very vague and remains indefinite on

1.

Vi, Whewell. 'Butler's Three Sermons on Human Nature and
Dissertation on Virtue', Cambridge, 1848
P. 9, Introduction,

do do do p. 8, Introduction,
H.G, Townsend. 'The Synthetic Principle in Butler's Ethics',

International Journal of Ethics, Vol. xxxvii, No, 1,
October 1926, p. 83.

D.D. Raphael. 'Bishop Butler's view of conscience!',
Philosophy, Vol. XXIV, No, 90, July 1949,
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this important problem, even in his later work 'The Analogy'.
Call it moral reason, moral sense or divine reason, though

he himself calls it 'conscience', It is also true that Butler
often calls it 'the principle of reflection'! which gives the
impression that conscience is mere reflection and not an
original and independent faculty. But then it must not be
forgotten that he also at many places calls it *'the approving
or disapproving faculty' which shows that he reéognises an
element of emotion as included in the idea of it, as is the
element of reason, The fact appears to be that Butler took
the existence of conscience as an established fact and he felt
certain that everybody would understand what he means by
conscieﬁce or moral faculty. In the very first Sermon he says:
"It cannot possibly be denied, that there is this principle

of reflection or conscience in human nature".l. Again in his
Dissertation on Virtue he says: "It is manifest great part of
common language, and of common behaviour over the world, is .
formed upon supposition of such a moral facul.ty'".2 As Butler
assumed the existence of conscience and believed that this
could not be denied by anybody he thought it probably unnecess-
ary to go into the detailed analysis of it, to show what
processes Were involved in it. Moreover the controversy

between feeling and reason had not arisen when Butler delivered

g

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon I, sect. 8,
P. 42.

2, do do Vol., I, Dissertation on Virtue'
sect. 2, p. 399,
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his Sermons. However, it appears obvious from Butler's
various statements that conscience combined in it both reason
and feeling. Conscience, according to Butler, also reflects
in difficult cases. It does a good deal of ratiocination.
It takes into account the circumstances and the capacities
of men and then determines whether or not an action is in
conformity with nature. After all these are over it accords
its approval or disapproval in regard to a particular act.
It may also be pointed out here that while bestowing approval
or disapproval conscience is not guided by any end as self-love
or benevolence are, for God alone knows the end if there is
any which it is its function to promote. Thus the element of
the feeling of approval or disapproval is, as it appears to us,
more important; at least it is not less important than the
element of reason or reflection in regard to the rightness or
wrongness of a particular action, Thus it appears qguite
obvious that Butler did not mean that conscience is Jjust a
synonym of reason, Reason is, no doubt, a very important
aspect of conscience, or, we should say, an essential aspect
of it, but as we have already seen it is also an essential
aspect. of both the inferior principles - self-love and benevo-
lence. Thus reason cannot be identified with conscience any
more than it can with self-love and benevolence,

There seems to be another reason why Butler puts so much
emphasis on reason. He was acQuainted with the moral sense

theory of Shaftesbury, though he does not appear to be very
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happy about it. Anyway, the influence seems to be there on
Butler when he says: "Now obligations of virtue shown, and
motives to the practice of it enferced, from a review of the
nature of man, are to be considered as an appeal to each
particular person'’s heart and natural conscience: as the
external senses afe appealed to for the proof of things cogniz-
able by them, Since then our inward feelings, and the per-
ceptions we receive from our external senses, are equally real;
to argue from the former to life and conduct is as little liable
to exception, as to argue from the latter to absolute specu-~

lative truth".l

As it appears to us Eutler by his emphasis

on reason and by calling conscience *the principle of reflec-
tion' is trying to avoid the narrowness of the moral sense
theofy. He is trying to show that the judgments of conscience
are not subjective. They are not based on emotional gualities
- pleasure and pain only. He rather wants to show that the
ﬁronouncements of conscience are objective and that way he

also gives them a touch of universality.

Moreover, that Butler considered conscience as an inde-
pendent faculty, and not a mere synonym of reason, is also
supported by the fact that he believes that reason alone and
by itself cannot provide the sole and adequate rule for the
guidance of life. He rather apprehends that too much specu-

lation is apt to lead men away from the path of virtue. He

1. 'The Vorks of Joseph: Butler', Vol. II, Sermon II,
: sect. 3y p. 55,
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feels that there is a moral danger in entering into elaborate
speculation. He'says: "That which is called considering what is
our duty in a particular case, is very often nothing but endea-
vouring to explain it away. Thus those courses, which, if men
would fairly attend to the dictates of their own consciences,
they would see to be corruption, excess, oppression, uncharita-
blenessy these are refined upon - things were so and so circum-
stantiated - great difficulties are raised about fixing bounds
and degrees: and thus every moral obligation whatever may be
evaded. Hefe is scope, I say, for an unfair mind to explain
away every moral obligation to itself".1 Butler makes this
point all the more when he says: "Reason alone, whatever any one
may wish, is not in reality a sufficient motive of virtue in
such a creature as man, ... upon his heart".2 These passages
clearly show that Butler does not regard reason as the sufficient
motive for virtue. On the other hand he regards conscience as
the sole determinant of virtue. Thus conscience canmnot be treat-
ed as mere reason.

Then again a statement which Butler himself makes in Sermon
VI 'Upon Compassion' makes it clear that he means to regard
conscience as a separate and independent faculty. He says: "In
such a cempliant state of mind, reason and conscience-will have

a fair hearing; ... at this season".3

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon VII, sect. 1k,
pp. 132-133.

2. do. do. do. Sermon V, sect. lk, g

p. 98.

3. do. do. do. Sermon VI, sect. 13,
’ p. 119.




Lastly we shall refer to the elastic statement which
Butler makes in the Dissertation upon Virtue "Vhether called
conscience, moral reason, moral sense, or divine reason;
whether considered as a sentiment of the understanding, or
as a perception of the heart; or, which seems the truth, as
including both".l The ambiguity and the elasticity of the
sentence leaves the door open for various interpretations
and in fact it has been interpreted differently by different
people. It seems that Butler's idea probably is that so long
as we act according to consciehce, which to him was an unden-
iable fact of experience, it does not matter much what termin-
ology we use for it. But then as it appears to us that the
truth also comes out of his lipe towards the end of the
sentence when he says Yas including both!, As we have pointed
out above, conscience according to him includes both reason
and feeling. It thus cannot be said to consist in mere
reason, It is a moral faculty, a separate and independent
faculty.

Thus though in Butler's treatment of moral actions these
two words ‘reflection' and 'conscience’ are usually combined,
they unite in order to make moral pronouncement, which, as we
said above, is probably the main reason for confusion, but
there seems absolutely no reason to think that they are synony-

mous, Butler feels convinced that reason alone cannot carry

1. 'The Viorks of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Dissertation on
Virtue, sect. 2, p. 399,
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us through whereas conscience, when habitually exercised,

acts instinctively without any reflective operation. It

must be borne in mind here that Butler always emphasises

the cultivation of virtue so that it may gradually become

habitual, Mr. Rogers also makes an observation in this

connection which throws some light on the problem we are

discussing. He says: " 'Conscience', which since Bishop

Butler has shown a tendency to displace *reason' in their

terminology, is for its more enlightened_advocates a form

of reason; but under the influence of the moral sense

conception it becomes a special form, or 'faculty'. And

on the whole the change perhaps is an impfovement. At

least the term 'conscience' calls attention to the fact

that moral reason has a peculiar subject matter which sets

it apart from other rational pronouncements; and until this

is clearly recognized no advance in analysis is possible".1
Professor %Whewell as we have already indicated above

also questions the appropriateness of the use of the word

'supreme' to describe conscience. But there seems absolutely

nothing inappropriate about it. The fact is that in Butler's

analysis of the human nature the different elements and

principles stand in a hierarchical order and congcience being

on top of them all, Butler calls it the supreme principle,

Being at the head conscience in Butler also has the highest

1. A.K, Rogers. 'Morals in Review', London, 1927, p. 272,
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or supreme authority. This is the sense in which, we think,
Butler uses the word 'supreme' and in his own way he seems
perfectly justified,

Professor Whewell again while pointing out the inapprop-
riateness of the word ‘'supreme' argues that since conscience
itself is subject to tﬁe supfeme rule which enjoins all virtue
and duty and which is the law of God, it cannot thus have the
supreme authority.

This argumnent loses all its force when we bear in mind the
divine origin of conscience. Butler holds that conscience
is the mouth-piece of God. God Himself speaks to men through
conscience. It was put into man by God to point out to him

his duty and to make him do it. Conscience is thus the
divine in man, Its law is the same as the law of God,
Conscience does not dgrive its credentials from any higher
authority. On the contrary it carries with it its own
credentials, Thus there seems nothing wrong in conscience
having the supreme authority.

Moreover by using the word 'supreme’Butler probably also
means to vindicate and demonstraﬁe the separate and independent
existence of the moral faculty or conscience.

Ve have tried to show that Butler considered conscience
as an independent moral faculty, and also that it is the
supreme judge in morals as it carries along with it the
highest authority. We shall now consider one important

question that is generally raised in this connection., It is



often asked, in fact the question is, as we have seen, also
raised by Professor Whewell, if all of us have a conscience

or moral faculty which tells us what is right or what is

wrong in a particular situation, then why are there diversities
in moral judgments ? Why is it that our moral judgments differ
from individual to individual, from country to country and
from age to age * In such divergences whose congcience is to
be taken as supreme ?

It seems that the objection overlooks a very important
point that at least potentially the fundamental character—
istics of conscience are the same in all individuals. It is
not that the conscience of X tells him that Y should do such
and such, or that the conscience of Y tells him that X should
do such and such. The fact is that when a man's conscience
determines an action as right, that action is considered
right generally. In other words when the conscience of an
individual determines an action as right, that action would be
right for everybody in the same situation. This also shows
that the distinction between rightness and wrongness vhich
conscience makes is not based upon individusl feelings and
beliefs. It is on the other hand based on an objeetive
criterion, But since this argument does not get over the
difficulty that people's consciences do not agree, we shall
pursue this discussion further,

Butler, as it appears to us, was himself well aware of

this difficulty and he also seems to have anticipated this
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objection when he says, "the appearance there is of some
small diversity amongst mankind with respect to this faculty,
with respect to their natural sense of moral good and evil;
and the attention necessary to survey with any exactness what
passes within, have occasioned that it is not so much agreed
what is the standard of the internal nature of man, as of his
external form, Neither is this last exactly settled",
Perhaps because of such objections which, Butler probably
anticipated, he avoide using the word 'infallibility'. He
never ascribes it to conscience, although it 1s generally
thought that his doctrine implies it. By doing so Butler
leaves the door of conscience open for its further education
and development. In fact Butler, as it appears, never held
that the conséience in aXl individuals is equally developed.,
He never means to hold that a child has as developed a
conscience as a grown up or that a lunatic has a conscience
as developed as that of a sane man, or even that a savage has
conscience as fully educated and developed as that of a
civilized man. He was quite aware that the internal nature
of all men is never Quite settled, never equally educated and
developed. Thus it -seems that so long as the differences
are there in the interhal nature of man, the diversities in
moral Jjudgment will be there,

But Butler held that these differences in the internal

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Sermon II,
sect., 2, p., 52,
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nature of man do not matter very mch. Men are in general
very much alike. He says: "Yet we understand one another
when we speak of the shape of a human body: so likewise we
do when we speak of the heart and inward principles, how far
soever the standard is from being exact or precisely fixed".l

Collins remarks in this connection: "Butler was prepared
to meet the real difficulty which lies upon the threshold of
his doctrine, - that conscience is a shifting rule, varying
vith the various stages of civilisation - with age, with
country and even with climate. The standard of the internal
nature of man is not ‘'exactly settled', he admits: neither is
that of his extermal éhape and stature, Yet practically we
all understand what is meant when we speak of the one or the
other, He is even prepared to allow with Wollaston that
conscience has its rudimentary stage, and that morality has
therefore been progressive. But he is scarcely so bold or
80 clear on this point as we might wish him to be".2

Then again the diversity in our moral judgments is due
very largely to circumstances, situations and matters of fact
and not so much due to differences in the internal nature of
man, Conscience or moral faculty according to Butler does
take into account the circumstances, and when these and other

matters of fact vary, its moral pronouncements also vary

l. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol., II, Sermon II, sect. 2,
p. 52,

2. W, Lucas Collins. 'Butler', Edinburgh and London, 1390,
p. 85. (Blackwood's Pnilosophical Classics).
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accordingly. For instance, we may adopt some criterion in
regard to a particular field of moral experience. Subsequently
we may have to change the criterion when the scope of the field
increases. This does not disprove the fact that conscience
is the judge in matters of conduct. This“only proves that
conscience does not make moral judgments blindly irrespective
of any consideration of the situation and the circumstances,

Sir David Ross observes: "Yet on examination the diver-
sity of opinion on moral questions is found to rest not on
disagreement about fundamental moral principles, but partly
on differences in the circumstances of different societies,
and partly on different views which people hold, not on moral
questions but on Questions of fact".l

Professor Taylor also remarks: "There are ultimate moral
disagreements, but they only cover a minority of the cases,
and even they are, in the main, disagreements about axiomata
media, not about principles".z

From all these it is clear that the diversity of opinion
on nmoral questions does not contradict Butler's main ethical
theory that conscience does provide guidance to men in matters
of conduct. It does tell them with regard to a particular
course of conduct whether it is right or wrong. It seems
true and probably Butler also would have agreed that if the
situations and circumstances and other matters of fact be the

same, if men be free from bias, prejudices and partialities

1. Sir W, David Ress. 'Foundations of Ethics', Oxford, 1939,p,1¢

2. A.E, Taylor., ‘'Some Faatures of Butler's Ethics', Mind,
Vol, XXXV, New series No. 139, July 1926, p. 288,
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which influence and pervert moral judgments, there is no
doubt that the pronouncements of a reasonably developed moral
faculty or conscience will be the same in almost all cases.
Butler says: "For, as much as it has been disputed wherein
virtue consists, or whatever ground for doubt there may be
about particulars; yet, in general, there is in reality an
universally acknowledged standard of it".l

We have considered in detail Professor Whewell's view
of Butler's treatment of conscience. We shall now consider
an importént criticism which Sir James Mackintosh makes, He
remarks: "The most palpable defect of Butler's scheme is, that
it affords no answer to the question, 'What is the disting-
uishing quality common to all right actions ?'. If it were
answered, !Their criterion is, that they are approved and
commanded Ey donscience', the answer would find that he was
involved in a vicious circle; for Conscience itself could be
no otherwise defined than as the faculty which approves and
commands right actions".2 This criticism is again repeated
by Sir Leslie Stephen.5 It is necessary to notice a few
points in this connection. Theée first is that Butler considers

conscience as the final arbiter on moral guestions. It has

1, 'The Works of Joseph Butler'!, Vol. I,'Disgsertation on Virtue
sect, 3, P, 399,

2., Sir James Mackintosh, !Dissertation on the Progress of
Bthical.Philosophy', London 1851, p. 58,

3. Sir Leslie Stephen, 'History of English Thought in the
Eighteenth Century*', Vol. II, London 1876, p. 50.



- 146 -

the supreme authority. Its pronouncements are ultimate.

The very fact that conscience approves an action constitutes
sufficient and conclusive reason for doing it. No further
reason is to be sought for it. After all we cannot ask the
why of everything. We cannot ask the why about the judgments
of conscience which are final and ultimate.

Again, it appears that the criticism overlooks a very
important point in that it does not consider that ultimately
the verdict about the rightness or wrongness of an action
depends upon its approval or disapproval of the moral faculty.
It is true that Butler deoes not give any definite criterion of
right. actions, he does not point to any common guality of right
actions, But even if there was one, the qQuestion of approval
or disapproval remains there. It is not enough that our
speculative reason discovers and perceives the common quality
of right actions, it is also essential that our moral faculty
should approve of them, Thus it seems fairly clear that
whatever the criterion for right actions be taken to be, they
must finally be approved by conscience - they must bear the
seal of approval of the office of conscience, Thus it does not
seem to us that Butler's doctrine involves an argument in a
circle.

Moreover it must also be borme in mind here that the
fact that conscience approves an action should not be taken
to mean that it creatés morality, Conscience only makes

moral actions possible by trying to bring harmony among the
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different elements of human nature., But it does not create
morality just as the watch does not create the time it
measures., Conscience only creates proper cnvironment and
atmosphere for wvirtuous actions. Butler himself says: "That
which renders beings capable of moral government, is their
having a moral nature, and moral faculties of perception and
of action"’.1

Vle have discussed the nature of conscience in some detail
and in this connection we have also examined certain criticisms
and objections, Ve are now in a position to ascertain in
what;;g}tue consist according to Butler. ¥Vhat constitutes
morality.according to him ? In the 1light of what has been
said above and also in the previous Chapters we can see clearly
that according to Butler virtue does not lie in any external
end, it does not lie in the attainment of this or that partic-
ular thing or even a set of things. ©Nor does it lie in the
realisation of any one internal principle of human nature.
Vle have seen that virtue consists neither wholly in self-love
nor in benevolence, If there is a conflict between these,
there is nothing in the nature of either which gives it
authority to resolve it. In what does virtue lie then ?
that is its end ? Butler's answer is that virtue lies in
acting according to the dictates of conscience. It is only
by an-appeal to conscience, which is endowed with an over—

riding authority that the conflict between self-love and

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Dissertation on Virtue.
sect. i, P. 397,



benevolence can be resolved. But it may be asked: is not
conscience only one principle of human nature ? Have we not
just said that virtue does not lie in the realisagtion of any
one internal principle ? Are we not contradicting ourselves ?
In reply it may be said that the contradiction is only apparent.
lle forget Butler's account of human nature. It is not a mere
sum of the different principles of action. It is a system,
constitution or hierarchy, Conscience, being the head of the
constitution, represents the whole being. Butler's human
nature is a polity in which conscience is suprene. Tts voice
is the voice of the whole character and personality. Cons ig-
ered thus conscience is not merely only one principle of human
nature. Life according to it means life according to the
whole nature. Vhen Butler says that virtue lies in following
conscience he means conscience in this sense. Butler's reply
to the guestion as to the end of virtue is that it is its own
end and should therefore be pursued for its own sake,

Ve thus conclude that a€cording to Butler virtue is an
end in itself, It is to be pursued not for the sake of any
ulterior end but because it is virtue. While self-love
appfoves an action because it is prudent, benevolence approves
it because it is conducive to the happiness of others, but
conscience approves it because it is right.

V/le have concluded the main discussion of the Chapter but
before we finally close it we should like, in the interests of

further clarification, to bring out one or two more points,
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The first is that a conscientious life which Butler
advocates is an integrated life, and harmonious because in it
all the elements of human nature are well-balanced, well-
adjusted and well-unified. In this life an individual is
not at the mercy of his desires and inclinations. He is
not like a shuttle-cock driven to and fro by them. It is
a highly reasonable life. With the further growth and
development of conscience a man's life also becomes richer,

Ag his conscience becomes more and more educated, as it learns
more and more from past and the present experience, his life
also becomes fuller and richer, It becomes more and more
illuminated. Besides, in a conscientious life all the
elements are so regulated and directed as to realise the end
or purpose for which they have been implanted in man by God.

The second point which we want to bring out briefly here
is Butlerfs view on the relation between ethics and religion,
We have seen that Butler sometimes leaves the field of morality
and passes on to religion. We think it therefore necessary
to elucidate this problem a little further.

Butler's conscious purpose seems to be t0 derive morality
from the ps&chological nature of man, to distinguish the
spheres of morality and religion and thus to give the former
an independent basis as well as a separate field of speculation.
But it appears that despite all his conscious purpose to
establish morality on a basis of its own apart from the support

of religion Butler himself does not seem to be fully satisfied
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with this empirical account of morality, and probably feels
that it should have some supernatural basis and support.

This view is supported from the whole tenor of Butler's moral
philosophy. To understand this position fully it will be
useful to remember a few things here. The first is that
Butler's whole metaphysical outlook was religious, which in
this context means Biblical. As we have seen, he believed

in a personal God, endowed with perfect moral virtues, This
point by itself does not help us very much because a man may
believe in a personal God and yet propound an ethical system
independent of religion, But Butler also held that the world
is morally ordered and that God is its Moral Governor., He
rules the world morally, rewarding virtue but punishing vice
in exact proportion. Furthermore, Butler also believed in a
future life and held the general doctrine of religion, that our
pregsent life is a state of probation for a future one; that we
have scope and opportunities for that good and bad behaviour,
which God will reward and punish hereafter, In Sermon II
Butler clearly refers to this when he says that if man violates
the law of nature and does not listen to his conscience (the
voice of God within us) he will be suitably dealt with in the
life hereafter. Then'again towards the end in Sermon III he
refers to a future life when he says that all shall be set
right at the final distribution of things. All these have

not only great ethical significance, but constitute the very

postulates of Butler's ethical thought, and to understand fully
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his moral philosophy the consideration of these general
postulates and assumptions of his thought is very essential.

The fact appears to be that Butler by emphasising
religion in matters of conduct is probably trying to give, as
he always does, a double support to virtue. He is trying
to plant morality on a securer ground, on a more stable found-
ation. If we divorce morality from God's authority and His
commands as embodied in the Scriptures, we are apt to ignore
its demands, especially when we are not rationally able to
explain them, which we finite beings cannot always do as
"the works of God, and his scheme of government, are above our
capacities thoroughly to comprehend".l Again, "there may be
infinite reasons for things, with which we are not acq_uaint.ed".2
On the other hand if the demands of morality be based on God's
authority, if we believe that they reflect God's will, we shall
submit to them even when we cannot fully comprehend their
implications, feeling assured that these must be good as they
have emanated from God.

But perhaps the relation between morality and religion
goes deeper in Butler, Probably morality can only be satis-
factorily explained and fully vindicated from the standpoint of
revelation, of Christianity. This should not be understood

to mean that, according to Butler, a man cannot be moral unless

1, 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Sermon XV, sect. 6,
' p- 2&-

2. do do Vol., I, Part II, Chapter I,
sect, 3, p. 188,
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he is religious, or that statements about duties can only be
deduced from theological statements about God. that we want
t0 say is that according to him one cannot be 'completely good*
and 'fully moral' without performing certain religious duties.
Butler's whole course of Sermons at the Rolls and more particu-
larly éhapter I, Part II of his Analogy confirms this view, -
In addition to moral duties, which arise out of nature of the
case and which can be known independently of Scripture, there
are certain positive duties also which are enjoined upon us
and which can be known from Scripture only. Butler says:
"Pogsitive duties do not arise out of the nature of the case,
but from external command; nor would they be duties at alil,
vere it not for such command, received from him whose creatures
and subjects we are"..l He does not stop here, According to
him to obey these positive percepts is a moral obligation and
these therefore should be fulfilled. Butler says: "it is
highly necessary that we remind ourselves, how great presump-
tion it is, to make light of any institutions of divine appoint-
ment; that our obligations to obey all God's commands whatever
are all absolute and indispensable; and that commands merely
positive, admitted to be from him, lay us under a moral oblig-
ation to obey them: an obligation moral in the strictest and

-2 . . . s
most proper sense", Besides there are certain religious

l, 'The Vorks of Joseph Butler', Vol, I, Part II, Chapter T,
sect. 26, Pp. 202-203.

2. do do Vol, I, Part II, Chapter I,
SeCt. 54, pp. 208-209.



duties which arise from the very relation with the Lord Jesus,
the Saviﬁur, and the Holy Spirit - the Sanctifier. Religious
duties may be either positive duties or moral duties. These
are the obligations which we owe to them and which must be

. fulfilled. Butler says: "In Scripture are revealed the rela-
tions, which the Son and Holy Spirit stand in to us. Hence
arise the obligations of duty, which we are under to them".l
From all this it seems clear that to be completely good and
moral tﬁe performance of certain religious duties is absolutely

necessary.

1. ‘'The Works of Joseph Butler' Vol, I, Part II, Chapter I, -
sect. 17, p. 197,



Chapter VI.
Virtue and Human Nature in kadhustdana.

In keeping with the ancient Hindu tradition Madhustdana
Sarasvatl does not mention the time and the period when he lived.
This has naturally given rise to some controversy among the
writers on hMadhusfidana with regard to the period when he flour-
ished. Mr. Telang concludes: "I think we may safely lay down
the proposition that Madhusldana Sarasvatli probably flourished
about the end of the fifteenth or the beginning of the sixteenth
century of the Christian era".1 Professor kodi beclieves that
"ladhusudana lived between 1495 and 15%5 A.D.“2 Iar. Divanji
holds that 1540 to 1647 is probably the life~time &f Madhusudana
Sarasvati.3 Without going into this controversy which is not so
much to our purpose we may point out here that Mr. Divanji seems
nearer the truth as he bases his conclusion on the most recent
researches.

Madhustidana was born at Kotalipada, a suburb of the Faridpur
district in eastern Bengal. His original name was Kamalnayana.
He was one oi the Hour sohs of Purandracharya, the others being

S}inath, Yadawanda, and Vﬁgiébhandra. Shortly after the com-

1. XK.T. Telang. 'A note on the Age of Madhusldana Sarasvati',
Journal of the Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic 5001ety,
Vol. X, No. XXX, p. 37%.

2. P.h. Modi. Eng. Trans. of 'Siddhanta Bindu'. Baroda (India),
1929, p. 27 (Introduction).

3. P.C. Divanji. Eng. Trans. of 'Siddhanta Bindu of Madhustdana',
Baroda (India), 1933, p. XXV, (Introduction).
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pletion of his studies Kamalmayana came in contact with Visvesvara
Sarasvatl at Benares and was initiated into the fourth order
(Bannyasa) and received the name of Madhusudana Sarasvati.

Thus Vidvesvara Sarasvatl was what is technically called the
'"ASrama Guru'1 of Madhusudana Sarasvati.

The following works of Madhusudana are well known: Vedanta—
Kalpa - latika, Advaita-Siddhi, Advaita-ratna-raksana, Advaita-
manjari, Atma-bodha-tika, Enanda-mandakinT, Krsna-Kutihala nataka,
Prastnana-bheda, Bhaki-samanya-nirupana, Gudhartha-dipika, Bhakti-
rasayana, BhagavatahPurEhaaPrathama-S&oka-vyakhyg, Veda-Stuti-
tTka, Sandilya-Shtra-tIks, Sastra-Siddhanta-lesa-tika, Samksepa-
Sariraka-Sara-Samgraha, Siddhanta-Bindu and Hari-1Ila-Vyakhya.

But the most important of these works, in man& of which Madhusudana
propounds bhakti creed, are (1) Advaita Siddhi and (2). Gudhartha-
dipika. Advalta Siddhi is a metaphysical treatise and is mainly
devoted to the objections raised against the monistic theory of
Samkara Vedanta. We are however concerned mainly with Gudhartha-
dfbik& in which he expounds his ethical and moral philosophy.

It may be stated here that Gudhartha-dipika is a commentary on
the.BhagavadgffE which is one of the earliest ethico-religious
works of the Hindus. Regarding this commentary Mr. Telang remarks:
"One of the most famous commentaries on the Bh&gavadgffg is the
Gitagudharthadipika of Madhusudana Sarasvati. It is a most

learned and elaborate work, and is in extent very neally double

1. By Adrama Guru is meant the spiritual preceptor who initiates
a man in the fourth order of 1life namely ‘sannyasa.
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the'well—known Gz%; Bhgshya of éankar&chérya";l Professor
lodi also observes: "His critical powers were considerably developed
as his literary activities increased in later life and by the time
he wrote his Advaitasiddhi and Gudharthadipika he had reached the
zenith of his powers and become a great independent thinker“.2

With this brief sketch of Madhusudana's life and works we
now proceed to discuss his philosophy of action. But before
starting a detailed study of it, we would like to mention by way
of background a few points here which we think necessary to enable
the readers to follow bhe general trend of his ethical teaching.
The first point is that the ethics of Madhusudana is taught
against the background of the Bupreme end of life namely moksa
or liberation.. Madhusudana at the very beginning of his commen-
tary3 makes this point sufficiently clear. There are four ends
of life recognised in Hindu philosophy: (1) Dharma (2). Artha
(3) Kama and (4). Moksa. These can be rendered by duty (dharma),
economic activity and material well=-being (artha), enjoyment (lcama),
and emancipation or spiritual freedom (mokgal. Broadly speaking
these are the four categories into which all human objectives can
be divided. But it should be borne in mind here that these ends

or objectives of human life are not separate and independent of

L. K.T. Telang. 'A note on the Age of Madhusudana Sarasvati',
Journal of the Bombay Branch of the Royal Asiatic Society,
Vol. X, No. XXX, p. 368.

2. P.M. Modi. Eng. Trans. of lSiddhhnta'BinduJ, Baroda (India)
1927, p. 7. (Introduction).

3. 'GUdharthe-dipikd, p. U.
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one another. The realisation of artha and kama should always
be in accordance with dharma which is the means of attaining
moksa. It may also be mentioned here that Madhusudana holds
that moksa or bliss alone is the Supreme goal of life to which
the other three ends are only subsidiary.

Dr. Mees explains the interrelatedness of the four ends of
life thus: "The Scriptures propound a fourfold end: Artha, Kama,
Dharma and Moksa. They are psychological tendencies which have
to be purified and perfected, or in other words: socialized.
Artha is the trend to (perfection of) wealth and material well-
being: it is and has to be manifested as subsidiary and subserv-
ient to the second: Kama which is the trend to (perfection of),
feeling and desire, of sensuous and sensual experience, this is
and has to be manifested as subsidiary and subservient to Dharma,
the trend to mental (incl. moral) perfection. All are subsidiary
and subservient to Moksa, spiritual libera‘bion".l

It may be useful to point out here that in Hindu ethicail
thought very great emphasis 1s laid on dharma and as we have
already mentioned both artha and kama should be realised only in
accordance with it. A man should never overstep the limits of
the moral law to realise these ends. It is only when thus real-
ised that these ends (artha and kama) can act as progressive stages
to the realisation of moksa, the Supreme goal of life. That-

probably is why in Hindu ethical thought dharma is mentioned first

1. Gualtherus H. Mees. 'Dharma and Society', The Hague,
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among the four ends of life.

The second point about Madhusudana's moral philosophy, which
is in fact the general standpoint of the whole non-dualistic
Vedantd: philosophy, is that it is due to ignorance of the true
nature of self, Brahman and the world that all miseries and evils
of life arise. It is our ignorance about the real nature of
these (s2lf, Brahman and the world) that constitutes oux bondage
to the world, that is, to the wheel of birth and death. In
short, ignorance of the nature of truth is the root cause of all
ills and evils from which man sufferg in this world,

Just as ignorance is the cause of all ills and evils in life,
so knowledge about the true nature of 'self, Brahman and the world
is the only cure, the only way to get final release from the bond-
age to the wheel of birth and death, In other words knowledge
of the true nature of Reality alone can bring moksa or liberation
which results not only in the destruction of all ills and evils
@n life but in the attainment of positive bliss. It should be
borne in mind here that according to non-dualistic Vedanta bliss
is the very nature of the gelf. The gelf is Reality, Conscious-
ness and Bliss (Sat, Citt, Ananda), It is because of our ignor-
ance that we do not realise it. It is covered by ignorance and
can be realised only through knowledge.

This knowledge or wisdom (§flana), which is a means to perfec-
tion, does not mean intellectual knowledge. It means.spiritual,
intuitive knowledge and cannot be easily and cheaply attained.

It €fan be achieved only through hard sacrifice and rigorous
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discipline. It can come only at the end of a long and arduous

moral and spiritual discipline. This arduous moral and spirit-
ual discipline, necessary for wisdom, consists in the freeing of
the mind of all distractions and the purging of the heart of all
its impurities.

It may be pointed out here that there are two kinds of know-
ledge - (1) The lower (apara) and the higher (para). The first
or the lower knowledge (apara-vidya) consists of the knowledge of
the Vedas, phonetics, ritual, grammar, etymology, astronomy etc.
In short it consists of the knowledge of all sciences and arts.
The second or the higher knowledge (para~vidya) is that knowledge
by which the Supreme is realised., In the Chandogya Upanigad;
Narad approaches Sanat-kumdra and confesses.to him that in spite
of the fact that he has mastered all the sciences and arts, he
has not known the self and is thus still not free from sorrow,
Sanat-Kumara having heard from him as to what he has read imparts
to him the para~vidya which alone is the means to spiritual free-
dom.

Madhusudana holds that there are three paths or disciplines
by which moksa can be realised. The first of thege disciplines
is called 'the discipline of action' or 'Karma~yoga'. According
to it the seeker must perform all his functions, domestic, social
and religious, disinterestedly and without expecting the enjoyment
of their fruits. In other words he should perform his functions

surrendering all their fruit to God.

1. ‘'Chandogya Upanisad', 7.1. 1-3,
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The second is called 'the discipline of devotion' or 'Bhakti-
yoga', According to it the seeker is required to be exclusively
devoted to God, looking upon Him as his sole refuge. His whole
mind is directed towards God alone, Not paying any attention to
any object of desire, the devotee worships God who is endowed with
all power, glory and 1ordship.1 Complete devotion and resignation
is by itself sufficient for God to confer His grace on him, to
purify his heart and kindle the light of knowledge within him,

The third discipline is called 'the discipline of knowledge'
or 'Jiana-yoga', According to it, the seeker tries to realise
the identity of the individusl self with the ultimate self, there
being really no differcnce between them. He practises the diffi-
cult processes of hearing (dravana), reasoning (manana) in order
to remove any doubt that there may be regarding their truth. The
last process meditation (nididhy@sana) is practised to put an end
to the normal activity of the mind so that the direct realisation
may be had,

Of these three disciplines, the last is the hardest. Also
everybody is not fit to take up that discipline. Because of this
some are not prescribed this and for them only the other two are
recomnended.

It may be usefulto point out here the distinction between
knowledge and the discipline or path of knowledge. The two are

not the same thing, The discipline of knowledge is only one of

—

1. ‘'Gudhartha~dipika', Commentary on verse 1, Chagtgr Vi1,
. P. 3-
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the three methods through which knowledge can be attained. But
according to Madhusudana even the succegsful pursuit of the disc-
ipline of action and that of devotion ultimately result in the
dawning of "knowledge" (through the grace of God) which as we
have said above, alone can bring moksa.

Incidentally it may be mentioned here that Madhusudana, by
holding that there are three disciplines or methods for attaining
moksa, seems to recognise a very important truth. He holds that
all the three main aspects of human life - thinking, feeling and
willing - are egually good. They are all equally important in the
sense thét any of_these can lead to the attainment of the Supreme
moral ideal, Dr. Radhakrishnan seems to hint at it when he
remarks "Madhusudana Sarasvati considers that the Gita adopts the
three methods indicated in the Upanisads, karma or work, upasana
or worship, and jhana or wisdom, and devotes six chapters to each
in succession. Whatever be the truth of it, it emphasises the
three great divisions of conscious 1ife".l In regard to this
remark we would like to say that the important point here is not
that Madhusudana simply emphasises the three divisions of consc-
ious life but rather the fact that he considers all these aspects
as equally important as leading on to the realisation of the
Supreme goal of life,

Then again there is another important psychological truth

which seems implied here. Madhusudana not only attaches equal

1. S. Radhakrishnan. 'Indian Philosophy', Vol. I, London, 1951,
Pe. 554,



- 162 -

importance to each phase of conscious life but he also seems to
emphasise their inter-relatedness, This inter-relatedness among
the different phases of conscious life may be seen in his notioh
of Phakti or devotion. According to him bhakti is an independent
means to moksa,1 and also helps the approach to the other two dis-
ciplines, Karma-yoga and JﬁE'na-yoga.2 Bhakti thus links together
karma and jﬁEha; Madhusﬁdana.holds3 that that is the reason why
bhakti is described in the intermediate six chapters of the Bhag-
avadgita and the path of action and that of knowledge in the first
and lest six chapters respectively. This point has been expressly
stated by him in his Bhakti—rasgyana.4
It may also be pointed out here that Madhusudana differs from
the other great non-dualistic Vedantic commentators on the Bhagav-
adgita on the point of emphasis and the place of devotion in
spiritual ethics. He also holds5 that the path of devotion is
superior even to the path of knowledge and the superiority of the
former lies in the fact that it leads to the realisation of truth
more quickly than the latter, there being no difference in the
conception of sgpiritual freedom achieved through either. Ve wish

to make it clear here that devotion implies duality between the

1. ‘'Gudhartha~dipika', Commentary on verse 16, Chapter VII, p.250,
also Commentary on verse 1, Chapter IX, p. 280,

2. ‘'Gudhartha-dipika, Commentary on verse 66, Chapter XVIII,
pp. 510~512,

3. do do (Introduction),
4, 'Bhakti-rasayana', Calcutta, 1913, pp. 6-7.
5. 'Agvaite Siddhi', Bombay, 1917, Chapter IV, p. 897.
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devotee and God to whom devotion is offered, while knowledge does
away with all duality, which as we have seen is not real ultimat~
ely. Madhusudana propounds the view that liberation is difficult,
almost impossible to achieve even for those who follow Jhana-yoga
except through the grace of God which can be received only by
those who have attained the purification of their mind and heart
and are devoted to God. Being devoted to God is, however, part
of the process of the attainment of liberation., Madhusudana
emphgs ises the purity of mind and heart because the impure mind
is disturbed and restless and thus cannot reflect the light of
pure consciousness which is the nature of Reality., This reflec-
tion is possible only when the mind is cleansed and freed from
all impurities. Probably this is why Madhusidana holds that the
main, rather the only, purpose of morality is the cleansing and
the purification of the mind.

The third point about Madhusudana's moral philosophy which
in fact is implied in our second point but which we want to empha-
sise here again is that ethical disciplines do not directly lead
to knowledge. Morality is only a remote or mediating cause, it
is only a means to spiritual life and progress. Morality is thus
only a necessary condition for spiritual knowledge which alene can
bring moksa. It is here that Madhusudana's philosophy of action
is clearly seen, lMoral life is a preparaﬁory stage in a man's
spiritual life. When man has reached the end of his life's jour—
ney and has become spiritually perfect, morality as such céases

for him. Duty as such has no meaning for the liberated soul. He



- 164 -

is beyond all categorical imperatives. Vhile morality consists

in doing one's duty from a sense of duty, a free or liberated man
cannot be said to have any wviork to do from a sense of duty. This,
however, does not mean that the liberated being gives up all works.
This only means that he does not work under the constraint of
obligation but through spontaneous love for mankind, Unethical
actions are impossible for him, He works for the maintenance of
the world-order because even God Himself who is its sustainer
never ceases from action. In short the life of a free soul is a
life of service to others. He works for the welfare of others and
his actions follow spontaneously from the fullness of his heart
without their being any sense of obligation.

Thus actions though they can be interested, must be disinter-
ested in order to be ethical and moral but ultimately and eventuall
they must become spontaneous and free out-pourings for the general
good of humanity and of the world at large from the liberated man's
nature, This is Madhusudana's philosophy of action.

Ve have.briefly indicated the general background of Madhusu-
dana's philosophy of action. Ve shall now proceed to discuss it
in detail.

Madhusudana holds that morality lies in acting according to
one's position in society. It consists in doing one's duty
according to one's station in life. By the phrase 'station in
life' Madhusudana means only the caste to which one belongs in

life. He admits the division of men into four castes ~ brahmin,

ksattriya, vaiSya and dudra. These four castes constitute the
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four principal parts of the Hindu society. The precedence of
these castes is in the order enumerated above, The earliest
reference to the division of Hindu society into_fbur classes is
found in the Rg Veda. It is described in the Purusa sukta, a
section of the Rg-Veda, as having come out of the different limbs
of the body of the creator himself, Manu says: "There is no fifth
caste".l Apastamba also holds that there are four castes only.2
The institution of caste has an important social bearing and
occupies a most important place in the life of the Hindus. It
has very largely coloured their outlook on life, But the history
of the origin and development of the caste-system which is pecul-
iar to India is very complicated. Its origin is lost in abscurity.
It is very difficult to give any precise and scientific definition
of caste, Dr. J. Muir observes: "the sacred books of the Hindus
contain no uniform or consistent account of the origin of fastes;

but, on the contrary, present the greatest varieties of speculation

on this subject",”

The popular belief however held among the
Hindus with regard to the institution of caste is, as Sir Sivas-
wamy Aiyer says, "that the main divisions of castes are of immem=-
orial antiquity and in fact coeval with creation".4

In regard to the origin of the institution of caste our

1, ‘'Manusmrti', Chapter X, verse 4.
2. Apastamba. 'Dharma-satra', I.l.l.3.
3, dJ, Muir, 'Sanskrit texts®, Vol, I, London, 1872, p, 159.

4, Sir Sivaswamy Aiyer. 'Evolution of Hindu Moral Ideals®,
Madras, 1935, p. 71.
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author, Madhusudana, relies upon the view expressed in the Bhaga-
vadgita that the division of men into four castes was made by God
Himself in accordance with their characteristic gualities and
specific duties.l The division of men into four castes is thus

a natural division made in accordance with their intrinsic quali-
ties and function. Tts underlying principle is probably the divi-
sion of labour and is intended to keep the social fabric in a ham-
onious condition.

The division of men into four castes is thus not an arbitrary
division., This is based on the hard reality, the concrete facts
of experience that the different individuals are not all alike in
their nature (svabhava). Men differ in respect of their guality
and capacity, character and conduct. The division of men into -
four castes is in accordance with this difference in their quality,
character and aptitude. It is thus clear that the caste-system
is based on a principle, It is based on admitted inequalities
in the physical, mental and spiritual make-up of people constitu-
ting the society. In short the classification depends on types
of human nature. Each of the four -clagses has certain well-def-
ined characteristics though they should not be regarded as exclu-
sive, Dr, Ketkar rightly remarks: "It is preponderance of various
qualities that determines the birth of man as a Brahmana or a
Shidra",>

VWie have said that the caste is determined by the intrinsic

1. 'The 'Bhagavadgita‘', Chapter IV, verse 13.

2. Shridhar V. Ketkar. 'History of caste in Indjgt Vol. I,
New York, 1909, p. 114, ?
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qualities in human nature. It is determinecd by the preponderance
6f wvarious qualities in man's nature. Now what are these quali-
ties ? What is their nature ? How do they determine the birth of
man in a particular caste ? These are some of the questions which
naturally arise here and it is to a discussion of these that we
shall now turn,

There are three gunas called sattva, rajas and tamas which
are present in all individuals., These 'gunas', which are usually

rendered as ‘'qualities', spring from prakrti. There is no being,
indeed no objéct in which these gunas are not present. In the
Bhagavadgita it is clearly said: "There is no entity either on
earth or in heaven among the gods which is free from these gunas
born of prakpti".l It may be pointed out here that the Samkhya
philosoﬁhy does not regard gunas as qualities merely. According
to it these are the ultimate subtle entities or substances which
constitute the whole cosmic nature or prakrti a%ﬁt is called in
Indian philosophy. The three gunas are thus tﬁe constitutive
elements of prakrti according to Samkhya philosophy,

But since we are mainly concerned with the ethical implication
of the gunas, and probably this 1s the application of the gunas in
the Bhagavadgita also, we shall use, for the purpose of our thesis,
sattva for goodness, rajas for activity and passion and tamas for
darkness. Ve may also refer to Mr, Widgery's remarks here which
he makes in regard to the application of the gunas in ethics. He

says: "No exact translation of the term gunas seems poséible, but

1. 'The Bhagavadg§%53, Chapter XVIII, verse 40,
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as applicable within the realm of the moral life it may be inter-
preted in general as gqualities, tendencies, or states of active .
consciousness".1

Tp - understand fully the nature of these gunas or qualities
we shall now try to éxplain briefly their main characteristics.
Of the three gunas, the first is sattva. It is laghu and prakE;
saka, It is pure and produces goodness, happiness and knowledge.
It also produces harmony, order and peace. The second is rajas.
It is active (cala) and of the nature of passion. It is the
source of all craving and attachment. It thus binds men by attach-
ment to action. The third is tamas. It is heavy (guru) and
produces visada., It arises out of ignorance and deludes all
mortals, It leads to indolence, sloth, laziness and negligence,
It binds men by developing these qualities in them, Mr. Bipin
Chandra Pala explains the characteristics of the gunas which may
throw some more light. "The characteristics of the Quality of
light or sattva, are purity, illumination and ficcdom; those of
heat or rajas, are passion, activity, craving (for power and glory)
and attachment to rank and position; while those of darkness or
tamas, are ignorance, error, idleness and inert.ia".2

It may_also be mentioned here that these gqualities cannot be

directly perceived. Their existence can only be inferred from

1. Alban G. Widgery. 'The Principles of Hindu Ethics?,
International Journal of Bthics, Vol, XL, No.Z2,
January 1930, p. 233.

2, Bipin Chandra Pala, 'The Ethics of the Bhagavadgita', The
World, Vol, VIII, No, XXXI, September 1899, p. 531.
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their effects. Furthermore, these gunas always go together and
are intermingled with one another. They are closely related as
the flame, the o0il and the wick qf a lamp. Thus all people
possess all these gunas. But it must be remembered that they

do not possess them in the same degree. The proportion of these
gunas vary from individuals to individuals. It should always be
borne in mind here that in the interrelation of the three gunas
it is always the one or the other that predominates in each human
being and the nature of the man is determined by the predominating
guna. Men are called sattvika, rajasika, or tamasika according
as the one or the other prevails in him.

From the nature of the gunas and their characteristics we
can see clearly that it is the prevalence of these gunas that
determines the nature of man's activities. It is the predom-
inance of one or the other of these gunas that makes all the
difference to the spirit in which the possessor performs his
work., The man in whom sattva predominates, and is thus of satt-
vika nature, works without any attachment. He is free from all
egotism, full of zeal and firmness, He is not disturbed from
the effects of his passions and affections, He does not work
for the sake of any reward in this life or in the life hereafter.
He does his work in the spirit of duty because it ought to be
done. The man of rajasika nature is always swayed by passions.
He is selfish and always desirous of the fruits of his actions.

Unlike the man of sattvika nature he is moved by joy and sorrow,

He is full of joy in success and aad bitterly grieved in failure
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The man in whom tamas prevails is dmll and inert. He acts mech-
anically and follows the common routine blindly. His activities
are undertaken without any regard to capacity and consequences.
He is dilatory, slow to act and gets very easily depressed. He
acts in complete obedience to his passions and affections. The
mind of such a man is confused and deluded,

From what has been said above there is one deduction which
obviously follows and which we should always bear in mind. It is
that no human being can be either wholly or purely sattvika or
rajasika or tamasika. These are extreme cases and are rarely, if
ever, found in practical 1life. Human conduct almost invariably
partakes of the nature of rajas and is in varying degiree nearer
either to sattvika or tamasika.

It may also be pointed out here that though all the gunas or
qualities are present in all individuals of all the four castes,
yet a particular caste is characterised by the quality prevailing
among all the individuals constituting that caste. Madhusudana

in his commentary on verse 13 of- Chapter IV1 points out that the

brahmins are sattva~pradhana, ksattriyas are sattva-upsarjana-
rajah-pradhﬁha, vaigyas are tamah-upsarjana-rajah-pradhana ané
fhdras are tamah-pradhand. It is very difficult to give an

exact english trénslation of the word 'upsarjana' which Madhusudana

uses here and which he uses again in his commentary on verse 44

2
of Chapter XVIII, but it may be rendered as subsidiary or subserv-

st

1. 'Gudhartha-dipika', = = p. 136.

2. do do P. 495,
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ient for convenience,

Yle have discussed in some detail the nature and characteristics
of the three gunas, e can now see clearly how caste is determined
by the character of man, by his nature, by his characteristic gqual~
ities, or to express it technically, by his predominant gunas. A
man is born in a particular caste according as he develops one or
the other of the three gunas, In the words of Dr. Radhakrishnan
"The kind of birth depends on the character we have developed. ‘ie
are'born in celestial regions, or as men on earth, or in the animal
world, according as we develop character in which sattva, rajas or
tamas ppedominates".l Vle can thus see how the birth of a man in
a particular caste is determined by his nature or by his predomin-
ant guna,

In order to understand the full implication of the caste-system
we have to pursue our discussion still further, It is necessary
to point out here that.it is one's own karma that determines one's
predominant guna just as the latter determines one's birth in a
particular class. This brings us to the doctrine of karma, The
fact is that the institution of caste is very closely connected
with the doctrine of karma and the theory of the transmigration of
soul or re-birth, All these three namely the gunas, the doctrine
of kérma and the theory of re-birth Jjustify the caste-system. Ve
have already considered in soﬁe detail the ‘'three gunas' and their
nature. We shall now proceed on to considér the other two - the
doctrine of karma and the theory of re-birth.

The doctrine of karma is one of the most important ethical

.

1. S. Radhakrishnan. 'Indian Philosophy', Vol. I, Londors, %ggl,
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theories in Indian thought. It is accepted even by the Baudha
and the Jainas though they do not belisve in the authority of the
Veda. Since there is a good deal of confusion and misunderstand-
ing about this doctrine it is necessary to consider it in some
detail.

'Karma' means action and the phrase 'doctrine of karma' means
that every action ﬁas its reaction, its result. According to this
doctrine every action done whether good or bad produces its effect
and the effect which it produces is not only physical but also
mental and moral. An action affects the tendencies, dispositions
and character of the agent and according to the doctrine of karma
these are all conserved in the organism, Nay, they are also
carried over so that every individual gets his due here or here-
after. The doctrine has thus both retrospective and the prospec-
tive aspects, It is a principle of continuity. It is continuous
with the past and goes on into the future. To borrow a metaphor,
the individual's life, according to-the doctrine of karma, is not
a term but a series, This process cannot stop unless the ultimate
goal of life is realised, unless man reaches the end of life's
journey which is spiritual realisation.

But karma is often identified with fate and the doctrine of
karma with_fatalism. Even a great thinker like Professor Keith
remarks: "The conception of Karman serves indeed in an excellent
way to defend and protect the established order of things, but it
is essentially fatalistic, and fatalism is not for a normal mind

a good incentive to moral progress. If, on the other hand, the
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doing of an evil deed is restrained by the thought that it will
be punished in another life, it is equally true that reflection
shows that the actor has really no option in his acts and is an
absolutely predetermined person, whose former acts produce his
present motives and reasonings without the possibility of inter-
vention of any kind on his part".l This confusion is perhaps due
to misconception about the true nature of the doctrine. It is a
travesty of the truth about the doctrine of karma. Far from
meaning fatalism the doctrine stands for man's freedom. It is
not imcompatible with frge will. In fact it involves and implies
it. The doctrine of karma vindicates the esgsential righteousness
of the universe. It is no other than the moral counterpart of
the Scientific Law of @ausation, We can say it is the Law of
Bthical €ausation. As you sow, so you reap is its main principle.
It vindicates the truth that man himself is responsible for his
suffering and happiness, he is himself the architect of his destiny
the arbiter of his fate. The doctrine of karma thus explains all
the inequalities in life, Instead of throwing the blame on others
for what we are and have or have not, the doctrine teaches that
we are ourselves responsible for our present state. It is a vind-
ication of cosmic justice. The doctrine of karma thus illustrates
the truth that morél life is not a chaos. Men are not the sport
of a cruel chance. There is no room for caprice here. The

accidents of birth and fortune in this world are but the rewards

1. A.B.,Keith. 'The Religion and Philosophy of the Veda and
Upanishads', Harvard Oriental Series, Vol. 32, 1925, p. 596.
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and punishments of our own deeds in the past life. According to
the doctrine of karma there is a spiritual continuity. The present
life is the beginning of another into which we carry with us what

we do here. The new life starts just where the o0ld life ends.
Academically speaking, the doctrine of karma thus vindicates the
principle of the eternal law of cause and effect in the moral life
of man,

There 1s, however, a certain amount of determination involved
in the doctrine of karma. But this does not mean exclusion of all
freedom, The present life in its beginning is no doubt determined
by the past but it can be changed for the better or worse by our
efforts in course of our present life. In the words of Dr. Radhak-
righnan, "Life is like a game of bridge. The cards in the game
are given to us. We do not select them, They are traced to past
karma but we are free to make any call as we think fit and lead any
suit, Only we are limited by the rules of the game. Ve are more
free when we start the gamé than later on when the game has devel-
oped and our choices become restricted. But till the very end
there is always a choice".1

In order to understand the full implication Qf the freedom of
man's will involved in the doctrine of karma, it is necessary to
pursue our discussion a little further. According to Hindu think-
ers there are three kinds of karma. (1) Sancita (2) Prarabdha and
(3) Agami or Kriyamana. Sébhita is all the a@muﬁuiated karma of

the past, that is those karmas which have not yet started producing

——

1. S. Radhakrishnan. 'An Idealist view of Life', London, 1951,
p. 279,
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théir reactions., Prarabdha is that portion of the past karma
which has started producing its reaction. Agami is the coming
karma which includes also the karma that is being gathored at the
present time. This is usually illustrated with a beautiful
analogy. Let us imagine a bow man with a quiver containing arrows
and that he is taking aim at a target. Let us further imagine
that he has already shot an arrow and he is about to shoot another..
In this analogy the bundle of arrows contained in the quiver gtands
for saﬁcita karma, the arrow he has shot for prarabdha karma and
the one he is about to shoot for agami karma. Just as the bow man
has perfect freedom in regard to the arrows in the quiver and the
arrow he is about to shoot, so also man has perfect freedom in
regard to the sgnhita and agami karmas. He can influence their
reactions by good deeds in course of his present life. But he has
no freedom as far as prarabdha karma is concerned. He cannot
influence its reaction. Once the arrow has left the bow it must
have its course. So also the past karma which has begun procducing
its effect must have its course, But man can control his future,
In regard to prarabdha karma our own author Madhusudana goes so far
as to sayl that even the grace of God cannot exhaust it. Prara-~
bdha karmas are exhausted by themselves after the individual concer—
ned has experienced their good or bad results,

There is yet another misunderstanding about the doctrine of

karma, It is said that, it is individualistic and there is no room

1. ‘'Advaita Siddhi', Bombay, 1917, Chapter IV, pp. 892-893.
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for social service under its rigid law. This is perhaps a mis-
conception of the actual position. It is no doubt true that the
ultimate value namely moksa has to be attained by every individual
himself. But the question is: how to reach the stage when moksa
can be attained ? This stage can be reached only in and through
fulfilling one's appointed functions as one's contribution towards
the common good. It is only when all works are done in a gpirit
of gservice to humanity that man can prepare himself and is able to
travel on the spiritual path, Consistently with this gpirit Hindu
thinkers comdemn self'ishness and egotism and argue for the perform-
ance of selfless work. Thus social service ig not only not incon-
sistent with the doctrine of karma but is enjoined as a means to
spiritual freedom.

The theory of transmigration of the soul or re-birth is a
corollary to the doctrine of karma. As we have alfeady shown
above, the differences in the tendencies, dispositions and charac-
tcr of men at birth are due to differences in their past karmas
vhich obviously implies past birth., Again since all actions do
not bear fruit in this life man has to take another birth in order
to 'enjoy' the residual karmas. Every jiva thus has to pass
through a series of births and deaths. Thus the law of karma
implies future birth.

There is an objection often raised against the ethical signif-
icance of the theory of re-birth, It is pointed out that in the

absence of memory between successive reincarnations or births, the

different incarnations would be nothing short of different persons
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and with this the entire juridical motive of incarnation stands
abrogated. Without memory the point of retributive justice is
nullified and the whole penal purpose of re-incarnation is defeated
thereby. In reply it may be pointed out that the criticism is
based on a misunderstanding of the theory. It ignores its real
significance and purpose, The point is that re~incarnation is

an ethical postulate. It is the fabric of the vhole moral struc-
ture, and its validity is in no way conditioned by empirical evid-
ences. Tt is a belief in the moral order of the universe and in
this context the absence of memory does not render it an absurdity.
Vhat is important in the theory of re-birth is the conservation of
the moral values. The Jjuridical and'penal aspects of the theory
are only subsidiary and need not be pressed too far and given too
high a premium,

Ve shall conclude our discussion of the doctrine of karma by
showing its implication to the institution of caste. Ve have seen
that the doctrine of karma suggests that the responsibility for the
particular caste into which an individual is born rests with the
individual himself since the nature of man on which caste depends
is ultimately determined by the nature of his deeds. Those whose
conduct has been good attain good births and those whose conduct
has been evil attain evil births. It is one's own actions in the
past life that have determined one's present existence and again
one's actions in the present existence will determine one's future
life, Caste is thus determined ultimately by the eternal and

inexorable law of karma. Furthermore, the doctrine of karma not
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only explains our inequalities in the social status but it also
offers a message of hope and sounds a note of warning. It proclaims
that an individual's rise and fall in the social scale in the next
life depends entirely upon his performing good or bad deeds in the
present life, A man may be promoted or relegated according to his
good or bad deeds respectively. Even a sudra may by good conduct
attain to the highest spirituality. Manu admits the possibility
of such a change and he gives elaborate rules in this connection.l
In Chapter IX, he specifically says: "s $Gdra who is pure, the
servant of his betters, gentle in his speech and free from pride
and alvays seeks a refuge with Brahmanm attains in his next life
a higher caste".z

We have seen that the division of men into four castes is
based on the differences in their nature (svabhavaj. In this
connection we have also considered how man's naturé is ultimately
determined by his conduct, by the nature of his work. Ve shall
now try to see that corresponding to these differences in their
nature, their duties and responsibilities are also divided. Bach
caste has a particular set of duties called caste-duties. The
brahmins have one set of duties, the ksattriyas another and 8o
with the vaisyas and dudras. Every man is required to discharge
his duties according as he belongs to one or the other of these
four castes. These caste-duties have an important social bearing

and are described in the Bhagavadgita in Chapter XVIII, verses 42-44.

1, 'Manusmrti', Chapter X, verses 57-65, especially 58 & 65,

2. do Chapter IX, verse 335,
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These have also been described by various other Hindu law givers.
The duties of the brahmins born of their nature are: control
of the immer organ or antahkarana (Séma); control of the outer
organs or senses (dama); austerity meaning worship of gods, teachers
and those who know the Vedas (tapas); purity (sauca)j; forgiveness
(ksam@) 3 sincerity (arjava); knowledge of the meaning of the Vedas
(jfiana) ; skilfulness in karma-kanda, that is knowledge of the Vedic
rituals and realisation of gnity with Brahman (vijhana)j; and faith
(astikya). The natural duties of the Ksattriyas are: heroism
(Saurya); smartness (tejas); power of endurance (dhrti); skill

(daksya) ; not to flee in battle (yudhe capy apalayana); making

Note: Dr. Ketkar narrates an incident from his personal
experience which we quote here because it goes a
long way and throws considerable light on the relation
of the doctrine of karma and the institution of
caste. He says: 'I once met a mahara, who, fearing
that I was going near him and that my purity might
then be defiled in case 1 touched him, and that he
might incur the sin of defiling mg purity, cried out
at once and made his caste known to me. i got into
conversation with him. I found that Mahar, though
illiterate, could repeat many verses of Tukaram,
Namdeo and Chokhamela. He appeared to be well
acquainted with the theories of Karma and Bhakti,
and of the transmigration of soul;."He believed that
though he was a Mahar in that birth, by some mis-
doing in his past life, he was g01ng to become a
Brahmana in. the next birth, as he felt the desire
for learning Sanskrit, and reading Gita and
Puranas. He comceived that these desires were clear
indication of the better birth which he was going to
get in his next 1lifel.

A History of Caste in India. Vol. I, New York,
1909, p. 115 (fdot#note).
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gifts (d@ana); and power of controlling others (Isvara bhava),
The natural duties of the vaisyas are: agriculture, trade and
rearing of cattle, and service of the three upper castes through
manual labour is the natural duty of sudras.

It may be stated here that Madhusudana after enumerating the
dharmas or duties of brahmins saysl that these may be the duties
of all people belonging to all the four castes when they are
sattvika. It is true that these are the natural duties of brahmins
because in them sattva predominates, but for those also who are
not brahmins these may become duties when there is a preponderance
of sattva in them and that is why they also come under the category
of 'common duties'. He quotes a few authorities on this point.
Most of them list forgiveness, purity, charity, self-control, truth-
fulness etc =~ all duties of the brahmins - as the common duties of
all., _

The central idea that underlies this division of labour on
the basis of the natural quality and capacitj of men is probably
that since all men are not alike in their nature and capacity they
are not all suited for the same type of work and it is no use .
employing a man in a task which is alien to his nature, The same
individual cannot be equally successful as a ruler, warrior or
tradesman, One who is eminently suited for one kind of work may
be, in fact often is, quite unsuited for another kind of work,

The present psychology of vocation is a witness to this fact,

1. 'Gudhartha-dlplka', Commentary on verse 42, Chapter XVIII,
PP . 492‘4.94‘.
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Professor Hanumantha Rao has rightly remarked: "A system of ethics
vhich serves a more serious purpose than that of a mere formal
textbook ought to take into consideration individual differences,
social and psychological, The same duties that are enjoined
upon the teacher cannot be eqjoined upon the trader; the duties
prescribed to one who serves in the army cannot be prescribed to
one who serves in a factory or on a farm. It is this principle
of relativity that is at the basis of the Hindu class-morality".l
There seems'much truth in these observations as far aé we can see,
After all we cannot allot any task to a man irrespective of any
.consideration whether or not he is equipped for it, whether or not
he is psychologically and otherwise suited for it.

There seems another important ethical principle that underlies
the division of labour on the basis of differences in nature,
Society is one organic whole and in this society there are broadly
speaking four types of nature and answering to them there are four
broad kinds of functions and duties. Society can be held together
and its progress can be maintained only when each unit contributes
its share by properly performing the functions assigned to it. It
is this principle of integration and co-ordination that probably
lies at the back of the institution of éaste. The society can be
compared to an organism, Just as the well-being of the organism
depends on the proper functioning of its different parts, so also

the maintenance and progress of the society depend on the proper

1. G. Hanumantha Rao. 'The Basis of Hindu Ethics', International
Journal of Ethics, Vol, XXXVII, No, 1, October 1926, p. 31,
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functioning of its different units, If the stomach quarrels with
the head it is not the stomach or the head alone that suffers but
the entire organism including these parts, So if one unit quarrcls
with another it is not only this or that unit which suffers but the
entire social structure is paralysed. There is no question of
superiority of the one unit over the other. Just as all parts of
the organism are equally necessary and important for its well-being
so also all the social units have their equal necessity and import-
ance for the well-being of the society. There is thus no emphasis
on the differenceé in the nature of functions or duties. The main
emphasis is on the performance of one's dharma born of one's nature
according to the position one occupies in society because it is then
only that one can promote the stability and progress of the society.
In addition to the institution of caste and the caste-duties
there is another principle of division of life which it is-necessary
to point out here. Just as human beings are divided into four
castes, s0 human life is divided into four stages and like every
caste, every stage has its corresponding duties and responsibilities.
These stages are: brahmacarya, garhasthya, vanaprastha and sannyasa.
Manu also accepts these four stages or as they are also called
‘orders' of life. He says "The student, the householder, the
hermit and the ascetic, these constitute four separate orders".l
The first stage of life is the life of a student, According to

the Chéndogya Upanisad a student lives in the house of his teacher

1, 'Manusmrti', Chapter VI, verse 87,
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for twelve yearsl or for a series of year82 during which he
studies the Vedas. This period is devoted to the building up

of the body and the training of the mind both intellectually and
morally. One of the most important disciplines of this stage

is continence. It is the stage when everyone is required to
equip himself well for the succeeding stages of life. The
second stage is the stage of garhasthya (househ8lder), This
stage is the most important and it is generally regarded as the
foundation of all the other stages. Just as air is essential to
life, so is the householder essential to the life of all those who
belong to the other three orders. This is the stage when man
develops what we can call a social life which brings with it
greater social responsibilities and obligations. In this stage:
man marries and begins to lead a family life. He is thus not
alone but has his wife and children too. In addition to his
family obligations he has to fulfil certain social obligations
also. The third stage, called vanaprastha is the stage when man
relinquishes his family duties and obligations. In this stage
he is absolved from the responsibility of home and retires into
the solitude of the forest to meditate on the higher problems of
life. The main objective of this stage is to escape from the
bustle of life, It is really a transitory stage of partial

renunciation leading to the last stage called the stage of

1. 'Chandogya Upanisad', Iv. X,I,
2. do do v, 1v,s,
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sannyasa. It is the final stage of life's journey. In this

stage man rises above the narrow circles of clan and country and
wanders far and wide. He works for the welfare of the entire
humanity. It is the stage when he cultivates the knowledge of
God to bé united with Him which is the crown and glory of all life,

Viewed in one way the four asramas are successive stages for
taking man to perfection. These are the steps to the attainment
to the ideal of moksa. As vwe have already said each of these
stages has special duties and for each of these an ideal type of
moral character is enjoined. The moral qualities attained in the
earlier stapes are carried over as a basis for the development of
the qualities of the succeeding stage of life, Though normally
one has to pass through the four stages successively, it is not
absolutely necessary. In special and extraordinary cases it is
permissible to take up sannyasa even after the first stage. For
instance éémkara renounced from the stage of brahmacarya. Buddha
renounced from the stage of garhasthya. Our own author Madhusu-
dana took sannyasa from the stage of brahmacarya.

Tt may also be pointed out here that besides the caste~duties
or varna~dharma and the duties of the different stages of life
(Eéfama—dharma), there are also laid down the common duties of men
called the sadharana~dharma or samanya~dharma. These have great
ethical importance ahd.may well said to be the foundation of the
Hindu moral life. These common or ordinary duties are cardinal
virtues and are obligatory equally for all individuals irrespective

of distinctions of varna and asrama, These are to be cultivated




by all to the best of their abilities. The idea being that
morality is not incumbent on any one individual or class. The
Hindu Scriptures give several lists of these cardinal virtues.

The author of the Bhagavadgita calls these virtues as godly vir-
tues and according to him these are: "fearlessness, purity of ‘
thought, steadfastness in knowledge and action, alms~giving, self-
restraint, sacrifice, study of the Scriptures, austerity, upright-
ness, non~violence, truth, freedom from anger, the spirit of dedi-
cation, tranquility, aversion to slander, compassion to living
beings, freedom from greed, gentleness, modesty, steadiness, cour-
age, forgiveness, fortitude, purity, freedom from malice and arro-
gance".1

Manu enumerates these common virtues as "steadiness (dhairya),
forgiveness (ksami), self-restraint (dama), non-stealing (caurya
bhava), sense~control (indriya~nigraha), wisdom (dhT), learning
vidya), truth, (satya), and freedom from anger (akrodha)",

Ve have explained all the three kinds of dharma or dutias -
varna~dharma, asrama-dharma and samanya-dharma - 1ecognised by
Hindu thinkers including our author, But it mﬁst be borne in
mind that the main emphasis 6f the author of the BhaépadgﬁtéAis
on varna-dharma or caste duties and it is with these-that we are
mainly concerned.

Before we conclude our discussion of this topic and pass on

to compare Madhusudana with Butler, it is useful to point out one

1. 'The Bhagavadgita', Chapter XVI, verses 1-3.

2., 'Manusmrti', Chapter VI, verse 92,
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thing here. We have said that according to Madhustudana one's
dharma or duty is determined by one's nature or svabhava.
Virtue according to him lies in fulfilling the functions of
life that are in accordance with the capacities, turn, charac-
ter and the consequent position which a man occupies in the

socliety. But Madhusudana says in his comment on verse 24 of

Chapter XSIIl and he refers to it again in verse 15 of Chapter
1112 that the injunctions and prohibitions of the Scriptures
determine what should bc donc and what should not be done. In
other words our duties are determined by the Scriptures.
Apparently it seems that this not only goes against our main
contention that according to lMadhusudana duty is determined by
one's nature but also this may lead some to believe that he is
setting up an external standard of duties which has nothing to
do with human nature. But this is not the case. For in his
commentary on verse 13 of Chapter IV3 Madhustidana accepts that
the four castes have been created by God Himself. This verse
should be read along with verses L4l1-44 of Chapter XVIIIh where
the functions of the four castes are enumerated. The fact that
the four classes are created by God in accordance with the
predominating quality of nature and the consequent function

shows that one's duty is ultimately determined by one's nature.

1. 'Gldhartha-dIpikd, pp. 434-435.
2. do. p. 105.
3. do. p. 136.
L. do. pp. 490-497.
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It may be asked here that if it is nature which determines

duty then why is it said that to obey the injunctions of the
Bcriptures constitutes our duty. The reply to this is that the
arrangement of God with regarg to duty according to one's
nature is the very thing that the Scripture also teaches. In
other words Beriptures are only fecords of God's arrangement
with regard to men's duty according to nature. It may also be
remembered here that according to the Hindu conception the
Vedas are not compositions of any finite human being. They are
eternal (nitya) and impersonal (apaurusheya). They are eternal
truths revealed by God Himself. Thus what is taught in the
Vedas does not in any way contradict what God says about His
creation of the four castes. Indeed the Vedas, as we have just
said, only record the same fact. Thus we can say that duty is

determined by nature but is known from the Vedas.



B. A comparison between Butler's and Madhusudanals
account of Virtue and Human Nature.

We shall now proceed to compare Madhustdana with Butler.
Apparently there is no similarity between the ethical and moral
teaching of the two thinkers. The phrases 'station and_its
duties', 'institution of caste' and 'caste-duties' etc. which
are so frequent in Madhusudana are altogether alien to the
moral philosophy of Butler who has endeavoured to deduce
morality directly from the analysis of human nature. Dut then
we should remember that for MadhusUdana also one's duty is
ultimately based on one's nature, svadharma is based on svabhava.
We have seen that in Madhustdana the division of duties is
based on differences in the qualities and character of men.

The duties of brahmins, kgattriyas, vaisyas and sudras have all
heen prescribed according to their innate qualifications and
capacities. Those who are strongly endowed with purity of
thought and powers of reflection are brahmins; those gifted with
heroism and chivalry are kgattriyas; those strongly inclined
towards the practical business of life are vaié&as and those

in whom none of these qualities are highly developed are
dtdras. Corresponding to these differences in their qualities
or nature their duties respectively are: cultivation of
spiritual knowledge, guiding others on religious matters, the
study and teaching of the Vedas; protection of people against
oppression, maintenance of the law and order, supporting the
righteous and suppressing the wicked; tending eattle, agricul-

~

ture and trade; service to the members of the other three
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classes. Thus according.to Madhusudana when a man is asked to
perform his class duty, he is asked to do something which is
appropriate to him, which 1s in accordance with his nature. In
other words, it is following the law of his own being, his
svadharma.

Butler's fundamental ethical teaching is, as we have
already shown, that virtue consists in following nature and vice
in deviation from it. He analysd@s human nature to derive moral-
ity from it and his analysis reveals that there are in it
particular impulses and abové them there are the two superior
general principles of selfslove and benevolence. On top of all
these there is the sovereign principle called conscience.

Butler says: '"Every bias, instinct, propension within, is a
real part of our nature, but not the whole: add to these the
superior faculty, whose office it is to adjust, manage and
preside over them, and take in this its natural superiority, and
you complete the idea of human ngture".l According to Butler
to follow conscience is to follow the law of one's own being.

It is to follow one's nature as a whole. To appreciate this
point in Butler we must remember his conéeption of human nature.
It is not merely a collection of different faculties and
impulses, nor is it a mere bhalance or harmony between self-
regarding and other-regarding impulses. He sees human nature

as a system and points to an order in it. There is in it a

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon III, sect. 1,
pp. 67-68.
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natural subordination of the lower to the higher. When Butler
says that to follow conscience is to follow the law of one's
own being, to follow nature as a whole, he means this system or
hierarchy in which conscience occupies the highest plabe and
to which all other elements of human nature are naturally
subordinate. According to him an action becomes wrong when
the ordér or system is violated, which in this context means
when the authority of the higher principle in nature is
disregarded. Butler himself summarises this position in the
last section of his last Sermon 'Upon Iluman Nature' thus: "The
nature of man is adapted to some course of action or other.
Upon comparing some actions with this nature, they appear
sultable and corresponding to it: from comparison of other
actions with the same nature, there arises o our view some
unsuitableness or disproportion. The correspondence of
actions to the nature of the agent renders them natural: their
disproportion to it, unnatural. That an action is corres-
.pondent to the nature of the agent, does not arise from its
being agreeable to the principle which happens to be the
strongest: for'it may be so, and yet be quite disproportionate
to the nature of the agent. .... And the correspondence arises
from the action being conformable to the higher principle; and
the unsuitableness from its being contrary to it."l

It may be pointed out here that when Madhusudana says that

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon III, sect. 13,
pp. 75-76.
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virtue lies in doing one's duty or dharma born of nature he
also like Butler means human nature as a whole which according
to him is determined by the »prevailing guna or quality.- It is
the predominance of one or other of the three gunas which
determines the fundamental character or nature of man. It
should be remembered here that according to the general Hindu
ethical thought all human nature has been broadly divided into
three classes, sattvika. rajasika and tamasika. Fvery man
belongs to one or the other of these three divisions according
as he develops predominantly one or the other of the three
gunas - sattYa, rajas or tamas - in his nature and his funda-
mental character or nature as a whole hecomes accordingly.
Bvery man's moral conduct is thus relative to his own funda-
mental nature. In the Bhagavadgita there is a good deal of
emphasis on the performance of one's own dharma which is in
accordance with one's fundamental nature.l

MadhustUdana in his commentary on this verse is very
emphatic on the pursuvance ol one's dharma which is in accord-
ance with one's nature. He insisls that it must be pursued
however impexrfect it may be. No man should try to imitate
another man's dharma however perfect it might appear to be.
He goes so far as to say that death in one's own law of nature
is better for a man than victory in an alien movement. It is

dangerous to follow the law of another's nature.

1. The Bhagavadgita, Chapter III, verse 35.
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The idea behind this emphasis on the performance of one's
own dharma is probably that there is no use employing our-
selves in tasks which are alien to our nature, for which we are
unsuited by our nature or svabhava.

Thus we see that there is a fundamental similarity between
Butler and Madhusudana. They both agree as far as their
fundamental ethical teaching is concerned. Virtue according
to both is ultimately determined by human nature. According |
to both we must act with nature. Rightness of an act conscists
in following one's nature and wrongness in déviation from it.
Thus 'follow nature' is the dictum of both Butler and Madhusuds.:
ana.

‘There is another very important point of similarity
between the ethical teaching of the two thinkers. It is not
only that they preach the same doctrine, namely.'follow nature',
but they also agree in advocating the control of the lower
impulses of human nature. According to both desires, wishes
and inclinations should he disciplined and not crushed. To
develop this point it is necessary to go into some detail,
Madhustdana holds (and in this he is supported by other Hindu
thinkers) that man is a bundle of instincts, desires and
impulses and these constitube the spring of all actions. They
are at the root of all our activities. Manu says: '"Not a
single act here (below) appears ever to be dome by a man free
from desire; for whatever man does, it is the result of the

1
impulse of desire." But though desires seem to be universal

1. 'Manusmrti', Chapter II, verse L.
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and at the back of all our activities, yet to act solely from
desires is never laudable. Madhusflidana like Butler holds that
morality consists in the control, regulation and organisation
of the different elements of human nature. He seems in com-
plete agreement with Butler in holding that men are men not
merely because of their @mpulses, inclinations and desires,
some of which they share with brutes, but mainly because of
reflection or conscience which is peculiar to us men only. If
we act solely from impulses and desires we cease to he men and
are brought down to the level of brutes. In other words if we
do not govern our impulses, we become victims of them, and our
lives become as aimless as those of the animals. In ordér to be
man, therefore, one should exercise reasén and reflection, and
through them harmonise the diverse elements of human nature by
giving them due weight within their limits. Madhusudana in his
commentary on verses 60, 62 and 63 of Chapter II1 points out
the evil effects of the senses when uncontrolled and conse-
quently emphasises the necessity for controlling them. He
refers to this again in his commentary on verse 21 of
Chapter XVI2. The desires and attachments (kama), anger
(xrodha) and greed are said to be the three gates of hell.

Dr. Radhakrishnan also remarks: "Inclinations must be overcome

2 L] do [] P' L|-33 .
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or else they drag us on withoul resistance. The mere push
and. pull of desire must yield place to.the calm and quiet of
reason. The divine element of reason should leaven the whole
nature of man. Rational life is, then, the 1life in which the
senses are curbed and confindd within their proper limits".1

It may be interesting to point out here that the Pali
work 'Dhammapada’is also full of similar ideas. '"There is no
fire like passion, there is no shark like hatred, there is no
spare iike folly, and there is no torrent like greed“.2

In the interests of further clarification it may be
useful to refer here to two other systems of Indian philosophy
which are practically at two extremes in respect of their
ethical teaching. One of them is the Carva&ka 8ystem of
Philosophy. The Carvakas like the Epicureans are extreme
hedonists. They lay emphasis on sensuousness even to the
neglect of reason and will. Their philosophy is more or less
only an argumeni for giving full and free expression to the
passions and desires, a surrender to the impulses and desires

of the moment.3 Some of the well-known @arvaka maxims are:

s

1. S. Radhakrishnan. 'The Ethics of the Vedanta', International
Journal of Ethics, Vol., XXIV, No, 2, January 1914, p.170.

2. 'Dhammapada', Chap. XVIII, verse 251, Eng. trans. by F, Max
Muller, Sacred books of the East, Vol.X, Oxford,lBS%,
PO 2.

3, Note. We are aware that there were among the Carvakas a few
Susiksitd@s who, in spite of admitting that pleasure is
the only good in life, believed in the quality of
pleasures. They would rather see a drama or read poetry
than revel in mere feasting and drinking. But here also
our main point remains valid because their maxim was
still the same as that of the other less cultured -
carvakas namely that pleasure is the summum bonum of life.
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"Eat, drink and be merry, for tomorrow we may die'".

"A sure piece of cell is better than a doubtful coin of

gold".

Professor Hopkins quotes a passage L0 explain the @arvaka
philosophy. '"The old Carvaka or materialist of the sixth
century B.C. said bluntly: Be as licentious as you please; live
for pleasure; there is no punishment hereafter. Indulge your
appetites; this is your only chance to do so. God and soul are
myths; the priest is a hypocrite; the body dies and then you
end. Be happy while you live; to be virtuous is to be a
fool“,1

As opposed to this Carvaka system, there is the Jaina
system of philosophy. It is, as we have said, at the other
pole., The Jainas do not allow any room for passions and
desires in the life of the ascetics who are bent on attaining
perfection. They hold that these are at the root of all evils
in life. They therefore advocate and argue for their ahnul-
ment and eradication. It must be admitted, however, that in
Jaina ethics certain allowances are made for the ordinary
householders, that is, for those who have not renounced worldly
life and become ascetic. But it may still be held that the
trend of the Jaina ethics ultimately is towards asceticism.

Dr. Radhakrishnan, explaining their moral philosophy, remarks:

1, E. Washburn Hopkins. 'Ethics of India', Yale, 1927, p. 206.
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"The ethical system of the Jainas is more rigorous than that of
the Buddhists. ... True freedom consists in an independence of
all outer things".1 At another place he again remarks: "Both
Buddhism and Jainism admit the 1ldeal of negation of life and
personality. To both life is a calamity to be avoided at all
costs, They require us to free ourselves from all the ties
that bind us to nature and bring us sorrow" , 2 Our purpose is
not to explain the ethics of the Carvaka and Jaina systems of
philosophy. Our main purpose here is to show that the ethical
teaching of both Butler and MadhusUdena avecids these extremes.
Life according tb them consists neither in extreme intellect-
ualism nor in extreme sensualism. In the former case it
becomes too ascetic, practically a negation of life and in the
latter case it becomes blind as it is devoid of intelligence,
Both Butler and Madhusudana therefore advocate a system of
ethics which is opposed to both the ethics of pure sensibility
as we f£ind in the Carvakas and the ethics of pure rigorism as
we find in-the Jainas. . They both admit and recognise the
importance of feelings and desires in the economy of the human
constitution, and they both give them their due place in the
moral scheme of life. The impulses are not bad in themselvés.
They are bad when uncontrolled and when they disregard the

authority of the higher principle. Butler says: "Every bias,

1. S. Radhakrishnan. 'Indian Philosophy', Vol. I, London, 1951,
Pl 326.

2 [} d-o L] dO [} VOl [ ) I s LOIldon 9 1951 ’
DP. 329.
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instinct, propension within us, is a real part of our nature".1
Again in the preface to the Sermons he clearly points out that
particular passions when uncontrolled have no bound, no measure.
Butler goes so far as to say that mere appetites, by which he
brobably means uncontrolled appetites, are extravagant. He
says: "Yet,.dt (self-love) would be less mischievous than the
extravagances of mere appetite, will and pleasure: for certain-
ly self-love, though confined to the interest of this life, is,
of the two, a much better guide than passion, which has abso-
lutely no bound nor measure but what is set to it by this self-
love, or moral considerations".> Butler says again: "And as

in civil government the constitution is broken in upon, and
violated by power and strength prevailing over authority; so
the constitution of man is broken in upon and violated by the
lower faculties or principles within prevailing over that which
is &n its nature supreme over them all".3

In Madhustudana this point is clear from the fact that in

. Indian philosophy ka&ma (enjoyment) is recognised as one of the

four ends (though a subsidiary end) of life. We have said
before that kama, krodha (anger) and lobha (greed) are the three

gates of hell. Madhusudana in his commentary on verse 37 of

Ly -
Chapter III™ describes kama as the great ehemy of man and as

that whiich is the cause of all evils in life. But kama here,

1. 'The works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon III, sect. 1,

p.67.
2 do. do. Pref. to Sermons,
sect. 36, p. 27.
3 do. do. Sermon III, sect. 1é
Pe .

L. 'Gudhartha-dipika', pp. 120-121.
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we think, means unregulated kama. It is enjoyment under unlaw-
ful conditions. In other words it means the satisfaction of
desires without any control and guidance of intellect or
buddhi. It is the gratification of such unregulated desires
vwhich is the cause of all evils in life. But when kama is said
to be one of the ends of life it means regulated kama. It is
enjoyment under lawful conditions, the satisfaction of desires
under the guidance and control of reason.

It is true that at one stage desires have to be given up.
The preparation for mokgsa demands that desires for worldly
values must cease sometime, at some stage of man's moral pro-
gress. But then it does not mean that desires are to be killed
or suppressed. What happens is that buddhi becomes so purified
and so turned towards God that there is no place for desires
in man's 1ife; They disappear automatically. At this stage
man transcends the sphere of ethics. We have said all along

that Madhusudana recognises a stage which is beyond ethics.

But before that stage is reached, so long as man is within the
sphere of ethics, there is no question of killing desires
though the teaching is quite emphatic that they must be con-
trolled. We thus see that the ethical and moral teachings of
both the thinkers are in essential agreement in this that they
both insist that impulses are not to be destroyed but they
should be properly subordinated and kept within their limits.
We have explained the ethics of both Butler and Madhusu-
dana against the background of the Jaina ethics. To avoid any

misunderstanding and confusion about it we think it necessary
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to explain it a little further.

It is true that sannyasa as an asrama, that is to say, a
stage of life is recognised in Hinduism. It may even be sgaid
that all life moves towards this stage of life and also that
in this one has to renounce worldly values. But even in the
stage of sannyasa rigorism is not so emphasised as is in Jain-
ism. Renunciation is essentially an imner detachment and with-
drawal of consciousness from false identification with things
of the world. This certainly prevents the sannyasi from seek-
ing what the ordinary man lives for. But in his actual way of
life the sannyasi does not revel in suppressing his physical
needs and healthy life. Indeed when it is said in the
Bhagavadgitz?\l that he renounces all activity it is also said
that he still does whatever is necessary for the maintenance
of his physical life. What we have said in the thesis about
the ethics for the general man is not inconsistent with the
view'expressed here. For sannyasa is a stage which is not
strictly speaking ethical yet for which all ethics is a pre-
paration. Ethics and morality are to be practised by the
people in the first three stages of life; this does not mean
that the sannyasi can lead an unethical life but only that
having gone through the processes of high ethical training
he has no need of it any longer.

There is yet another very important point of similarity
between Butler and Madhustdana. It is not only that they both
insist on the control and regulation of the lower impulses but

they both hold that there is a supreme principle in human

1. ‘Bhagavadgita, Chapter IV, verses 20-21.
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nature through which these impulses should be controlled and
guided. Virtue according to both thus consists in the regula-
tion of the impulses by the supreme principle. Butler calls
this principle 'conscience', in Madhuslidana it is enlightenéd
intellect or buddhi. Buddhi plays the same role in Madhustdana
as consclence does in Butler. We have already discussed the : -
role of conscience in Butler's moral philosophy in some detail.
Let us therefore first point out here briefly how buddhi plays
an important role in the psychological scheme of the Bhagavad-
gita which Madhustdana accepts and prbpounds.

Krsna says ién the third chapter of the Bhagavadgita that
there 1s a path of knowledge (Jiiana-yoga) to the supreme good

which path philosophers follow. But there is also a path of
action (Karma-yoga) which men of action follow. In this Karma-
yoga buddhi is the ultimate path-finder. According to the
Samkhya philosophy which the Bhagavadgita accepts so far as it
goes, buddhi is the highest element in the subjective being of
man. Therefore the elements which are lower than buddhi

should be controlled and guided by it. Buddhi is also that
principle in which, as shown by the Samkhya philosophy, the
light of Purusa is reflected. It is this reflection which is
known as spiritual illumination or knowledge. It thus becomes
essential for man to purify buddhi so that it can become proper-
ly capable of reflecting the light of Purusa (spirit). From
the ethical point of view it is that principle &n man which

decides in a given case what is to be done and what is not to
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be done. It is buddhi that decides and sets its sanction on
one or the other among the many suggestions of the lower
elements of human nature. Buddhi decides what is safe for the
soul and what is dangerous, what binds man and what sets him
free. It is thus this principle which decides in a particular
situation what is right and what is wrong, what should be and
what should not be done. The development of buddhi thus
becomes an ethical task of man.

In the Katha Upanisadl buddhi or intellect has been com-
pared to the driver of a chariot. Just as the driver of the
chariot controls its movements, activities, directions etc. so
also buddhi is that principle which controls, guides and
regulates the activities of the other elements in human nature.
Now since buddhi is that principle whose guidance is ultimately
decisive it has to be properly developed. It is enlightened
or sattvika buddhi alone that can see things in their right
prospective, that can rightly distinguish between right and
wrong and thus decide whether or not a thing is to be done.
Much emphasis is therefore laid on the steadiness of buddhi.

If man is always disturbed by desires, his buddhi also continues
to be unsteady and unsettled. This disturbed buddhi, not
-cleared of all obscuring tendencies, cannot make a right dis-
tinction between what should or should not be done and as such
cannot act as a proper guide to conduct. It is incapable of

reflecting the light of PBurusa (spirit) and we may say in the

1. 'Katha Upanisad', I. III. 3-9.
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context of the Bhagavadgita, of God.

From what we have said above we can see the parallel
between Butler's conscience and buddhi. This parellel is
strikingly brought out by the fact that conscience is the
highest principle in human nature just as buddhi is in the
Bhagavadgita's scheme of psychology. Every man should there-
fore try to bring under the control of his buddhi all his
lower impulses and inclinations and act according to it. He
should thus bring order and harmony in his psychological life
through the exercise of intellect or buddhi. Butler always and
everywhere strongly argues that we must act according to
conscience which is the chief principle in human nature.
According to him any action in which the authority of this
highest principle is violated must be wrong. An action can
be right only when man acts according to the principle.

Furthermorei, conscience is the voice of God according to
Butler. It is that principle which apprehends God and His
purpose in the world. For a Karma-yogi also buddhi is the
chief instrument of knowing God's will and carrying it out.
Again just as in Butler conscience can be over-powered by
inferior principles so also in Madhusudana buddhi can be, in
fact, often is clouded and over-péwered by other inferior
elements of nature. When thus over-powered, buddhi is unable
to make a right discrimination between virtue and vice, right
and wrong. In this state it often takes vice as virtue and

out of ignorance perceives all things wrongly. Thus accord-
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ing to both Butler and lMadhustudana an actiom is right if and
when it is in accordance with the highest principle of nature
and it is wrong when that principle is disregarded.

We have pointed out the fundamental points of similarity
between the two thinkers. But there are also some points of
difference which we shall try to bring out here. The first
point of difference is that though both derive morality from
human nature yet their conception of it (human nature) is not
cxactly the same. In Butler there is emphasis on the psycho-
logical make-up of man's nature. According to him human
nature, as we have shown, is made up of several particular
passions and general principles. These different principles
of action are all arranged in a natural hierarchical order and
virtue lies in acting according to this hierarchy. An action
becomes unnatural and therefore wrong when this hierarchy is
disturbed. In Madhuslidana the emphasis is on the fundamental
characteristics of man. As we have already pointed out,
according to Hindu ethical thought men are broadly divided
into three classes - sattvika, rajssika and tamasika according
as the one or another of the three gunas predominates in them.
1t is the predominance of these gunas that determine man's
fundamental nature. The caste-duties, which every man is
required to perform acéording to the position which he occupies
in society, are based on the fundamental nature of man. Thus

virtue according to Madhusfidana consists in doing one's

appointed duties born of nature which in this context means
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one's fundamental nature.

There is yet another point of difference between the two
thinkers. Butler assumes too much-uniformity in human nature.
No doubt he also admits the differences in the inner constitu-
tion of man but it seems to us that in spite of all these he
appears inclined to hold that men are all alike in their nature.
Butler says: "If it be said, that there are persons in the
world, who are in great measure without the natural affections
towards their fellow-creatures: there are like-wise instances
of persons without the common natural affections to themselves:
but the nature of man is not to be judged of by either of
these, but by what appears in the common world, in the bulk
of mankind".l Madhusudana on the other hand while recognising
gertain uniformity in human nature also stresses variations in
human beings. In fact this is a very important point in his
ethical teaching. There are no doubt certain common duties
which are incumbent on all human beings but the caste-duties
are based on men's inequalities in their fundamental nature
at the moment of birth. Since men are not alike in their
nature, their functions or duties cannot be the same. It is
keeping in view these differences in the natural qualities,
capacities and tendencies of men that, as we have already
shown above, their duties are prescribed. It must also be

remembered here that probably it is because of these differ-

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon I, sect. 13,
pp . l'I',7-'l'|'8 .
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ences in human nature that when liadhusudana says 'follow
nature' it specifically means 'follow your nature' (svabhava).
It must be remembered, however, that despite all these
differences which are matters of detail only, the fundamental
ethical teaching of both Butler and Madhustidana remains the
same. According to both virtue lies in following nature. A
natural action, according to both, is a virtuous action.
Again they both advocate and argue for the control, and
regulation of the lower elements of nature. And lastly
according to both an action is right if it is in accordance
with the highest principle of human nature and wrong when:.that

principle is disregarded.



Chapter VII.

A. Virtue and Self-interest in Madhusiddana.

In the last chapter we have explained what the duties of
men belonging to the different classes are and also how they
are determined. Now the question arises how and in what spirit
these duties should be carried out. Are we to perform them
for thé sake of satisfying our own interest ? Avre we to do
them with a view to gaining private and selfish ends ? In
this chapter we shall concern ourselves mainly with these
questions.

In order to understand the full significance of these
problems that confront us in this chapter it is necessary to
go to the root or the central idea that underlies them. Ve
have sald that Madhustdana holds that salvation or moksa is
the highest end of human life. The attainment of mokga is
the ideal towards which the entire Hindu thought moves. "All
life", as Dr. Radhakrishnan says, '"is set to the music of
this ideal".t Moksa literally means release or freedom,
freedom from the wheel of births and deaths. It is trans-
cending the standpoint of mere individualism and rising to
an impersonal universalism. The destiny of all men is to
realise this supreme ideal which can only be attained when
they rise above the narrow and the finite and comptetely
identify themselves with God. It must be borne in mind here

that Hindu thinkers including our author believe in and

1. S. Radhaskrishnan. 'The Hindu Dharma', International
Journal of Ethics, Vol., EXXIII, No., 1, October
1922, p. 7.



- 207 -

affirm the reality of the eternal the attainmént of which
means release or freedom from rebirth, It is that status

of being in which the individual is superior to'time, to
birth and death. It is a new mode of being, an altogether
transformed life. In other words spiritual 1life is not the
extension of the ethical and moral life, It is a new dimen;
sion in which things are viewed Trom an eternal wnoint of view.

But the conception of the highest aim of 1life and how
1t can be attained has not always been the same in Indian
thought. This has undergonec a nrocess of gradual evolution
in the history of Hindu ethical thought from the Vedic period
to that of the Bhagavadgita. The same word salvation or
mokga has been employed but in different senses.

During the Vedic period salvation meant the attainment
of happiness in heaven by the performance of religious rites
as prescribed in the Vedas, At this period the performance
of duty or dharma which inciuded gacrifices and rituals was
prompted by a desire for rewards either in this life or in
the 1life hereafter. During the period of the Rg Veda,
Hindus prayed for nroiongation of 1life and prosperity here,
and for happiness hereafter.l Nivrtti or renunciation was
not considered as an essential condition for the attainment
of salvation,

When we come to the Upanigadic period we find that there

l. A.B. Keith, 'The Religion and Philosophy of the Veda and
Upanishads', Harvard oriental series, Vol. 32,
pp. L79-480.
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1s a distinctcchange in the conception of salvation. The
Unanisads present a spirit of revolt against the egoistic

view of the Vedas which advocated the performance of rituals
Tfor the sake of rewards and punishments. The idea of attain-
ing happiness through the performance of sacrifices and
rituals Tades into insignificance during this period. The
view that the world is full of sorrow and suffering occupies
the minds of the thinkers and therefore the problem of libera-
tion and the emancipation of the soul from the bondage of
S-msﬁral becomes very important at this periocd. The different
systems of Indian philosophy which developed at this period
all discuss and explain in their own way the attainment of
liberation from bondage. The idea of renunciation of the
world and retirement from all the activities of life gains
predominance at this period. Speculation én the mysteries of
life and death becomes very conspicuous and the attention of
the Upani§adic thinkers is centered mainly upon the human soul.
According to them ealvation can be attained only by following
the path of nivrtti or cessation from activities. Renunciation
thus becomes an indispensable means of attaining salvation.
The logic of the Upani§aas seems to be that since all action
binds, évery action is a source of hondage committing the soul

to the empibical world and preventing its union with God, the

1. In Hindu ethical thought expressions like 'samsara’,'the
cycle of birth and death', 'jagat' and 'the wheel of time'
etc., are employed to indicate the non-substantial character
of the universe.
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emancipation of the human soul from the bondage of samséra
is possible only through renunciation of the worldly activi-
ties.

It may be urged here that the Ida Upani§ad1 advocates a
life of activity as opposed to the life of renunciation. It
says that a man should try to live a life&span of a hundred
years by constantly performing actions. In reply it may be
pointed out that Ia Upanigad no doubt seems to advocate an
active life, but truly speaking it is not an active life, at
least not the typme of active life that we find advocated in
the post-Upanigadic period. It seems to us that in it there
is an echo of thg performance of Vedic sacrifices, the works
enjoined in the Vedas. It cannot therefore he said to
represent the general attitude of the Upanigads, which is the
attitude of renunciation from worldly activities. Professor
Ranade referring to this passage in the Isa Upanisad rightly
points out that though the passage tells us that'we should
spend our life-time in doing actions, the actions that are
here implied have no further range than possibly the small
circumférence of 'sacrifice'; and further, the way in which,
even in the midst of a life of action, freedom from contagion
with the fruit of action may be secured is not here brought

out with sufficient clearness".? Dr. Farquhar also remarks:

1. Ia Upanisad, 2.

2. R.D, Ranade. 'A constructive Survey of Upanisadic Philosophy,

Poona (India), 1926, p. 298.
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"According to the early Upanishads, all actions, whether good
or bad, compel the soul to be reborn to undergo requital, and
only inaction can lead to Release".1

But in order to assess the proper attitude of the
Upanigads it is fair to go into the texts themselves. (1)
Brhadaranyaka Upanigad say32 that 'one who lives a life of
peace, self-restraint, quietness (cessation from activity) and
of patient endurance and detachment sees the Atma within him-
self. Evils do not overtake him for he over-comes all evils.
Evils do not burn for he consumes all evils. Free from evil,
free from impurity and free from doubt, he becomes a knower of
Brahman.

This' passage from the B?hadérapyake Upanisad clearly shows
that an aspirant mist live a calm, peaceful and quiet life in
order that he may be able to realise the Brahman. Here are a

few passages from other Upanigads which do not directly speak

of giving up all activity but in which the entire emphasis is
laid on the development of the spirit and in which there is
nothing about the performance of any activity.

(1) Chandogya Upanisad says that 'it is the self (Atman) that
is below and above, behind and before, on the right and left.
The self indeed, is this world. He who sees like this, thinks

like this, understands like this, becomes one who delights in

1. J.N. Farquhar. 'Karma! its value as a doctrine of life',
Hibbert Journal, Vol. XX, No. 1, October 1921, p. 25.

2. 'Brhadaranyaka Upanigad', IV, 4, 23.
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the soul, sports in the soul, consorts with the soul, enjoys

the soul; he becomes free and moves as he pleases in all the

worlds'.1

(II) Again Mundaka Upanisad says that 'a man who knows that

it is the self (Atman) that shines forth in all things begins
to play with the self, and to enjoy the self, for that indeed
constitutes his action. Thus he becomes foremost among those

who know the self'.2

From the above it seems clear that the attention of the
Upenigadic thinkers was centered on the self and their aim was
solely directed to a systematic search after the ultimate
Reality. They occupied themselves almost wholly with the
philosophic wisdom of self-knowledge which could be gained
through renunciation of the world. Thus renunciation or
cessation from worldly activity is considered necessary for
the attainment of salvation. But this conception of salvation
seems incompatible with the practical and social life. It
goes against the demands of the society which advocate a
vigorous and active life. The Bhagavadgitad at this stage comes
to our help. It seeks a formula and provides us with a
solution which brings about a happy compromise between the two
incompatibles - renunciation of the world and active life in
it, and the demands of society. According to it there is a

way of performing actions in which they do not bind. If all

1. 'Chandogya Upanisad', ¥II,:25.32,
2. 'Mundaka Upanisad', III. 1. k.



- 212 -

actions are performed selflessly and disinterestedly then
these do not bind the soul in the sense in which selfish acts
do. In fact by so doing a man is freed from the bondage of
karma and finally attains liberation. The solution which the
Bhagavadgita thus offers is that salvation can be achieved in
and through the performance of one's own duties according to
one's station in life without any expectation of reward. A
man should do the duties allotted to him by his nature and his
social status but he should not act with any selfish motive
of gain to himself. Rather, he should do them in the spirit
of service to God_and should offer the fruits of his actions
to Him. It is not actions themselves but the desire for
result, the desire to enjoy the fruits of actions, that binds
man. Thus we see that the Bhagavadgita changes the entire
concéption of human actions. It views them from a higher
point of view. It spiritualises or idealises the whole human
activity. Dr. Schweitzer rightly observes: "The charm of the
Bhagavad-Gita is due to this idea of spiritualised activity
which springs only from the highest of motives".l

It should be remembered here that in the Bhagavadgita the
word 'renunciation' is retained but it changes its connotation.
The spirit of renunciation is preserved without abandoning the
worldly activity. Renunciation here does not mean renuncia-
tion of activities, renunciation of life in the world. It

means renunciation of selfishness, egoism and renunciation of

1. Albert Schweitzer. 'Indian Thought and its Development',
London, 1951, p. 191.
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the fruits of actions. True renunciation means detachment
from the fruits of all actions. Thus it is the renunciation
in action and not the renunciation of action that is emphasised
here. It is the desire for the results of works which is the
cause of re-birth and which should therefore be renounced but
not the works as such. It is not complete inaction, which is
an impossibility, but actions fully and freely done without
subjection to sense and passions which are the secret of
perfection, and which are therefore emphasised here. The
fundamental teaching of the Bhagavadgita is that ‘we must act
in such a way that our actions do not bind us' and it may in a
sense be said to be an improvement upon the life which we find
advocated in some of the Upanisadic texts. As we have already
said, according to the Bhagavadgita it is not all actions that
bind man, only interested actions, actions done with egoism,
selfishness and hope of reward, that do so. Disinterested and
selfless actions, far from binding, through the purification
of buddhi and spiritual insight that follows such actions,
lead to the realisation of self. This is probably the unique
contribution of ﬁhe Bhagavadgita to the philosophy of action.
Dr. Maitra probably refers to the synthesis and the happy
compromise which the Bhagavadgita brings about between the two
paths - the path of Pravrtti and the path of Nivrtti - action
and renunciation when he remarks "Shankara's higher path of

nibrtti or cessation from activity presents only a negative

ideal which leads necessarily to spiritual bankruptcy. It
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implies in its later stages the cessation of all duties
including nityanaimittika or unconditional duties as well as
the kamya or conditional duties. (The nature of these duties
is explained in the foot-note). It is therefore a condition of
spiritual void without content, i.e., the negation or death of
Spirit. Such nibrtti or cessation according to the Gita cannot
be an end-in-itself and can be recommended only as preparatory
to the attitude of disinterestedness and detachment. The
highest ideal is that which fills this void of nibrtti or
cessation with concrete content, .... the ideal or plane of
nibrtta-karma or disinterested performance of duty for duty's

sake. It is the plane of karma without material motives".1

Note. Kamyakarma or conditional duties are those duties that
are performed by the agent only when there is a desire for a
particular end. These are also called optional duties or
actions. It is the pleasure of the agent, not his duty, to
perform such an action. But if he undertakes the performance
of such an action he must not violate moral laws. Such duties
or actions presuppose a subjective motive of a personal nature.
For instance only those who aspire to go to heaven or to attain
mundane objectives like the birth of a son or the attainment of
vealth are to perform relevant sacrifices. The unconditional
duties on the contrary are obligatory in themselves independent
of personal motives. These duties must be performed in accord-
ance with moral law. Their non-performance causes harm. Such
duties fall into two classes, viz., (1) the nitya-karmas or
duties which are unconditionally obligatory for all time and
(2) the naimittika-karmas or duties which are the uncondition-
ally obligatory only when their nimittas or special occasions
arise. For instance the daily prayer is an unconditional,
nitya duty: it must be done every morning and evenlng without
fail. Bathing in the Ganges in a solar or lunar eclipse,
however, is an unconditional naimittika duty: it is uncondition-
ally binding only on the occasions of the eclipse. In either
case, however, the duties are unconditionally binding, i.e.,
obligatory independent of any personal motive of the agent.

1. S.K. Haitra. 'The Ethics of the Hindus', Calcutta, 1925,
p. 109.
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We have seen how there has been a gradual change in the
coﬁception of salvation or moksa from the Vedic age till the
time of the Bhagavadgiﬁa and in this connection we have also
indicated how the Bhagavadgita fills in the void created by
the Upamisadic doctrine of nivrtti or cessation from activity
with its principle of disinterested and selfless performance
of duties of life. We shall now proceed to discuss Madhusu-
dana's view about self-interest which is in line with his own
emphasis on devotion or bhakti and with the general teaching
of the Bhagavadgita in this respect. At the very outset it may
be pointed out that one of HMadhustdana's primary ethical
teachings is that there is no virtue in performing an action
with any selfish motive of gain to the agent. One should not
perform any act with any selfish desire and motive. Madhusi-
dana argues for the renunciation of all considerations for the
private and individual self. He decries the very idea of
self-interest and everywhere advocates the doctrine that one
must perform the duties of his station in life assigned to him
by his nature without any attachment, without any selfish
consideration. All work is evil if it be rooted in selfishness
and therefore the abandonment of all personal desires and
motive is insisted upon by him. He always advocates the ideal
of Qetachment and disinterestedness which means having no self-
interest. Actions are good and virtuous only if they are free

from the tinge of selfishness and are performed as religious

acts in the spirit of love and surrender to God.
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We may also point out here that freedom from egoism and
selfhood is, in fact, the key-note of the whole Indian ethical
thought. The idea behind this emphasis on the abandonment of
all egoism and selfishness is that actions done with personal
desires and motives bind man, keep him confined to this
temporal world of becoming, and thus prevent him from attain-
ing the Supreme end namely moksa or spiritual freedom. In
short, all actions ordinarily bind their doers by creating
attachment to their result., therefore those who act should
relinquish all attachment to the result.

Not only the desire for fruits of action but also the idea
that man is the agent, the doer has to be given up. The teach-
ing is that man must have the knowledge that it is pgk;ti, the
cosmic energy that does everything. This knowledge completes
the process of renunciation of fruits of action. ©So long as we
claim personal agency for all actions and desire: their fruits
we get enbtangled in successive embodiments througih countless
ages. We should therefore, as we have just said, renounce not
only all desires for the fruits of actions inclﬁding the
meritorious ones, but we should renounce all personal agency
for actions and dedicate them to prakrti or God. In so far as
man is able to efface himself and attribute every thing to God
he escapes the inevitable results of actions.

It may also be poeinted out here that according to the

Bhagavadgitél he is the true Yogi who sees inaction in action

1. 'The Bhagavadgita, Chapter IV, verse 18.
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and action in inaction. He sees inaction in action because he
is ever active yet he does not claim to be the doer of the
action. Again, he sees action in inaction because though he
does not claim to be the doer of actions, yet he is really
active in the sense that he does them in the proper spirit.
The whole idea is that the complete effacement of the ego is
essential if truth is to be realised. Every taint of indivi-
duality should disappear for the realisation of gelf or God.
In the Bhagavadgita such persons as act [rom seifish
motives are called deluded and fools. HMadhusudana in his
commentary on verses 42-L44 of Chapter IIl denounces vehemently
those deluded people who follow the Vedic injunctions for
attaining svarga or heaven. ©Such people perform the Vedic
sacrifices through passions, desires and gversion and think
that there is nothing greater than these. Madhusudana argues
that an aspirant should transcend the sphere of Vedic sacri-
fices performed out of motives of self-interest. Sé@kara
commenting on these verses and criticising those who work for
heavenly rewards points out that such persons are unwise; 'they
are wanting in discrimination. They are enamoured of the
Vedic passages composed of many a praise to gods and unfolding
various ends and means. They hold that there is nothing else
besides works which are the means of attaining svarga (heaven),

cabtle, and other such objects of desire. They are full of

1. 'Gudhartha-dipika', pp. 74-75.
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desires and are ever in pursuit of them. Their chief and final
goal 1s svarga. They talk words, fine like a flowery tree,
very plcasant to hear. Thus talking these foolish people wander
in the samsara. They regard pleasure and power as necessary;
they are in love with them and have identified themselves with
them. Their intelligence and wisdom are blinded as it were by
this speech abounding in specific acts. In their mind no
conviction of a resolute nature, no wisdom concerning Samkhya
or Yoga will arise'.l |

Again Madhustdana in his commentary on verse 49 of
Chapter 112 strongly argues for the performance of selfless
actions, performance of actions without any desire for their
-fruits. He says that those who make fruit their motive and do
not work without attachment are wretched (atyantadina). They
take their birth again and again in a continuous cycle of
samsira. Those who work without any attachment and renounce
the fruit of action are eventually released from the bondage
of re-birth and attain to the state which is free from all
ills.

It may be interesting to point out here the agreement of
the Bhagavadgita with the Upanisadic view on this point.

3

Mundaka Upanisad™ also calls such persons who work for heavenly

1. 'The Bhagavad-Gita with the commentary of Sri Sankarachar{al
Eng.5 rans. by A. Mahadeva Sastri, Mysore (India), 1901,
p. H2. :

2. 'Glidhdrtha-dIpika', p. 79.

3. 'Mundaka Upanisad', 1.2.10.
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rewards deluded. According to it the foolish who regard
sacrifices and works of merit as most important and gloat over
these as the highest good proceed again and again to old age
and death. These deluded people, not knowing any other good,
after enjoying the fruits of their good deeds in heaven, again
enter this human world or a still lower one ©f animals). Thus
those who perform good works get their reward no doubt, but
they are not united with God and are therefore regarded as fools
in comparison with the higher spiritual souls who seek God only.
The point to be borne in mind is that the aspirant or the
man who seeks divinity should renounce his lower aims, his
private and personal aims. He should renounce not by with-
drawing himself from the world and thus forsaking his worldly
duties which are allotted to him by his nature nor merely doing
them either for worldly or heavenly rewards but by doing them
in a spirit of selflessness or disinterestedness and as a
matter of duty. He should perform actions to which he is born
because they ought to be done, because there is a moral necess-
ity to do them as a service to divinity and because if done in
this spirit, without any hope of reward, they free him from
his bondage to the sapsara and make for his spiritual freedom
and liberation. To explain this point fully it may also be
stated here that the ascetic gives up all work in his search
for the truth but that is not the proper way to cultivate the

spirit. As we have already said it is not by renouncing work



- 220 -

but by renouncing in work that we can cultivate the spirit.
No one should renounce his duties toward the world but should
do them in a spirit of selflessness. Works done in this spirit
helps the attainment of knowledge by producing in the aspirant
the spirit of dispassion for material things. Again the
ritualist performs actions but not in the right and proper
spirit, the spirit of renunciation. He performs his actions
in the hope of a reward either here or hereafter which, far
irom leading to liberation, only intensifies his feeling of
egoism and separateness. But he who works as a moral necessity,
as a service to divinity, without fostering selfishness, is
illumined with the divine light of serenity. He 1s freed from
all taint of individuality, all the stains of selfishness are
erased, because he vorks for God alone and he dedicates all
fruits to Him. He is thus freed from the bondage of sapsara
and ultimately becomes one with God, which is the Supreme ideal
of life.

Thus the whole ethical and moral teaching is, in a sense,
staked on the question of 'desire and motive'. An action done
from personal motives causes bondage to karma and re-birth and
prevents the realisation of the Supreme moral ideal. Professor
Narsimham seems to suggest this when he remarks: "The whole
doctrine centres round 'desire', the essential nature of the
power personal self; because, desire is in its various degrees

of subtleness, so to say, the most powerful of our enemies,
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which blinds us from perceiving the true nature of Reality".l
It may be useful to refer to the view of Ramahuja here.
Madhustudana acéepts that it is possible even in this life to
attain a stage of such spiritual development (Jivanmukti) that
even though activities may continue, the duties as duties
cease for the man who has attained it. Ramanuja however does
not agree with Madhusudana on this point. According to him
noral and religious duties continue all through life because
Jivanmukti is not possible to attain. But what is of interest
in this context is that he also emphasises the principle of
discarding all selfish motives and desires and doing everything
as duty. According to Ramanuja there are punyskarmas or works
of religious merit which though not directly, yet eventually,
lead to divine knowledge. There are also papakarmas or works
of religious demerit which are positive obstacles to-divine
knowledge. The point which we want to emphasise and bring out
‘here is that Ramanuja also believes and holds that even
punyakarmas (not to talk of papakarmas) if done from personal
and selfish motives become positive obstacles to the attain-
ment of divine knowledge. So according to Ramanuja also as it
is according to Madhusidana, all acts including the meritorious
and religious should be accomplished disinterestedly, that is,

free from interested desires for reward and happiness. It is

Mingd
1. P. Narasimham. 'The Vedantic Good', Vol. XXIV, New Series,
: No. 93, January 1915, p. 51.
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only when even the religious acts are performed from a sense
f duty that they hecome means which gualify man for the
spiritual life.

We have seen how lMadhusudana and other Indian thinkers
all with one voice preach and argue for the renunciation of
selfishness and egoism and advocate the principle of detach-
ment and disinterestedness. We shall now pass on to consider
some of the objections thal have been and that are still
raised against the doctrine of detachment in the performance
of one's normal functions of life.

Professor McKenzie in his book 'Hindu Ethics' raises
certain objections to this theory. To follow fully the discuss-—
ions of these objections it may be useful to quote some of his
statements here. He says: "The wise ﬁan should do his appoint-
ed work, it is said, without regard to the fruit of works, in
the same spirit as the Supreme performs His works. What does
unattachment to the fruit of works here mean ? In some places
at any rate one is forced to the conclusion that it involves
the idea, as an essential element in it, of absence of purpose.
In the Bhagavadgita we have a conception of the world different
from the orthodox Samkhya. ... (According to the Bhagavadgita)
the phenomenal world is no longer the outcome of the mere
lighting up of Prakyti by Purusha, but it is created and
continued under the direction of the Supreme. We seem to be
forced to the conclusion that God created the world, imposing
laws upon nature and upon man, and yet that in all this He

remained free from attachment, not loving His creation, not
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seeking the fulfilment of any purpose through it; but at the
same time, man's dharma, established by the Supreme without
attachment, is to be performed by man with similar absence of
attachment. The finite world, and dharma with it, thus lose all
meaning. ... In the light of this statement we can see that we
cannot without some qualification say that morality receives
in the Bhagavadgita a positive content. It certainly does so,
but it is a content cold and lifeless, fixed and immutable,
not a content which becomes ever richer and more vital to him
who secks to perform it. ... (Then agéin) the emphasis (in the
Bhagavadglita) is rather on those (virtues) connected with
absence of attachment than those connected with the performance
of positive duty." 1

Dr. Schweitzer also while comparing the teaching of the
Bhagavadgita with the speculative philosophy of J.G. Fichte
remarks: "In the Bhagavad-Gita, on the other hand, man plays a
part in the drama from a blind sense of duty, without seeking
to find out its meaning, and, along with that, the meaning of
his owm action".2

These criticisms may perhaps arise from an inadeqhate
comprehension of the idea that lies behind the ethical thought
of the Bhagavadglti, and, ip fact of the whole Vedanta philoso-
phy, the school of Indian philosophy to which our author

iadhustidana belongs. Why Madhustudana lays considerable emphasis

1. John McKenzie. 'Hindu Ethics', Oxford, 1922, pp. 132-133.

2. Albert Schweitzer. 'Indian Thought and its Development',
London, 1951, p. 192.
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on absence of attachment or as Professor McKenzie calls it
'unattachment' should be understood in relation to the Bupreme
ideal of human life, the ideal of self-realisation. Equanimity
of mind, detachment and self-control are the necessary condi-
tions for spiritual life. It is through the cultivation of
these that the highest good can be realised. The development
of such an attitude is thus not only essential but an inevit-
able pre-requisite to the realisation of God. The equanimity
0r 8Tablility of mind is possible only if we work through un-
attachment and self-control. The non-attached man is he who
has developed dispassion to the material objects and whose
senses are completely under his control. He is one who works
without any thought of the enjoyment of consequences. He

is not at the mercy of his passions and affections. He thus
being free from affection and aversion obtains peace and
stability of mind, harmony and tranquility and thus eventually
realises the self. On the other hand if we work with attach-
ment, if we work with a desire to achieve some private and
personal ends to which there is no end then our mental harmony
and equalibrium is upset and with this all evils arise in life.
In the Bhagavadgita attachment to objects ofsense is regarded
as the root of all evil. From the attachment to objects
arises desire. Desire prompts man to activity. If he is
frustrated in his efforts he becomes angry. Anger breeds

delusion and delusion leads to the loss of reason and with the
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loss of reason the man himself is utterly ruined. Work with
attachment thus far from helping man in any way ultimately
brings about his ruin by bteaking the peace and stability of
his mind. It is to escape this doom that the cultivation of
detachment is emphasised. Thus it is clear from what has been
said above that it is only through unattachment, through the
perfect control of the senses that proper conditions for the
realisation of the highest good of 1life can be brought about.
“Therefore, without attachment perform always the work that
has to be done, for man attains to the highest by doing work
without attachment".l This is why Hindu ethical thought
abounds in praise of unattachment or performance of selfless
acts.

It seems to us that this is also the reason why so much
emphasis has been laid on the necessity of becoming 'Sthita-
Prajna' which means one whose mind is fixed and steady. The
man who has his prajna fixed is not troubled in sorrows and is
not eager to gain pleasure. He is one from whom desires, fears
and anger have fallen away. He has no attachment on any side
and is indifferent in prosperity and adversity. He withdraws_
his senses from their object on every side as a tortoise does
its limbs. Such a man attains true peace, true contentment.
It is only when the mind is at peace with itself, fixed,

unruffled and filled with contentment that deep contemplation

1. 'The Bhagavadgita', Chapter III, verse 19.
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and through it the realisation of the Supreme end of life is
possible.

We may explain it in a slightly different way. 'To attach'
means to bind or to fasten. Thus actions done with attachment
are those that bind men. It may be asked here, to what do they
bind or fasten men ? The answer is that they fasten them to
the spatio-temporal world, the world of becoming. Such actions
fetter men to the chain of births and deaths. Again to detach
means to unfasten or to release. Detached actions are those
actions that unfasten or release men. Unfasten from what ?
From their bondage to this empirical world. Thus we see that
actions with attachment are those that bind men to karma and
re-birth and prevent them from attaining union with God. On
the other hand actions with detachment are those that enable
men to free themselves from the bondage and thus gain spiritual
freedom.

We may explain the same point yet in another way. What
do we mean by life ? What does it really consist in ? Does
it consist in mere satisfaction of desires and enjoyment of
pleasures ? Now if by life we mean a life of constant smeeking
and hankering after pleasure, and thus becoming a prey to the
mad dance of passions and affections, then of course unattach-
ment has no meaning. But if on the other hand by life we
mean a rational life, a life in which the senses are controlled,

then the life of unattachment acquires full meaning and

significance. It is a perfectly rational life. It is an
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unselfish life - a life of unselfishdevotion to the good of
humanity.

lir. Widgery had probably Professor licKenzie's criticism
in mind when he remarked: "The notion that actions should be
performed with 'non-attachment' has sometimes been represented
by Western thinkers as a psychological absurdity and a practi-
cal impossibility. That has been due to misunderstanding of the
position criticized. The implications seem to be somewhat as
follows: All actions which are 'atfaciied’ are performed for the
attainment of their fruits either for the agent himself, or for
others or for both. The teaching of '‘mnon-attachment' is that
the person should perform right acts without doing so for the
sake of any consequences to be enjoyed by self or others. loral
conduct should in other words be 'disinterested'. Here there
appears to be nothing much more or less than the Kantian
doctrine of duty for duty's sake. .... In short, selfishness
has to give place to a sense of disinterested duty, for thus
only can bondage to the law of karma and finite rebirth be
overcome".1 And again, "The over-coming of attachment to the
consequences or results of action also has the implication of a
state of equanimity of mind. One who fears these results of
action..or hopes for those is not 1likely to have equanimityj; if
self-interest in results is abandoned there may be equanimity.

Now such equanimity is a main characteristic of Hindu moral

1. Alban G. Widgery. 'The Principles of Hindu Lthics', Interna-
tiona% Journal of Ethics, Vol. XL, Wo. 2, January 1930,
p. 236.
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attitude. It is attained when the rajasik is sybordinatedto
the sattwik, when the individualism is subordinated to univer-
salism."L

The whole point is that the aspirant should endeavour to
attain to the right composure and develop proper ethical
attitude of mind to realise the highest good.

In our consideration of the criticisms we would like to
go a little further. These criticisms are perhaps based on
the belief that it men are to perform their actions without
attachment then the finite world and dharma with it lose all
meaning. In view of what has been said it is difficult to
agree with this view. A little reflection shows that the case
is just the reverse. Even for those who are earnest about
realising the self, (not to speak of those who always work
with attachment and for whom the world is full of meaning) the
finite world is full of significance and meaning in the sense
that it is in and through this that they can realise their
ideal. The infinite and the eternal is not out of all relation
to the finite world. The infinite can be realised through the
finite. Man's 1life in this world is to be looked upon as a
 bridge over which he has to pass in order to reach his
destination. Thus the wheel of births and deaths no doubt

binds man but in a sense it also provides him with opportuni-

— —

1. Alban G. Widgery. 'The Principles of Hindu Ethics', Interna-
tional Journal of Ethics, Vol. XL, No. 2, January 1930,

pp. 236-237.
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ties to transcend it. In this sense it becomes a means to
perfection. The world is the training ground, so to say, since
it provides opportunities for the soul's progress, and it is
here and no where else that man can work out his salvation
through the performance of his dharma. It is only by dis-
charging his duties to the world in the right spirit that man
can prepare himself for spiritual freedom. Hadhustdands ethics,
which is the ethics of the Vedanta, consists in gradually
training the individual in this {finite worlid in order that he
may rise above the dualistic position to one of non-dualistic
realisation.

Again the meaning and significance of the finite world
does not lie in keeping man confined to it and thus making
him blind to the Sﬁpreme ideal of life. On the contrary the
significance of the finite world lies in enabling man to
transcend it, but to transcend it through it. The importance
of dharma lies in the fact that it is in and through the
performance of one's dharma here in this finite world in the
proper spirit of non-attachment that one can realise perfec-
tion. It is thus not by renouncing the world but by perform-
ing one's dharma in it that God can be attained. Thus we can
say that the finite world is a means to the realisation of
the end, namely God.

lir. Homo Lgone seems to realise the value of this world
according to the Vedantic ethical thought, and in order to

emphasise this point to his readers he italicises the words

9 -
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'in the world' in his observation: "True Vedanta does not make
one sink to the level of the beast or the stone, but see one
mighty unity in all nature and work more efficiently'in the
world'for the very light it throws bn the problems of life -
a sort of spiral apex, to use a simile, where activity and
inactivity, being and not-being, subject and object, in short
all the dualities of this world of appearance culminate and
'lose' themselves in a higher unity". A few lines after the
ones quoted he again says: "Verily the world exists by opposi-
tion or contradiction and when once we get 'behind' it by
transcending it, we ‘'see' Reality ‘'as it is'; for 'there’
Knowledge, Knower and Known are One (to use intellectual
terms)“.l

Again it is difficult to say how the life of unattachment
is cold and lifeless. It is not very clear in what sense this
criticism has been made. Let us therefore briefly analyse the
position. By a ‘lifeleés life' is often meant a life of
inactivity, a life in which there is the absence of all
activity. But a life of .unattachment does not really mean
renunciation of activity. It does not involve irresponsible
renunciation of ordained duties. It does not mean any break
from social life. The Bhagavadgita does not approve of
inactivity even on the part of those who have attained perfec-

tion. It is a life of inaction in action. It is a kind of

1. Homo Lione. 'The Vedantic Absolute', lind, Vol. XXI, New
Series, No. 81, January 1912, p. 63.
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freedom from action but reached through right action. It is
not proper for man to remain without contributing his share

in the maintenance of the world when God Himself ceaselessly
works for it.1 Besides, so long as man lives, he cannot
remain even for an instant without activity. Unattachment
thus does not mean inactivity. It only means activity without
desire, activity without self-interest. Madhuslidana always
and everywhere advocates that man must perform all his func-
ticns in a detached way, as a matter of duty ©ill his life's
pilgrimage is terminated by liberation or till he is lifted
beyond the ethical and moral plane. Thus it is clear that
the criticism does not apply in this sense, namely in the sense
of inactivity.

Again does the criticism mean to suggest that the life of
unattachment is cold and lifeless in the sense that it pro-
vides no incentive to work ? The criticism does not seem to
apply even in this sense. DBecause even though a life of un-
attachment is a selfless life, a 1life from which all selfish-
ness and egotism have been eliminated, this does not mean that
one who acts selflessly has no incentive, no motive before him.
He has to realise the Supreme end of life (God) which is the
greatest spur to activity and which can be said to be the
greatest incentive to work. loreover, the aspirant is never

asked to renounce his normal work. Indeed, it is by perform-

o—r o—— atatte b s

1. 'The Bhagavadgita', Chapter III, verses 22-24.
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ing his worldly duties that he can prepare himself for the
fulfilment of his supreme duty namely realisation of God. He
is thus as much a man of this world as any other individual.
The moral man accpets all the conditions of his life accord-
ing to his station in society. This involves a living of
normal life and fulfilment of all obligations. Furthermore,
it should be borne in mind here that duty for duty's sake,
though a beautiful ideal, is not recognised by Hindu thinkers,
including our author, as an end in itselt. *The pursuit of
this ideal is only a means to the realisation of the ultimate
end, moksa. We shall explain this point more fully in Chapter
IX but it is sufficient to point out here that according to
them, to perform any voluntary activity without any motive is
a psychological impossibility. They, however, argue that
instead of having different motives for differemnt works, man
must have and should work only for one motive namely the
attainment of union with God. Thus, to work without attach-
ment does not mean performing an altogether motiveless action,
but it means performing all actions with one motive, realisa-
tion of the Supreme only. A man who works without any attach-
ment fulfils all the obligations of life and has thus as much
incentive to work as, if not more than, : - a man who works
with attachment has. Indeed a man vho is free from all attach-
ment knows that happiness in the sense of earthly joys is not

man's goal. According to him, pleasures of the senses are a
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delusion and he is not enticed and allured by the glitter of
the world. He sees the fleeting and impermanent nature of the
things of the world and is thus not satisfied with temporal
happiness which is perishable and always mixed with pain.

The man who works without attachment seeks eternal happiness,
lasting bliss or as Madhusidana says 'bliss unmixed with
misery' which is immortal and imperishable. Thus this eternal
happiness or bliss can be attained only by the realisation of
the Bupreme.

Professor Ranadel probably means to suggest this when he
says that this eternal happiness, or great happiness as he
calls it, is experienced when the 'Infinite' is seen every-
where; when the Being that calls itself the 'I' is realised
everywherey when the 'Ktman' is seen everywhere. He who thus
realises the ‘triune unity of the 'Infinite', the 'I' and the
'Atman' and experiences the truth of the sentence 'So Aham
Atman' alone enjoys the highest happiness.

In the face of all these it is difficult to maintain the
view that the Bhagavadgita recommends a life which is cold and
lifeless, or, as Dr. Schweitzer says, that in the Bhagavadgita
one is asked to do an action from a blind sense of duty.

With regard to the criticism that there is more emphasis
on the absence of attachment than on the performance of positi-
ve duty it may be pointed out that the attachment to the
objects of the world is considered by Hindu ethical thought to

%% R.D. Ranade. 'A Constructive Survey of Upanlsadlc Philoso-
phy', Pooma (India), 1920, p. 05.
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be the greatest obstacle to the realisation of the goal. He
who works with attachment is always haunted by fears and hopes
of consequences and loses stability of mind. As we have been
repeatedly saying it is only by abandoning concern for results
that that equanimity of mind can be attained, which is a
necessary pre-requisite to the realisation of the highest good.
Attachment is thus the greatest enemy of man. It makes it
impossible for him to obtain moksa. There is no wonder that
there has been so mucih einphasis on the absence of attachment.
But it must be remembered that this is only one side of the
picture, the negative side which consists in freedom from
hampering attachment. The other side of the picture, the
positive side is not lost sight of. The virtues inculcated as
the varnasrama-dharma and samanya-dharma are not all negative.
Good deeds are always to be practised. Charity, compassion,
hospitality and other philanthropic works have always been
extolled and wicked actions universally condemned. A good
action is extolled in the Mahanarayana Upanisad thus: "The
perfume of a good deed spreads afar like that of a tree laden
with flowers“.1 Furthermore even virtues like 'truth’', ‘non-
violence; ‘Steadfastness and renunciation etc. are not merely
passive virtues but represent active social morality. Also the
injunction not to do wrong implies and is often coupled with

the injunction to do right.

1. 'Mahanarayana Upanisad', 9.
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Again, the practical side of Hindu ethics is portrayed
in the Brhadérapyaka Upanisadl, which narrates the story of
how gods, men and demons once went to their common father,
Prajapati and requested him to instruct them. In reply
Prajapati uttered the sound 'da' to the gods who correctly
interpreted that to mean 'damyata, bractice of self-control.
This means that the gods were asked to practice self-control.
To men again Prajapati uttered the syllable 'da' which they
y Dbractice charity. This
means that men were asked to practice charity. To demons also
Prajapati uttered the same syllable 'da' which they interpreted
to mean 'dayadhvam', practice compassion. This means that the
demons are to practice compassion. Prajapati thus outlined
three cardinal virtues - self-control, charity and compassion.
The Upanigad further tells us that even now the Creator
(Prajapati) gives the same advice about the moral law, the
same triple instruction through the voice of thunder, which
produces the sound 'da-da-da’'.

In the face 6f which has been said above it is not clear
how it can be maintained that there is no emphasis on the
performance of positive duty.

Again there does not seem much force in the criticism
that in the virtues enjoined in the Bhagavadgita it is chiefly

the inner attitude that is emphasised. It is common psycholo-

1. Brhadakanyaka Upanisad. V. 2. 1-3.
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gy that all overt actions have their root in the inner nature
of man. They all spring from the inner nature and an inward
change is, therefore, very essential for the performance of
overt activities. Inner purity is more important than outer
conformity because every action is nothing but the outer
expression of the inner man. %he mind must, therefore, be
purified, for it is no use cutting the branches and leaving
the roots intact. Again, it must be remembered that the inner
nature and the outer conduct are, after all, the two sides of
one and the same life, and one cannot very rigidly distinguish
one from the other.

We have explained in what spirit every man has to do the
work that is allotted fo him by his nature, and in this connec-
tion we have also considered in detail some very important
objections. But before we conclude our discussion and pass on
to draw up the comparison, we would like to bring out one more
point here which we think is important. A question may still
be raised whether, when a man aims at self-realisation, that
may not be regarded as a matter of self-interest, - whether
one engaged in the search for knowledge or self-realisation is
not working for self-interest. The answer to this question
will depend on what we mean by interest and also what is the
nature of self in this context. It has been repeatedly said
that all personal and selfish desires for temporal objécts of

enjoyment must be abandoned, and one should do one's duty for
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the mere sake of the performance of duty, as a contribution
to the common good of one's community and even to the life of
the universe. Thus petty egoistic interest has no place in
this scheme of things. The realisation of the 8elf can be
said to be a value but it is a value which doesmot stand in
opposition to the attainment of the values of other people.
Also, the Belf that is to be realised is not a private indivi-
dual self which stands in ppposition to the self of others,

because according to Madhuslidana the selfl is one, undivided,

[44]

and is the same in all. Liberation does not mean that the
self acquires something which it does not have, or becomes
something which it is not. It means only the realisation of
the true self which is already there and is the same in all.
Indeed the very idea of a private self has to be renounced
because the seeming separateness of the self is due to
ignorance. Ahamkara (the ego-self) separates us from others.
Each inclines to his own ahamkara, and deliverance from this
limitation is what realisation of the self means. Nr. Leone
rightly points outl that 'there is no greater hell for the
Vedantin than isolation; and what is isolation but a temporary
identification with a 'this' or a ‘'that' ?' It is the know-
ledge of the one-ness of the whole, working in one's life that
enables one to save oneself from these compulsory isolations

of life, and 'links' one with the one divine life. The lower

1. Homo Leone. {The Vedantic Absolute'. Mind, Vol. XXI, New
Series, No. 81, January 1912, pp. 70-71.
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self, the separative self which has private interests, is
exactly that from which release is sought, and thus the aim
of the realisation of the self does away with any seeking for
what are normally called selfish interests. Thus it is clear
that neither the aim of realisation nor the self of which it
is a realisation countenances the aim of seeking interests in
the sense of values which conflict with tlose of others. 1In
short, if interest means the pursuing of aims and objects -
which stand in opposition to other peopile!s aims and objects,
then the realisation of self in Madhuslidana is not an interest.
Dr. Radhakrishnan has very aptly remarked: "In one sense the
Upanisad morality is individualistic, for its aim is self-
realisationj but 'individualistic' ceases here to have any
exclusive meaning. To realise oneself is to identify oneself
with a good that is not his alone. Moral life is a God-
centred life, a life of passionate love and enthusiasm for
humanity, of seeking the infinite through the finite, and not

a mere selfish adventure for small ends."l

1. S. Radhakrishnan. 'Indian Philosophy', Vol. I, London,
1951, p. 212.



B. A comparison between Butler's and Madhusudana's
account of Virtue and Self-interest.

We have explained . Madhusudana's conception of virtue
and self-interest. We have also seen (Chapter III) Butler's
view on this problem. We are now in a position to compare
the two thinkers.

It is obvious from what has been said above that there
is no essential agreement between the two thinkers on the
question of virtue and self-interest. They differ fundament-
ally on this issue. ladhusudana denounces all gelfishness and
egotism in his ethical and moral teaching. According to him
the aspirant should abandon all personal and selfish desires
and perform his works without any attachment. Thus self-
interest has no place in his moral scheme. DButler, on the
other hand, considers it as a species of virtue. The faculty
within us (conscience) which is the judge of actions approves
prudent actions and disapproves imprudent ones.

But there seems some agreement however in so far as
Butler also denounces narrow and petty selfishness in his
ethical and moral scheme. To appreciate this point in Butler
it is necéssary to explain it at some length. The first
~ point which we have to remember here is that Butler demolishes
and rejects the theory that man is all selfish. In fact as
we have seen his supreme aim in his Sermons at the Rolls
Chapel was to overthrow the Hobbsian theory of universal

selfishness, and there is no denying that as a principle
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Butler has killed it altogether. Professor Barnes rightly
remarks: "Whatever criticism may be made of other parts of
Butler's ethics, this at least will remain a monument to his
insight into the human mind".l Professor Broad also considers
it as "the classical refutation of psychological egoism“.2

It might be pointed out here and perhaps rightly that by
his refutation of universal egoism Butler only proves the
existence of altruistic elements in the human nature, he only
demonstrates the existence of social impulses in man's consti-
tution. But he regards self-love as a permissible motive on
which to act, and, indeed he also considers it as part of
virtue.

In reply it may be pointed out that Butler no doubt
admits self-love, that he considers it as part of virtue but
it must be borne in mind that the conception of self-love
changes altogether in his hands. It is not mere selfishness.
Butler spiritualises self-love, he gives it a new character,
new meaning altogether. One of Butler's aims in refuting
Hobbes's universal egoism was to re-evaluate self-love. The
self-love which Butler admits should thus be distinguished from
mere selfishness and egoism which, as we have said elsewhere,
consists in the strength of the private affections and the

weakness of the public affections and according to which a

l. W.H.F. Barnes. 'Joseph Butler: Moralist', Durham University
Journal, Vol. XII, New Series, No. 2, lMarch 1951, p.hk2.

2. C.D. Broad. 'Five Types of Ethical Theory', Longgn, 1951,
p. .
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?

man's only duty 1s to try to produce as much good for himself
as he can without any consideration for other's good. Iere
self'ishness is thus opposed to public or social good. The
type of self-love which Butler admits is 'reasonable cool self-
love'. In this sense it is not only not opposed but involves
social good. Reasonable cool self-love thus includes benevo-
lence. Butler is very anxious to see that self-love is not
misunderstood as selfishness and he therefore gualifies self-
love with double adjectives - (1) reasonable and (2) cool.

It seems thus clear that Butler also denounces selfishness,
egolsm and interestedness in the sense in which these terms

are generally and normally used. So far Butler and kadhusudana
agree with each other. But then the fundamental difference
between the two thinkers lies in the fact that Madhuslidana does
not allow any place even for ‘'reasonable cool self-lovef in
his moral scheme. He does not consider 'reasonable cool self-
love' as a permissible motive on which to act. Butler no

doubt spiritualises self-love. It is a higher kind of self-
interest in the sense that it implies the interest of others
also. DBut nevertheless it is self-interest. IMadhuslidana
dismisses any consideration of even reasonable cool self-love
because it is én obstacle to the realisation of the ultimate
goal, moksa. In order that an aspirant be able to realise

his goal there should be absolutely no tinge of self-interest

in the performance of his functions. Probably that is why
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expressions like 'renunciation' 'absence of attachment' and
'self-control' are so very frequent in Madhusiidana. The
teaching goes further. The aspirant, as we have seen, should
efface all sense of ego. He must even give up the idea that
he is the doer by developing the knowledge that it is prakrti
that does everything.

It may also be stated here that MadhuslGdana's rejection
of self-love as applied to actions does not mean destruction
of life itself. Effacement of the ego does not mean extinc-
tion of the person altogether. Self-control does not mean
self~torture. It means only moderation. Preservation of the
body and the life is an ethical duty for every man. If the
body, the mind or any other faculty of a man is suppressed he
cannot even realise the Supreme goal of life. The Bhagavad-
gitél calls those people fools who torture their bodily organs.
At another place2 it extols the man who is temperate in his
food and recreation, temperate in all activities, temperate
in sleep and waking. It is not only that every man should
preserve his life. We have seen while explaining the different
stages of life that after the first stage is over the student
should marry and settle down as a householder. In the
Taittirlya Upanig,ad3 we have again seen that no one should

neglect his welfare and prosperity. Moreover, Madhustdana

1. 'The Bhagavadgita', Chapter TII, verse 6.

2. do. Chapter VI, verse 17.
3, 'Taittiriya Upanigad', 1. 11.
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admits kama as one of the four purusharthas or ends of human
life.

But it must be remembered that all these (one's welfare
and prosperity) including the preservation of life should be
in accordance with dharma. Even kama or desire is not to be
understood as the gratification of the senses merely. It has
a much wider meaning than that. Its chief purpose is the
support of life and the propagation of the race. It should
also be remembered that the indulgence of kama is allowed only
in accordance with dharma as laid down in the sistras, and
only to the extent to which it may be necessary to contribute
these ends. It follows from all this that man's purpose in
this world is not to satisfy his private and personal interests.
His purpose is to realise the Supreme in and through the
fulfilment of all the obligations of 1life in the right and
proper spirit. We thus see that the two thinkers do not
completely coincide as far as.the question of virtue and self-
interest is concerned. MadhuslUdana accepts self-love as
applied to life but even then this should be observed in accord-
ance with dharma.

We shall proceed further to see if there is anything
similar between the two thinkers on the question of duty and
interest. Butler admits, as we have seen in Chapter III,
that duty and interest are coincident though only partially in
this world but perfectly in the next world. The fact is that

Butler believed that human nature is so made, it 1is so
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naturally adjusted to the world, that if man simply acts
according to his nature (in which all virtue lies according to
Butler) it will lead to his interest and happiness.

Furthermore, according to Butler, happiness can be
attained in a way quite different from what most people think.
According to his conception there could be no real happiness
where there is no virtue. Real interest can be served only
through virtue. Bufler could not think of happiness without
virtue. Vice at least cannot lead to it in his scheme of moral
life. Probably Butler wanted to emphasise that from the point
of view of expediency also it is desirable that virtue be
practised. He seems, as we have held, to give a double support
to virtue. This seems to be one of the reasons why Butler
speaks of coincidence between virtue and interest. But, as we
have already shown, this does not mean that he held virtue and
interest as identical.

We find the same idea of coincidence between the perform-
ance of one's duty or dharma and expediency in Madhusudana also.
Krsna while explaining to Arjuna that having regard to the fact
that fighting is a kgattriya's duty, he must not swerve from
that duty which is natural to a ksattriya, (and there is no
higher good for a k§attriya than a righteous war) proweeds to
tell him that this is good from the point of view of expediency
also. He tells him that such a fight, coming unsought as an
open door to heaven, falls only to the lot of happy ksattriyas.
If on the other hand, he will not fight this righteous battle
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which is enjoined on him as a duty, he will not only be
neglecting his duty but will also lose fame and honour. Wot
only this, peadple will for ever recount his infamy and for a
man who has been esteemed as a hero and as righteous and as one
possessed of other such noble qualities, death is preferable
to such infamy and disgrace. Iurthermore, the great heroes of
the other side, Duryodhana and others will think that he has
withdrawn from the battle through fear and not through compass-
ion. He will thus fall very low in the estimation of those
very people by whom he has been esteemed so highly. There is
no pain'more unbearable than that of scorn thus incurred.
Krsna does not stop here. The idea of expediency and intorest
reaches its climax when k;gga tells Arjuna that he has the
advantage in either case. If he is slain, he goes to heaven,
if he is victorious he gets the kingdom. Thus he advises him
to fight the righteous battle regarding it as a duty and which
will be to his interest as well.1 Madhusudana also thus up-
holds the view of coincidence between virtue on the one hand
and expediency and interest on the other. It might be said
that the coincidence between virtue and expediency is only
incidental here. Mr. Desai in interpreting these verses where
}?§ga poinﬁs out the coincidence observes: "Indeed Krishna
puts his finger on Arjuna's weak spot when he reminds Arjuna

of the duty of a kshatriya, a duty to which he was born, the

1. 'The Bhagavadgita', Chapter 1I, verses 32-37.
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fulfilling of, and not running away from, which led to
heaven and glory".1 Now whether krsna is touching the weak spot
of Arjuna by telling him about he;ven, kingdom and glory etc.
and thus to make him fight the righteous battle or whether
Butler is touching the weak spot of his audience by emphasising
self-love and thus winning them over to virtue, the idea that
the performance of one's duty and dharma leads to the interest
and happiness of the individual is there in both. Thus the
observation by hr. Desai quoted above far from contradicting
supports the point which we want to establish here, namely
the coincidence between virtue and interest. DBesides, Hindu
ethical thought goes so far as to say that it is through the
performance of one's dharma in a proper spirit of non-attach-
ment that one can realise the Supreme goal of life namely
perfection. It is through moral and virtuous conduct that one
can attain God.

Thus according to both Butler and MadhusUdana man's true
happiness and real interest are always best served by virtue,
by performance of one's duty. According to both thus duty and
interest coincide. This is not to say that duty is to be done
for the sake of interest. The idea of prudence and expediency
in the moral scheme of both the thinkers is probably to give a
double support to virtue, to vindicate that the performance of

one's dharma is desirable from the point of view of prudence

1. Mahadey Desai. 'The Gita according to Gandhi', Ahmedabad
(India), 1951, p. 57.
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also.

There is yet another point which we may mention here.
It may be asked, in fact the question has been raised by
Arjuna himself: What happens to those individuals who have
followed the extremely difficult path of realising the self
but have not succeeded in achieving their end ¥ Is there any
good in following such a difficult course the goal of which
one may not achieve ? Krsna here assures Arjuna,virtually
makes a promise, that no effort is ever lost. No honest man
who has chosen the right path can ever come to grief either in
this life or in the life hereafter. Every step taken in the
right direction is a gain to the individual. No good man can
come to an evil end. A man has therefore né cause for despair
for honest and sincere efforts never go unrewarded. The idea
expressed here is very similar to that which we find in Butler
who also implies a similar promise. Butler also sincerely
holds that virtuous people should be happy. Nay fufther, they
are in fact actually so even in this world. He says that '"the
temper of compassion and benevolence is itself delightful and
the indulgence of it affords new positive delight and enjoy-
ment". Butler does not stop here. e proceeds tb say that
whatever exceptions there are between virtue and happiness,
"all shall be set right at the final distribution of things.

It is a manifest absurdity to suppose evil prevailing finally
over good, under the conduct and administration of a perfect
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i-Iind".1

It may be interesting to point out here that Manu also
expresses a similar idea to the one we find in Butler that vice
cannot finally prevail. He says: "Neither a man who lives
unrighteously, nor he who acquires wealth by telling false-
hoods, nor he who always delights in doing injury, ever attain
happiness in this world". He says again: "Unrighteousness,
practised in this world, does not at once produce its fruit,
like a cow (which at once yields benefits by its milk); but,
advancing slowly, it cuts off the roots of him who committed
it".2

Horeover the principle preached tn the Bhagavadgita which
our author upholds that good and honest people never come to
grief, that honest and sincere efforts never go unrewarded
compares well with Butler's theory of reward and punishment
and his belief that virtue is always rewarded and vice punished.
Butler says: '"Moral government consists, not barely in reward-
ing and punishing men for their actions, which the most tyrran-
ical person may do: but in rewarding the righteous and punish-
ing the wicked; in rendering to men according to their actions,
considered as good or evil. And the perfection of moral
government consists in doing this, with regard to all intelli-

gent creatures, in an exact proportion to their personal merits

1. 'The Wotks of Joseph Butlert, Vol. II, Sermon III, sects.
10 & 12, pp. 73, 75.

2. 'Manusmrti', Chapter IV, verses 170 & 172.
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and demerits".l
We thus conclude that there is difference between the
two thinkers on the problem of virtue and self-interest though

in one or two minor points there is some agreement also.

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. I, Part I, Chapter III,
sect. 2, p. é .



Chapter VIII..

A. Virtue and General Happiness in Hadhusudana.

We have seen in our last chapter that according to
Madhusidana man should perform his appointed duties without
any attachment. He should not work with a view to realising
any private and personal end. Now the questions arise:
Should public or social good be made the motive-force in the
performance of one's actions ? Is the promotion of the
general happiness of mankind the right and proper motive for
man's conduct ? In this chapter we are going to consider
these questions. While man must always work for the good of
mankind, while he must live for others and thus make his whole
life a sacrifice (yajfa), yet that should not be the impelling
motive of the doer. He should not work from any inclination
of the mind. He should not be led away by the consequences
of his actions. He must always work in an impersonal sense
of right as being the demand of the ideal. In short, he must
perform his functions simply because he ought to do so.

We have said above that a man shouid make his whole life
a sacrifice. The word 'sacrifice' is very significant in
this context. In the history of Hindu philosophy its conno-
tation has undergone a change to which we think necessary
to fefer here.

We have seen that during the Vedic age the greatest

emphasis was on the performances of sacrifices and elaborate
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rituals. Dharma consisted in the performance of sacrificial
rites enjoined in the Vedas and the primary object of these
sacrifices was to please the god or gods to whom these
sacrifices were offered either to win some favour or avert
some evil. But in the Upanisadic period there is a change in
the atmosphere. According to the Upanisads sacrifices do not
mean the mechanical performance of fixed rituals. The Upani-
sads reject the idea of the performance of sacrificial rites
with & view to gaining any return either in this or in the
life hereafter. To put it in the words of Dr. Radhakrishnan
"We should not do our duty with the motive of purchasing
shares in the other world or opening a bank account with God".l
It may be pointed out here that the lundaka Upanigad in
one passage2 mentions the performance of ritualistic works as
. the means of securing certain values of life. But these
values are exhausted through enjoyment and it must not be
forgotten that the same Upanisad immediately after this warns
us3 against performing sacrifices in the sense in which these
have been enjoined in the Vedas. It says that the different
sacrificial forms are unsafe or unsteady boaté. The fools
considering these as the highest good fall again and again

into old age and death. The idea is that the ultimate goal

1. S. Radhakrishnan. 'Indian Philosophy', Vol. I, Logg%n, 1951,
p. .

2. 'Mundaka Upanisad, I.2.1.
3. do. 1.2'7.
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of life namely immortality, or freedom from the bondage to the
wheel of births and deaths, cannot be attained by the perfor-
mance of the rites and sacrifices. It can be attained through
the development of spiritual insight into the universe by the
realisation that it is the same spirit which animates all 1ife.

Thus it is clear that in the Upanisads there is more and more

emphasis on the inner spirit rather than the outward obser-
vances. In other words, in the Upanigads there is an insis-
tence on the life of spirit and not on a mechanical perfor-
mance of rituals.

Though there was a distinct change in the conception of
'sacrifice' from the Vedic to the Upanigadic age yet the full
implication of sacrifice in the sense of disinterested and
unselfish devotion to the good of humanity at.the cost of
private and individual good is not fully worked out until the
time of the Bhagavadgita. The author of the Bhagavadgita re-
evaluates 'sacrifice'! and gives to it its full content.
Sacrifice here means sacrifice of the lower self, sacrifice of
the private and individual self for the higher self. Accord-
ing to the Bhagavadgita every act is to be regarded as a
sacrifice, yajna, an offering to God. Thus while the Vedas
declare that the way to salvation is through the performance
of sacrificial rites and elaborate rituals, accofding to the
Bhagavadgita the greatest sacrifice consists in the service
of humanity, unselfish devotion to the general good. In it

service to humanity takes the place of sacrifices offered to



_253_

the gods during the Vedic age. Sri Aurobindo observes: "The
Gita accepted the Vedic theory of sacrifice, but gave it a
profound turn, an inner, subjective and universal meaning, a
spiritual sense and direction which alters all its values".l
In verses 42 to 44 of Chapter Il liadhusfidana distinguish-
es true karma from the Vedic rituals and tells man to work
renouncing all selfishness and making the whole 1life a sacri-
fice. We can strive towards the realiéation of God, the goal
of our life, when we work for the well-being ol the whole
mankind. In short, the path to the realisation of God lies
through the performance of all our duties towards others.
Madhustdana in keeping with the general standpoint of Hindu
ethics expounds and advocates everywhere that all works, all
appointed duties, should be done in a spirit of sacrifice and
selfless devotion to the general social good. IEvery act
should be a means of promoting the general happiness. DBefore
proceeding further in the discussion of the problem of social
good, 1t may be pointed out that this question has not been
discussed separately and specifically by Madhusudana. To
explain this aspect of his moral philosophy we shall refer (1)
to the four asramas or the stages of life, and (11) to the
institution of caste. We shall first réfer to the stages of
life. Among these stages also we are here malnly concerned

with the second stage in which the social aspect has been

1. Sri Aurobindo. 'Essays on the Gita', Wew York, 1950, p.458.
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emphasised.

As we have already seen in Chapter VI the first stage of
life is devoted entirely to the training and discipline of
body and mind. The student has no other responsibilities, no
other obligations. ©Strictly speaking it is a stage of pro-
bation and not of action. But when this stage of life is
over and a student enters the second stage, the life of
garhasthya, then the active life of man really begins. At
this stage he is called upon to fulfil certain obligations of
life. It may be useful to refer to the Taittiriya Upanisad
here in which the responsibilities and obligations which every
householder is expected to fulfil have been very exhaustively
discussed. Having taught the Veda, the teacher is giving
final instructions to a pupil who is about to  depart for
home to assume the householder's life: MSpeak the truthj do
your duty, do not neglect your study. After procuring for the
teacher such fees as he desires, see that you do not snap the
continuity of your family line. You should not swerve from
truth; you should not swerve from duty; you should not neglect
your welfare; you should not neglect prosperity; you should
not neglect learning and teaching; you should not neglect the
duties towards the gods and the ancestors. Adore your mother
as god; adore your father as god; adore your teacher as god;
adore the guest as god. Those actionsof ours that were blame-
less, those you must follow, not the others; what good acts we

have done, those you must cherish, not others. And those
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Brahmans (Teachers) who are superior to us, them you should
honour. You should give with faith; you should not give with-
out faith; you should give in plenty, give with modesty, give
with fear, give with due regard. Then, if you should have a
doubt about a duty or conduct - conduct yourself there as is
done by such Brahmans (Teachers) as can deliberate well, are
devoted to their duties on their own or others' behalf, are
not severe, and are desirous of righteousness. Regarding then
things that are prohibited, conduct yourself again as those of
Brahmans (Teachers) of judgment, who are devoted to duty, mild
and virtuous, do. This is the command, this is the advice;
this is the inner teaching of the Vedaj this is the instruction;
thus should one cherishj; thus should this be observed".1

An important point to be borne in mind here is that it is
not merely the cultivation of certain social virtues or obliga-
tions that has been emphasised here but also the spirit in
which these are to be practised.

We would, in the interests of consistency, like to make
a brief digression here. We have held (Chapter VII) that the
general tone and spirit of the Upanisads was one of renuncia-
tion. They laid sole stress on a life of spirit. But in the
passage we_have quoted above considerable emphasis has been
laid on the due discharge of all social obligations. The fact

is that there are one or two passages in them where emphasis

1. 'faittitiya Upanisad, 1. 11.
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on activity, in the sense of performance of one's worldly
duties, has been laid. But it should not be understood to mean
that these represent the general spirit of the Upanisads.
Professor Dasgupta seems to support our view when referring to
the passage in the Taittirlya Upanisad which we have quoted
above remarks: "But few Upanigsads give such moral precepts,
and there is very little in the Upanigads in the way of
describing a course of moral behaviour or of emphasizing the
Tact that man can attain his best only by trying to become
great through moral efforts. The Upanigads occupy themselves
almost wholly with mystic meditations and with the philosonhic
wisdom of self—knowledge".l
After a brief departuwe we come back to our main point,
the functions and responsibilites of a householder. Social
obligations which have been listed above, in the passage quoted
from the Taittiriya Upsnisad, and which every householder is
expected to fulfil, are so exhaustive that it is difficult to
add anything new. In a nutshell they cover everything. But
we think it necessary to mention a few words by way of elabor-
ation here. When the student enters the second stage of his
life, the life of a garhasthya, he is expected to marry and
settle dowvn as a householder. Marriage is, in fact, the
starting point of the life of a householder. It is the beginn-

ing of a more responsible life. The Hindus regard marriage as

1. Surendraneth Dasgupta. 'A History of Indian Philosophy',
Vol. II, Cambridge, 1932, p. Wo4.
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sacred. Its main purpose is the devélopment of the personal-
ity, continuance of the family ideal and the propagation of
the race. According to the Hindus a man's religious life is
regarded as incomplete and deficient without his wife's active
participation #n it. There are a few ceremonies which cannot
be performed unless a man's wife is with him. The fulfilment
of social obligations and the promotion of general happiness
is mainly associated with this order. At this stage the
individual becomes a responsible member of the family towards
which he should discharge his duties faithfully. Besides his
family duties and obligations he has certain other obligations
also which he is expected to fulfil. Among all the duties

of the householder, very great emphasis has been laid on the
daily observance of the five great sacrificesl (Mahayajnas)
which are so many ways of discharging one's debts to the
universe in which he lives. The first sacrifice consists of
the daily recitation of the Vedas. The idea is to preserve. by
constant study the knowledge of the Vedas which one acquires
during the first stage of life. The second sacrifice consists
in the daily offerings of water and food called Tarpana to the
forefathers. The idea is to remind one of his being a part of
necessary link in the chain of historical continuity. The
third sacrifice is made to the gods and consists of burnt

oblations. It is a symbolic recognition of the fact that

1. 'Manusmrti', Chapter IIiII, verses 70, 8l.
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vwhatever man has belongs to God. The fourth sacrifice, called
Bali offering, is offered to the bhutas (beings). The ethical
implication of this sacrifice is to inculcate the principle of
unselfishness. It requires a householder to allow the needy
fellow-beings to share his possessions. The fifth or the last
daily sacrifice consists of offerings to men. The implication
is to encourage the idea of hospitality. These five great
sacrifices which include the duties of a householder's life
and which therefore every houseuolder should observe clearly
show that his duties are not confined to himself or to his
family but to his community, nay, to the entire creation
including gods and manes. A householder's life is thus the
mainstay of the entire community. Probably it is because of
this that Manu is full of praises for this order of life. He
regards it as the most excellent order.l

We can explain the same point in another way. The four
dSramas or orders of life are not ends in themselves. They
are only successive and progressive stages leading to the
realisation of the moksa, the Supreme end of life. To borrow
a metaphor, these four stages constitute a four-runged ladder
by climbing which an individual can reach his ultimate goal.

Fanu holds2 that a twice-born3 man must discharge his duties
1. 'Manusmrti', Chapter III, verses 77-78.
2. do. Chapter VI, verses 35-37.

34 Those men are known as the twice-boon who'belong to the three
higher castes - brahmin, ksattriya and vaisya and who have
passed through the sacrament of initiation which is their
second birth. Technically speaking, the scheme of the four
stages of life is applicable only to the first three castes
but it is an _ideal which is acc%Fted 2{ all Hindus. Sannay-
sins from all castes are revered by all Hindus without
distinction.
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to the world by passing through the different stages of life
before directing his mind to the attainment of the final
liberation. He says that it is only after having studied
the Vedas in accordance with the rule, having begot children
according to the sacred law and having offered sacrifices
according to his ability that a man can seek final liberation.
A bwice-born man who seeks final liberation without having
studied the Vedas, without having begotten children and with-
out naving offered sacrifices sinks downwards.

It may be useful to point out here, though we have already
mentioned it earlier, that even according to the Upanisads the
usual rule is that one has to pass through all the successive
stages of life, though exceptions are also permitted. In
special cases man can give up the world from any stage of life
if he has properly developed dispassion for material things
of the world. We are told in the Jabdla Upanigsad that when
once Janaka, King of Videha, approached Yajnavalkya and asked
him to teach him about renunciation, Yajhavalkya said: After
completing the life of a student. 1et one become a householder;
after completing the life of a householder, let one become a
forest-dweller; after completing the life of a forest-dweller,
let one renounce. But when a suitable occasion arises let
ohe renounce even from the stage of a student or from the
stage of a householder or from that of a forest-dweller.
Whether one has or has not completed the injunctions, whether

he is a student or not, even if he has not completed the
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sacrificial rites, on vhatever day he has the spirit of
renunciation, that very day let him renounce and become a
recluse.1

The underlying idea behind the principle that every one
must pass through all the successive stages of life seems to
be in keeping with the psychological and sociological make-up
of human nature. It seems quite in accord with the natural
course of human life, as according to it the first part is
devoted to education; the second part to the fulfilment of
one's duty to the society, to community and to the world; the
third part to the cultivation of the attitude of indifference
to the world; and the fourth or the last part to the taking
up of sannyasa. rfurthermore, it is also in keeping with the
practical demands of the society which require that we must all
perform the normal functions appropriate to our nature for
world maintenance and its progress. If on the other hand
every one is allowed to take up sannyasa without possessing the
necessary qualifications then the whole social fabric will
collapse and break dovn.

We have seen how a good deal of emphasis has been laid
in the social aspect of the life of a householder. We shall
nov try to see how the social life of the Hindus has been
emphasiéed more fully through the institution of caste. As

we have already indicated in Chapter VI the social implication

1. 'Jabala Upanisad', L.
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of the caste-system we shall refer to it very briefly here.
The caste-system is the basis of the entire social organisa-
tion of the Hindus in India. This system on which the entire
Hindu ethics lays considerable emphasis is adapted to the
‘maintenance of the whole social organisation. It is adapted
to the welfare of each and all. The caste-system assumes the
unity and the interdependence of the whole society. It takes
into account the various needs of the society and of the
individuals who constitute it. In order to run any society
various types of activity are required. All kinds of activity-
intellectual, military, commercial and maqﬁual are necessary
for the well-being of the society. WNay, they are all equally
valuable for the maintenance and growth of a healthy society.
The whole idea seems to be that society is a functional
organisation and for its effective maintenance and smooth
working the division of labour is very essential. The
institution of caste takes all these inﬁo consideration. The
caste-duties, pfescribed for people belonging to varilous
classes, recoghise how individuals vary in their nature and
capacities and how they can best contribute their share to
the society by performing the functions which have been laid
down according to their natural capacities. The function of
the brahmins is the pursuit of knowledge. They are the law-
givers of the society. They interpret dharma in cases of
doubt. The military organisation is in the hands of the

ksattriyas. They are the defenders of the society. Their
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function lies in maintaining order in the society by
suppressing the evil and the unrighteous. The vaisyas are
required to look to the economic welfare of the society. The
dtdras are required to serve those engaged in other social
activities.

There is no consideration whether a function is high or
low. As we have already sald all kinds of function are
equally necessary and therefore all equally good for the
solidarity of the society. The progress of society can be
maintained when all men make their contributions from respec-
tive stations which they occupy in life. It is then only that
the requirements and needs of each and all can be met and
satisfied. Thus though all men are not equal in their natural
endowments and capacities, their contributions or services are
equally necessary for society.

Mr. Widgery observes: "The social view of the ethics of
the Hindus is found in the principles of the varq§§ramas.
These are concerned with the main divisions of human society
for the organization necessary for the performance of the
diverse functions needed for its welfare. ... This division of
labor involves specific duties to be performed by each group
for the general welfare of each and all".

Besides the social duties implied by the caste-system, it

1. Alban G. Widgery. 'The Principles &f Hindu Ethics', Inter-
national Journal of Ethics, Vol. XL, No. 2, January
1930, pp. 240-241.
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has also a deeper ethical import. These are not only squally
necessary and equally good for the well-being of society but
they are also ethically important in the sense that if per-
formed in the right spirit, in the spirit of dedication, they
all prepare man for the realisation of the ultimate goal of
life. This is because what is really important for realisation
of mokga is not the nature of work but the spirit in which that
work is done. It has been rightly remarked by Mr. Desai:
“Before God the work of man will be judged by the spirit in
which it is done, not by the hature of the work which makes no
difference whatsoever. Whoever acts in a spirit of dedication
fits himself for salvation".l

lMadhustdana probably with this end (realisation of mok§a)
in view repeatedly asserts in his commentary on Chapter5XVIII
that everﬁlbody not only must perform the duties respecgive to
his station in life but he must do them in the spirit of
service to humanity and to the world. In his commentary on
verse 16 of Chapter 1112 he points out that every one must work
to keep in motion the wheel of the world which has been set in
motion by the Brahman, the ¢reator Himself (Paramesvara). The
idea is that no one should abstain from his duty to the world.
He who in this world works for himself and does not work to

keep the wheel of the world in motion is sinful. He is evil

L. Mahadev Desai. 'The Gita according to Gandhi', Ahmedabad
(India), 1951, p. 188.
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in his nature and he lives in vain. HMadhusudana goes so far
as to say that death is preferable to such a life probably
because in a future birth he may have the opportunity of
practising dharma.

Again commenting on verse 25 of the same chapterl he
repeats and emphasises the same idea that a wise man, a man
who seeks God, must work without attachment for the welfare
of the entire humanity.

According:to Madhusudana all actions, including the moral
and the religious, that ought to be donc should be done. They
should not be neglected. He in his commentary on verse 5 of
Chapter XV1112 clearly points out that the acts of sacrifice,
charity and penance should not be abandoned. These should all
be performed without any desire for fruit. According to him
the performance of sacrifice (yajfia), charity (d&na) and
austerity (tapas) in the proper spirit leads to the purifica-
tion of mind (antapkarapaéuddhi) and should therefore be
practised.

It may not be out of place to point out here that the
emphasis on the performance of all functions for the good of
others, as a service to mankind, is due to the metaphysical

basis of the whole Hindu ethical ideal. Madhusudana holds

1. 'GAdhartha-dipika', p. 113.

2. do do p. 458.
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that Brahman is the sole reality and the different individusls
or more correctly different beings are only modifications of
it. In keeping with this metaphysical monism he argues that
man must work for others as all are the same in the sense that
the same God is seated in the heart of all. It is this meta-
physical view of the universe and of man in it that leads to
the ethics of love and brotherhood. Love is thus the essence
of all ethics and morality and man's duties to his fellow-
creatures follows from it. Strictly speaking to work for
others, to keep the wheel of the world in motion, is to work
for God. It is co-operating with God. To serve humanity is
to serve God's creation.

According to MadhuslUdana it is only when we realise this
truth and cultivate love for all beings that we can be freed
from bondage, we can rise above the chain of births and deaths.
Professor Edgerton seems to suggest this when he observes:
"Those who are completely pervaded by the awareness of this
trutli (oneness of all), who Ffeel that all beings are the same
as themselves, that all as well as themselves are one with God,
are freed from the effects of action and from re-birth".l This
seems to be the only justification for the cardinal moral
principle "Thou shall love thy neighbour as thyself'" - because
thy neighbour is thyself. God is both in thee and thy neigh-

bour, and both are in God. Dr. Schweitzer probably overlooks

1. 'The Bhagavad-Gita. Translated by Frenklin Edgerton,
Harverd Oriental Series, Vol. 39, 1944, p. 61.
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this point in the Bhagavadgita when criticising the ethical
teaching of Ra&manuja, he remarks: "The thought that love to
God must be expressed in active love to mankind is just as
far from him as from the Bhagavad—Gité”.l

We have discussed MadhustUdana's ¥iew about benevolence,
the promotion of general happiness. We shall now proceed to
consider an important objection raised against the general
ethical teaching of the Vedanta which Madhusudana propounds.

It is often stated that the ethics of the Vedanta is
anti-social, that it favours an anti-social and other-worldly
ethics. The duties of social life cannot be deduced from the
ideal which the Vedanta presents. According to it the ideal
is expressed not in the fulfilment of one's social duties but
in the negation of them.

Dr, Schweitzer seems to make a more or less similar
criticism. He first raises a few questions and then remarks:
"Moved by these doubts the pessimism of the Hindus and that of
Schopenhauver refuse to allow any importance to the material
and social achievements, which form the outward and visible
part of civilization. About séciety, nation, mankind, the
individual is not to trouble himself; he is only to strive to

experience in himself the sovereignty of spirit over matter".

1. Albert Schweitzer. 'Indian Thought and its Development®,
London, 1951, p. 198.

2, Albert Schweitzer. 'Civilisation and Ethics', London, 1929,
p. 1ll.
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Professor Washburn Hopkins in his book "Ethics of India"
has already refuted such criticisms, and we shall therefore
refer to only a few points here.

It seems to us that in the face of what has already been
said about the observance of obligations not only to one's'own
family but to the entire creation including gods and manes, it
is difficult-to accept the criticism that the ethics of the
Vedanta is anti-social. There is no injunction in the entire

Hindu ethical code which has the slightest implication of

i
(q1]
w

being anti-social. We have referred to varndsrama-dharma and
also sadiarana-dharma in Chapter VI. Far from being anti-social
or even unsocial they all advocate the ideal of service to
humanity. The Himdu ethics isi, as we have explained above,
based on metaphysical monism. It inculcates the principle
of oneness of all beings. It requires us to look upon the
whole creation as one. The Vedantic ethics thus advocates
the principle of non-difference. ©Sir Siraswamy Aiyer remarks:
"The duty (of a Hindu) is based upon a recognition of the
sanctity of all life and especially animal life and a belief
in the sensitiveness of animals to suffering'.

Then again the view that only anti-social ethics can be
deduced from the Vedantic ideal is perhaps due to a misconcep-
tion of the position criticised. It seems a travesty of the

whole truth about the ethics of the Vedanta. The criticism

——

1. Sir Siraswamy Aiyer. 'Evolution of Hindu Moral Ideals',
Madras, 1935, pp. 184-185.
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1s disproved from the fact, as has repeatedly been said,
that the realisation of self or God which is the ideal of the
Vedanta is possible only by working for the entire being, by
realising that all are members of the same family. In short
one can realise the Supreme goal of one's life only py becom-
ing one with the whole stream of life. In the Bhagavadgita
Krsna says: "He who sees me everywhere and sees all in mej; I
am not lost to him nor is he lost to me".l Isa Upanisad also
says that he who sees all beings in his own sell and his own
self in all beings, he does not feel any revulsion by reason
of such a view.2

Again as we have already pointed out elsewhere lMadhustudana

in his commentary on verse 19 of Chapter III3 clearly Says
that one who works for God (Idvardrth3dya) attains mokga through

knowledge. It is needless to repeat here that to work for God
means to work for humanity, to serve His creation.

It is interesting to point out here that Bhart;‘hariLF also
by classifying men into four classes extols those who work
unselfishly for others. He says: '"Those men are good men who
work for the good of others without regarding themselves.

Those men are ordinary men who, while they benefit others, do

1. 'The Bhagavadgita', Chapter VI, verse 30.
2. 'Iga Upanisad', 6.
3. 'Gidhartha-dipika', p. 109.

L, It is very difficult to give any satisfactory account of the
personal history of Bhartrhari. It is alleged that he was of
royal descent and the broiher of King Vikramaditya. He is
the reputed author of three Satakas or centuries of coullets
(1) Srngara sataka, a purely amatory poem, (2) Niti sataka,
dealing with polity and ethics, (3) Vairdgya dataka, dealing
with religious austerity.
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not neglect their own imterests. Those men are demons who
destroy another's good for their own profit. What shall we
call those who aimlessly destroy that which is another's ?"1

As regards the criticism that the Vedantic ideal favours
other-worldliness it may be pointed out that while it is true
thah man belongs to both the worlds, the lower and the higher,
the empirical and the eternal, it is also true that the higher
can be attained only through the lower. The empirical is the
pathway to the eternal. DUr. Mees rightly points out2 that
Bnly by performing one's work does one attain -spiritual in-
sight and liberation, not. by running away from it: As we have
already discussed this point at some length in Chapter VII,
we fhink it unnecessary to repeat the same here.

It is true that the vedantic school of philosophy,
especially according to S;mkara, holds sannyasa as necessary
for the attainment of final liberation. It is also true that
taking sannyasa means renouncing everything and becoming a
recluse. Dr. Radhakrishnan probably points this when he says:
"Each individual is called upon at a certain stage of his life
to give up his wife and children and his caste and work. The
last part of life's road has to be walked in single file".3

But the whole point which we want to bring out and emphasise

1. Bhartrhari 'NitIsataka', verse 7i.

2. Gualterus H. Mees. 'Dharma and Society', The Hague,
Holland, 1935, p. 26.

3. S. Radhakrishnan. 'The Hindu View of Life', London, 1949,
p. 90.



- 270 -
here is that this stage of life comes towards the end of
life's journey. It occupies a very small fraction of human
life and that also the last portion. of it HManu gives1 very
clear indications as to what part oi life is to be:spent as
sannayasa when he says that one must enter the third stage
when one becomes a grandfather, or one's skin begins to show
wrinkles or one's hair turns grey. From this it is clear that
the larger part or the major portion of life is socigl life,

a life devoted to the good of mankind.

1. 'Manusmrti', Chapter VI, verse 2.



. B. A comparison between Butler's and
Madhusudana's account of virtue and

General Happiness,

Ve have discussed Madhusudana's view concerning benevol-
ence or the promotion of general good and have also considered
a few other points in this connection, Ve shall now pass on
to draw up a comparison between the two thinkers in this respect.

Butlcr and Madhusudana are both in fundamental agreement
in emphasising the cultivation of benevolence in their ethical
teaching. According to both man must work for the good of
his fellow creatures. In order to be able to serve others,
Butler says, "A man's heart must be formed to humanity and bene-
volence".1 To emphasis benevolence Butler devotes two Sermons
at the Rolls Chapel 'Upon the Love of our Neighbour'. He goes
so far in his emphasis on benevolence as to appear to identify
virtue completely with it, There are several such passages
in Butler, some of which have already been guoted in Chapter IV,
which produce this impression,

For the purpose of comparison we shall refer to one or two
passages here wherein Butler emphasises benevolence, In Sermon
XII, he says that the principle of benevolence is an advocate
within our breast to take care of the interests of our fellow-

cr-eatures.2 A little later in the same Sermon he again says

1. 'The VWorks of Joseph Butler', Vol, II, Sermon XII, sect, 5,
pP. 213,

2. do do do do sect. 4,
p. 212,
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it (benevolence) is the chief, nay, the only effectual security
of our performing the several offices of kindness we owe to our
fellow--cr-eatures'.l Thus it is clear that Butler in his ethical
teaching emphasises very much the idea of working foir the good

of others, for one's fellow-creatures.

According to siadhusiidana also the feeling of fellowship is
rooted in our nature. Ho also lays much emphasis on the ideal
of gervice, In fact it is a most important element of his whole
moral philosophy. Thie idcal has been eiphasiscd o0 much that
it is considered onz of the qualifications which an aspirant
must possess in order to realise his ultimate goal. Among other
things he must wovk lor the welfare of others, In his commen-
tary on verse 25 of Chapter V Madhusﬁdanaz points out that only
those whose sins are wiped out through sacrifices etc.,, whose
doubts are resolved (nivgiﬁa sarvasamsayah) through sravana etc.,
vhose senses are restrained (san%ﬁtmghah) through nididhyasana
and who are concerned with the welfare of all beings (sarvabhut-
ahiteratah) obtain moksa (brahmanirvanamlabhante). Thus to be
devoted to the welfare of all beings is, we can say, one of the
conditions which must be fulfilled in order to be able to obtain
moksa. The ideal of service is pitched so high that ik inclu-
des the good of all, The field of love and service is not con-
fined only to men but to all living creatures.

At various other places some of which have already been

1. 'The Vorks of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XII, sect. 5,
p. 213,

2. 'Gudhartha~dipika', p. 184,
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referred to Madhusudana advocates this ideal of service to
others. Ve must according to him live for others. At one
place,l as we have seen, he goes so far as to say that a man
who lives for himself and does not work for others is better
dead.

It may also be pointed out here that the ideal of serviée
is continued even after the attainment of moksa. fven the
liberated souls work for the welfare of others (sarvabhutahit-
eratanh) though in a different spirit. While for the aspirant
benevolence is to be practised as a matter of duty in order
that he may realise his ultimate ideal, in the case of the per-
fected soul who has no ideal to attain service of others becomes
automatic and spontaneous. To serve others becomes his nature
and to borrow an analogy he cannot help doing it, Jjust as a
sunflower cannot help pointing to the sun., Probably also the
well-being of others is the only concern of a realised soul.
Because of his spiritual insight which he has attained his love
for others is far deeper than it is in others,

Thus it is clear that both Butler and Madhusudana emphasise
and advocate the ideal of love and service to fellow-creatures
with the same zeal and fervour.

There is yet another very important point of similarity
between the two thinkers. According to both there is a commun-
ity of inter§§t. Society is an organic whole and the indivig-

N

ual*s good in inextricably bound up with the good of others. No

ol

1, ‘'Gudhartha-dipika', commentary on verse 35 of Chapter IIT,
p' 119.
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one can stand in complete isolation from the rest, no man can
realise any end by confining himself to himself, Butler in
Sermon IX 'Upon the Forgiveness of Injuries' clearly says that
mankind is a community and that we all stand in a relation to
each other. Each particular individual is obliged to promote
the interest of society. Again in reply to an imaginary objec-
tion to his view of benevolence Butler says that our own happi-
ness in this world consists only in regard to others. All the
enjoyments of life, even the pleasures of vice, depend upon
regards or one kind or another to our fellow-creatures.l

That the individual good and the social good imply and in-
volve each other is illustrated more fully in Butler's theory
of the coincidence between self-love and benevolence. Not only
is there no clash between the individual good and the social
good, but no one can promote his own real happiness without
regard to others. In fact one of Butler's important ethical
teachings is that the true good of the individual lies in the
good of others, which includes his own good also. In the very
first Sermon Butler points out that self-love and benevolence
are so perfectly coincident that the greétest satisfaction to
ourselves depend upon our having benevolence in a due degree,
/e cannot promote the one without the other.z

According to Madhusudana also there is a community of

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon III, sect. 8,
PP 71-720

2. do do Sermon I, sect. 5,
p. 38,
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interest, Though like Butler he does not specifically speak
of self-love and benevolence and their mutual coincidence the
idea of the comamunity of interest is involved in the institu-
tion of caste on which his ethical teaching is based. The
caste-system is based on the very principle of the organic
nature of society. It is, as we have seen, a functional
organisation. Jt is based on the principle that the individ-
ual good and the social good are bound together, It takes
into account the nee:ds and requirements of both the individual
and the societly. The full demands of an individual can be
met and satisfied only when all do their appointed tasks.
Caste~system thus caters for the needs of each and all members
cpnstituting the society.

Vie have shown the points of similarity between the two
thinkers. But there is, however, a point of difference also
which it is necessary to point out here. It may seem at first
sight that there is little or no difference between Butler and
Madhusudana on the point of the place of benevolence in moral
life. For there is such great emphasis in Madhusudana on
service to others and as we have already explained Butler makes
benevolence one of the virtues, But if we think about the
matter closely we shall see that there is a real difference on
this point. While Butler is not utilitarian in the sense of
taking consequences as the only motive of action, he still

gives some consideration to conseyuences. His ideas of self-

love and benevolence as ideals of virtue confirm this. But
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in Madhusudana consequences do not enter into the ideal of
rightness., Service to the universe according to Madhusudana
should be regarded not from any motive other than the categor-
ical imperative, In point of fact however there is very
little difference between the two thinkers with regard to bene-
volent acts. In Madhusudana almost the whole life of man is
to be dedicated to the service of the world. Butler also
emphasises benevolence very much, The difference is very
subtle and is a matter of emphasis on the attitude and does not
involve any practical difference. But still on the point of

ethical thought the difference may be noted.



Chapter IX.
Duty for Duty's Sake in Madhusudana.

In this chapter we shall discuss in some detail Madhusu-
dana's view that all acts are to be done as duty. According
to him when all the functions of life are performed in the
spirit of duty, without any thought of their fruits or conse-
quences, the ultimate goal of life can eventually be attained.
But before we actually begin with the discussion. of the theory
of duty for duty's sake we would like to point out how it is
a later development of the Vedic conception of duty.

tle have seen that during the Vedic age the performance of
dharma which included rituals and sacrifices was prompted by a
degire for rewards in this world and in the next, The perfor-
mance of sacrifices was meant to please the deities either to
win some favour or avert some evil, Thus it is the hope of
getting earthly rewards or the aﬁtainment of heaven (svarga)
that lies mainly at the back of all ethical activity during this
period,

It may be useful to refer to the two schools of Purvamim-
amsd here in which the Vedic conception of duty has been
further analysed. In the Bhatta school of Purvamimamsd there
is an emphasis on external observances. According to this
school virtue or dharma consists in the performance of ceremon-
ials and sacrificial acts enjoined in the Vedas. These cere-
monial acts are authoritative only as being prescribed by the

Vedas., Kumarila Bhatta, the founder of this school, held
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that since the ceremonial and sacrificial acts are prescribed
by the Vedas, they must also conduce to the agent's good and
happiness. It must lead to the attainment of heaven or the
enjoyment of unalloyed happiness. In short according to
Kumarilla the final justification of the performance of Vedic
sacrifices lies in the satisfaction of man's needs and the
production of his happiness. Thus according to this school
also as professor Dasgupta says: "The sacrifices were, no doubt,
performed out of regard for the law of Vedic commands; but
that represented only the psychological side of the guestion,
The external ground for the performance of Vedic sacrifices
was that it produced happiness for the performer and satisfied
his desires by securing for him the objects of desix-e".l

But there was a change in this conception in the other
school, the Prabha@kara school of Purvamimamsd. According to
the Prabhakaras the authority of the Vedas is derived not from
their conduciveness to any ulterior end or conseguence to be
inferred from their being scripturally enjoined, as we find in
the Bhapyas, but from their intrinsic validity. It is not
imperative that the right should produce a desirable result.
Tt is right in itself,

Thus in the post-Vedic ethical thought there is more and
more emphasis on the innér spirit, inner will, than on the

outer or external conseguences. During this period there is

1., Surandranath Dasgupta. 'A History of Indian Philosophy!,
Vol. II, Cambridge, 1932, p. 485,
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a gradual tendency towards the performance of duty for duty's
sake,

The clearest and most emphatic expression of this theory
(duty for duty's sake) is found in the Bhagavadgita. Its
author has very eloquéntly preached this doctrine. Dr., Schwei-
tzer rightly remarks: "Kant is not the first to lay down the
doctrine of the Categorical Imperative. It had already been
preached by_krishna in the words 'Thy interest shall only be
directed toﬂihe deed, never to the fruits t‘nereof'."1

The view that the Bhagavadgita advocates the principle of
duty for duty's sake may be seen from the general trend of the
book itself,

¥hen Arjuna comes to the centre of the two armies and when
he looks at the kinsmen against whom he is expected to fight,
he is overpowered by the thought of the dire consequences that
would follow from the fratricidal war, He therefore refuses
to fight, Krsna then in order to disabuse Arjuna's mind of
the wrong notions which caused despondency in him begins his
philogophical dissertation which is embodied in the Bhagavad-
gita, The dissertation takes the form of a dialogue between
Krgna and Arjuna and takes place in the very battle-field
where both armies were drawn out in battle-array, The attempt
continues from verse 1l of Chapter II to verse 72 of Chapter

XVIII, In verse 73 of Chapter XVIII Arjuna is persuaded to

1. Albert Schweitzer, 'Indian Thought and its Development’',
Londom; 1951, p. 188.
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fizht. The main point of K?§pa's advice is that Arjuna was

a kgattriya and as a ksattriya it was his duty to fight for
righteousness. This shows that the main aim of the author

of the Bhagavadgita is to inculcate the doctrine that one

must do the acts which one is required to do according to one's
position in society from a sense of duty without thinking of
the consequences,

In keeping with the general spirit of the Upanisads and
the Bhagavadgita, KMadhusudana lays emphasis on the inner spirit,
inner will, There is no viitue in the performance of actions
for the sake of enjoying their fruits., He advocates the view
that all works mmust be done without attachment to the fruits of
action. Ve must perform the various duties of our life disin~
terestedly, without any desire for their external fruits, Man
must dedicate all acts and their results to God, He must make
every act an of'fer of devotion and love. In short, man must
perform all his functions solely from a pure sense of duty
leaving their conseyuences to God.

Madhusudana develops this theory at various places in his
commentary. We shall refer to a few of them here. In.his
commentary on verse 47 of Chapter II Madhusﬁdanal emphatically
declares that man's concern is with actions only and never with
their fruits, In the performance of his duties he should not

be prompted by any thoupght of the enjoyment of the fruits of

1. .~ . 'Gudhartha-dipika, pp. 77-78.
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actions. They are miserable creatures who work for results.
A man should not work even for the sake of enjoving heavenly
bliss etc, This does not however mean that he should take to
inaction and thus desist from all work. It does not mean
renunciation of actions but renunciation of the fruits of
actione, In other words it means that the fruits of actions
should nevcr be made the guiding principle in life and all work
should be done without attachment to the result. The difference
between the ignorant and the wise lies in this that while the
former acts from attachment, the latter without any attachment.
The wise o1 enlightened thus having given up all attachment per-
forms 211 his functions as duty.

Then again in his comnientary on verse 19 of Chapter IIX
Madhusadanal repeats the same.idea namely the disinterested
performance of all duties. He argues thét man must always
vork without any regard for the fruit of his action, 7To use
his own terminology one must be ‘asakta' (detached) and 'phala-
kamnarahita' (free from the desire for fruits) and thus ﬁeyform
sacrifices and offer gifts in accordance with the rules as laid
down in the gastras. He holds that such acts not only do not
bind the soul in the sense in which self'ish acts do but it is
the performance of such nisvartha-kaimas or selfless actions
which lcad to moksa through pure knowledge.

2
Madhusudana refers to this again in Chapter XVII, verse II

1. ‘'Gudhartha-dipika', p. 109,
2. do do p. 443,
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vhere he says that that cacrificc is sattvika which is offered
with pure heart (pure motive) without any hove of reward and
solely from a sense of duty.

The passages referred to above are only a few examples.
But there are various other such pascsages vhere Madhusudana
advocates the performance of all actions as duties,

It may be useful to point out here that Yudhi§}hiral, the
embodiment of cdharma orr righteousness also seems Lo preach the
same doctrine of duty for duty's sake. ‘Then addressing his
gueen he says: "I follow dharma not with an eye for any immed-
iate reward or profit but because it is dharma, it is my duty
to do go. hether there is any reward or not I do as a matter
of duty whatever must be performed by a householder, I follow
dharma because I am convinced that virtue is to be followed for
its own sake, He who practices dharma for its reward is con~
temptible among those who talk of dharma".2

It may be stated here that Madhusudana emphasises the
renunciation of all desires for the fruits of action, and per-
formance of all duty for its own sake, because it is then alone
that man can prepare himself for divine grace and salvation.
V/lhen he performs gll his functions with the pure motive of duty,
without any thought of conseguences, without any hope of reward,

he can attain stability of the mind and purity of the heart.

L. 'Mahabharata', Vana-Parva, 31, 2-5,

1. The eldest of the Pangdava brothers who is regarded as an
embodiment of dharma or righteousness for his devotion to
truth,
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A man of pure heart alone is capable of understanding the
Scriptures and practising the higher spiritual disciplines
namely the love of God an¢ surrender to His will, On the other
nand if man works for the sake of enjoying the fruits of his
actions there can be no stability of mind and purity of heart

as therc is no end to such a process. Before one desire or
fruit has been completely achieved and enjoyed there will appear
another desire and so on ad infinitum, There is no end to the
process of hankerings and desires, Thus so long as one is
haunted by the thought of the conseyuences, by hankeiings and
desires for results,one cannct hope to gain peace and stability.
Therefore the aspirant must discard all thought of the consequ-
ences and thus be tormented by them no longer. Probably this
is why Madhusudana argues that all work should be done in accord-
ance with the injunctions of the fastras in a pure spirit of
duty, leaving all results and conseyuences to God to whom the
initiation of all the worldly happenings really belongs. Vorks
done in this spirit are really no works, and prepare man for
divine grace and salvation. Spiritualised activities do not
mean merely the performance of one's nommal duties of life but
performing them with a different attitude. In other words the
signifiicance of these activities does not consist merely in
doing them for the continuance of the pilgrimage of 1life but in
doing them from a sense of duty, without expecting the enjoyment
of' the results thereof, Dr. Schweitzer rightly observes: "The

ultimate question man has to ask himself is whether the work he
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regsolves on comeg to him as a task which must be fulfilled,
and whether he accomplishes it in purest self-devotion to God.
f he possesses this certainty, then he is frée from any kind
of puilt, even when he kills".t
It may be useful for further clarification to quote
Professor Carritt's remarks with reference to Bradley's
criticism of Kant's account of morality. "He (Bradley) criti-
cizes the Kantian account of morality", writes Professor
Carritt, "as fulfilling our obligations simply because they
are our obligations, on two main grounds, both found also in
Hegel:
1. That it is purely 'formal'!, since it gives no hint what our
obligatiohs are, and would fit the most fantastic opinion as
viell as any other,
2. That to fulfil all our obligations simply because they are
our obligations is an unrealizable ideal, or at least one whose
realization does not depend wholly upon us, and that therefore
it always leaves us unsatisfied and self-reproachful,
Professor Carritt then procceeds to say that these critic-
isms which Bradley brings against Kant are applicable to his
own theory which he advocates in his essay on 'My station and
its duties', He says:
(1) "It either does not tell me what the duties of my station
are or it tells me falsely that they are exactly what all or

most respectable persons think them to be, and so makes all

1. Albert Schweitzer. 'Indian Thought and its Development',
London, 1951, p. 189,
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thet is unvopular wicked,
(2) No man would claim that he had perfectly fulfilled all the
duties of his station any more than that he had fulfilled all
his duties. In fact the two statements are identical,. But
a man may sometimes be satisfied that he has fulfilled an obli-
gation, and even that he did so because it was an obligation",

Having made these above mentioned criticisms Professor
Carritt further observes: "The difficulties which Bradley finds
with the formula 'Duty for Duty's Sake', and which, as we have
seen, he ought to find with his own formula, really point tc a
view different from both. 'Duty for Duty's Sake' is a culpably
formal formula if it means that our duty’is to éct from a good
motive, for then whatever we did in a certain frame of mind would
fulfil our obligation, and the answer to the question, 'What, in
this situation, ought I to do ?' would be 'Anything, provided
our motive is good'. And, on the same interpretation, it would
be a formula impossible to comply with, since our motives are
not wholly or directly in our power",

These criticisms, which Bradley brings against Ka%'s
account of morality and which Professor Carritt restates in
his own way, do not apply to Madhusudana's theory of duty for
duty's sake. His theory of duty for duty's sake is not a mere
formal formula, it cannot be said to be a mere form without any

content. According to his scheme of moral life, as we have

1. E,F, Carritt. 'Morals and Politics', Oxford, 1935,
pPp. 142-143, (Note)
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discussed in some detail in Chapter VI, the duties of all the
four classes of men and also the duties of all the four stages
of 1life have been specifically laid down in the Scriptures and
other authoritative works vased on them, in accordance with the
natural capacities and individual development of men, The
yuestion of passing from the form to particular concrete duties
does not arise so much in the case of Madhusudana's theory.
According to him everybody is required to do the duties of the
station which he occupies in life; Phe duties, as we have Jjust
said, which have already been laig?gécording to the natural
endovment of men, Thus one is not left in doubt as to what one
should do, Therefore in moral 1ife one has to cultivate the
right temperament and spirit in which what has to be done - the
specified duty "~ r =~ is to be done., There is thus no occasion
for 'doing anything provided the motive is good'. The only
point is, as we have already said, that everybody must perform
his normal function in a proper spirit, by which is meant that
he must not be led away by the thought of the consequences of
actions, by the idea of the enjoyment of the fruits thereof.
In short, he must work under the notion that it is his duty and
he must therefore do it, Dr*, Schweitzer makes an observation
which supports our view, He says: "whilst with Kant the cont-
ent of absclute duty remains obscure, Krishna states it with

exactitude., He defines it as the totality of obligations which

naturally belong to a man's station in life",

1. Albert Schweitzer. 'Indian Thought and its D '
London, 195I. p. 183 s Development ’
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We have discussed Madhusudana's theory of duty for duty's
sake and in this connection we have ¢ 1lso referred toc some allied
problems. We shall now consider some objections that have been
raised against this theory of the Bhagavadgita which as we have
seen Iladhusudana accepts and elaborates.

Professor McKenzie remarks: "An act and its conseguences
cannoct be isolated from each other, nor can it be Jjudged apart

from them.. The value of the ethical teaching of the Bhagavad-

i

aita ic impaired by failure to recognize this, at any rat
explicitly; and the injunction to perform works without attach-
ment to their fruits amounts to a denial of the value of all
acte performed with purpose - a position which it is of course
impossible to maintain consistently".l

There are two main points in this criticism. (1) An act
and its consequences cannot be isolated from each other nor can
an act be judged apart from them., This point is not recognized
in the Bhaéwadgftﬁ. (2) The injunction to perform works with-

out attachment to their fruits amounts to a denial of the
value of all acts performed with purpose. We shall discuss
these pointis separately.

It does not seem to us very clear what is meant by the
statement ‘'an act and its consequences cannot be isolated from
each other!, It seems that the statement is intended to mean

simply that every act is followed by its natural and inevitable

conseguences, If it means this, as it must, then it is diffi-

1. John McKenzie. 'Hindu Ethics', Oxford, 1922, pp. 135136,
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cult to say that the author of the Bhagavadgita does not recog-
nise this point. That the Bhagavadgita recognises the necess-
ary and inseparable relation between an act and its conseguences
is conclusgively proved from the fact that its whole ethical and
moral teaching is based on the doctrine of karmal and 'as you
sow, so you reap' is its main dictum,

What the Bhagavadgita teaches is not that an action will
not produce its results but that the enjoyment of these results
should not be the motive of the actions. Far from ignoring
the natural connection between actions aud conseguences, the
Bhagavadgita's whole moral teaching is based on the perception
of this fact. Because there is no possibility of escaping
fruits of action it is time and again said that one should
gradually withdraw one's mind from them and concentrate more
on the action itself, The conseqguences when thus naturally
follow do not affect the inner detachment of the man who has
already given up desire for them. This detachment cannot be
achieved if desire for its fruits is not renounced. Thus the
teaching of the Bhagavadgita and that of Madhusudana are not
based on the non-recognition of the inseparable connection
betveen action and its result. On the contrary the teaching
is what it is because this is never lost sight of.

There is another point which may be submitted in this

connection. Not to have the desire for fruits does not mean

1, For detailed discussion please refer to Chapter VI,
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not to seek any value. On the contrary moksa or spiritual
liberation is the ultimate value towards which all activities
of life are to be directed. But mok§a is not the fruit of
action because by the latter phrase are always meant particular
results which come to an end through enjoyment and are exhaus-
ted through experience, libkgsa being in essence the same as
the freedom of the self is not something exhaustible and perish-
able. Thus in the context,?‘tﬁle ethical thought of Madhusudana
it is supremely necessary to make the all important distinction
between mok§a as an end and all other desirable conseguences of
actions, that is to say, earthly and heavenly §njoyments.

It may not be out of place to mention he;g7ﬁﬁndu thinkers
speak of three kinds of activity. They are (1) mental (m@nas-
ika), (2) verbal (vachika) and (3) physical (kAyika), It is
not only that we act physically bﬁt we also éct menially - we
act not only with our body but also with our thought. Some-~
times a mental act is considered more vicious than a rash phys-
ical act. Consequently in any ethical evaluation of a man's
conduct it is difficult to ignore and leave out of account the
inner nature of man which is the spring of all activities,
Indian ethical thought considers the inner nature.of man more
important than the outward consequences and consequently lays
considerable emphasis on the former. This also seems to be
one of the reasons for the criticism that the Bhagavadgita does

not recognise the fact that an act and its consequences cannot

be isolated from each other,
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In regard to the second point in the criticism that the

Bhagavadgita denies any value %o gcts performed with purpose,

s}

it may bz pointed out that thie is the main teaching of the
author of the book, He repeatedly argues that man must not
perform any act with a view to fulfilling any purpose if by
that is meant the satisfaction of personal desires and motives,
This is the fundamental teaching of the Bhagavadgita .

But perhaps what Professor McKenzie means to say here is
that if all acts are to be performed without purpose then the
normal activities of life becomqﬁ valueless and as such it
becomes difficult to maintain consistently the doctrine of
performing all works without purpose. In reply it may be
submitted that the normal functions of life do not become value-
less if done without purpose. On the contrary they become
more meaningful and significant than when done with purpose.

The point to be borne in mind here is that the principle of
performing works without purpose does not mean renouncing works,
not does it mean their disparagement, Far from it. It means
performing all the functions of ordinary normal life but perfor-
ming them in a different spirit and not with a view to realising
any purpose or end,

The whole idea seems to be that a duty should be done
regardless of its result. It should be done because it ought
Lo be done. This princinle is applied and extended to social

viork as well, Neither the private nor the public end should

be made the sole motive for doing an action, A man must
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perform nhis action because it ought to be done,

We shall explain this voint with an example. Let us
take the example of the education of a child., There can be
as far as we can see three possible motives on the part, let
us say, of the father behind his child's education, First,
his natural inclination, Tt is the nmatural wish of every
fathei to give as good an education as he can to his child.
Secondly the father may desire to educate his child in the
hope that it will support him in his old age. Here the pre-
dominant idea behind the child's education is the satisfaction
of a purpose or end, It is done with a view to getting supp-

rt in the old age. It may be pointed out here that these

two motives are usually combined. A father provides education
to his child both as a result of natural inclination and'with
a view to getting support. Over and above these two there
may be a third motive. A father may educate his child as a
matter of principle, as a matter of duty. As father it is
his duty to educate his child, t is one of his obligations
vhich he ought to discharge, The desire that he will get
support in his old age from him or her is simply irrelevant

in this case, ’

Now the author of the Bhaé@adgita and also our author
emphasise the third motive. To perform works without purpose

< £

ter of duty and in the spirit

5 ol 4 2., - -~ - S
reans perioiming Lnom &8 ¢ mav

There are probably two implications behind this emphasis
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on the performance of actions in a spirit of duty. The first
is that it prepares men for realising the supreme goal of life,
it creates the proper mood for God-realisation, Because it is
only through the performance of actions in this spirit that a
man can get rid of egotism and selfishness. It is only through
such actions, as wWe have already pointed out above, that the
purification of the heart and the soul, which is the prerequi-~
site for practising the higher spiritual disciplines namely

the love of God and surrender to His will, can be brought about.
‘lork done in this spirit is a mode of worship to God. The
aspirant offers all his actions and their results to God. The
second implication seems to be that if an action is done from
the principle of duty for duty's sake there is no occasion, no
chance for shirking on the part of an individual from the perfor-
mance of his duties. Vhereas if inclinations and desires or
satisfaction of personal ends be made the motive for the per-
formance of an action then there is ample scope on the part of
the doer to evade his duties especially when his inclinations
grow weak or when he finds that there is no chance of satisfy-
ing the personal end. Thus the whole teaching of our author
is that all works should be performed as a matter of duty.
There should be no impelling force other than the regard for
the inner law of duty.

It may also be stated here that while there is a conflict

between doing duty for the sake of duty and being moved to act

for the sake of fulfilling of personal desires, there is no



- 293 -

conflict between carrying out one's duty as duty and doing it
for the sake of love, Obviously 'love' in this context changes
its meaning. In the example we have given if the father wishes
to educate the child because he loves it and not because he
feels it to be his duty, he may not do anything for the educa-
tion of the child if his love dries up, Here his sentiment and
morality are not reconciled. On the other hand the father may
have a clear sense of duty as father to educate the child and
also have over-powering love for it, His sense of duty would
prevall even if his love did not. Thus if the father felt the
duty to educate his child as father, it need not necessarily
cancel his love.
It may also be pointed out here that when the Karma=ygqgi

(one who follows the path of action) is advised by Madhusudana
to give up desires but not actions, the underlying principle

is love of God, Uhen desires as ": motives of actions are
absent it is the love of God which moves:z; activity. The
devotee wishes to fulfil God's will in the world which, in the
context of the Bhagavadgita, is the maintenance of the cosmic
rder. This task involves fulfilling what are considered
man's duties towards man, Thus the love of God finds express-
ion in doing one's duty towards one's fellow-beings, though

in the context of the BhagavadgItd it is to be done eventually
not merely as duty but also worship of God and as a means to
doing His will. Therefore in the ethics of the Bhagavadgita

there is no conflict between love and duty. Love of God
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becomes love of men. Actually what happens in such a case is
that service is done as duty but love also is felt for those
who are served.

But another objection might still be raised here if ladhu-
sudana holds that we are concerned with actions only and not
with their vesulis, if we are asked to perform all our actions
without regard to their conseguences, how can we then according
to him meet those cases regarding which there is no specific
injunction, or those situations in which there is a conflict of
duties ? Madhusudana cannot deny that situations arise in the
life of almost every individual at one stage or another when it
becomes difficult to decide what to do and what not to do, Let
us take Mr. Toulmin's examplélfor illustration. That I promis-
ed to let Jones have his book back will secem to me reason for
taking it to him in time - if that is all that there is to it.
But, if I have a critically ill relative in the house (my
grandmother), who cannot be left, the issue becomes complicated.
Now the guestion which confronts us is, what should I do under
such circumstances 7 Should I keep my promise and go out legv-
ing the ailing relative unattended and thus risking her life or
should I remain with her ?.

In a situation like this, sometimes, if not always, the
dharmas which Madhadsudana preaches are not of much avail in

the sense that they do not give any specific injunction, any

1., S.E. Toulmin. 'The Place of Reason in Ethics', Cambridge,
1953, p. 147.
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direct indication what to do and what not to do. There is no
doubt that there are varnasrama-dharmas and also sadhairna-dhar-
mas. But despite all these it is not difficult to imagine
cases, like the one we have Jjust mentioned, in which it becomes
difi'icult to take any particular course of action. Thus though
Madhusudana's theory of duty for duty's sake is better eyuipped
in the sense that it provides for many situations of life, it
nonetheless suffers to some extent from the same defect as Kant's
theory of duty for duty's sake.

that has been said above should not be understood to mean
that the ancient Hindu sages did not anticipate such situations,
such specific instances, in which there might be no moral guide
at all. Manul clearly anticipates such situations, According
to him besides the Vedas, the Sm{tis, and the practice of the
virtuous, if one still has no moral guide in a specif'ic instance,
one's last resort, when in doubt, is the approval of one's en-
lightened conscience, In the absence of any other guide consc-
ience has supreme authority in matters of conduct. No one
should stifle its voice in order to conform to external codes.
It may well be taken as the voice of God within us. This com-
pares very well with Butler's conscience which is the final
arbiter in matters of conduct and which is the voice of God.

But it seems to us that it is not enough to say as Manu

does that in doubtful cases our conscience is the last resort,

1, ‘'Manusmrti', Chapter II, verses6, 12,
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In such doubtful cases and conflicting situations where differ-
ent sets of facts drive us in opposite directions, it must take
into account the situation, the circumstances, the probable
conse.,uences and such other factors before deciding upon a
particular course of conduct. Thus though it is a disputed
point among the writers on ethics whether or not the rightness
of an act i- dé%ermined solely by conseguences, it seems true
that it is determined at least partly by these.

Madhu$udana and other Indian thinkers probably feared,
perhaps they also believed, that if private individual judgment
be made the criterion of rightness and if private interest be
allowed frce scope, then these would lead to lawlessness and
ultimately to the disruption of the whole society. They
therefore tried to buse morality on a more stable foundation
namely the principle of duty for duty's sake. But in this they
scem to have gone go far as to lay the whole emphasis on the
inner nature of man.

Two points may be submitted 'in this connection. First in
Madhusudana the entire emphasis is on the realisation of the
Supreme end of life, namely God. Secondly the notion of duty
has not been very critically analysed and systematically worked
as it has been in the Vest. There are important reasons for
this lack of speculative ethical thought. The first reason
seems to be that duties as given in the Scriptures are accepted.
The reasons for this acceptance are (1) belief in super-human

knowledge revealing the fundamental truths of the existence of
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life, (D) the correspondence between duties as given in the
Scripturcs and what are seen to be the proper functions of
man in accordance with his nature.

The second reason for lack of critical speculative ethical
thought seems to be the interest of the ancient Hindu thinkers
in metaphysics. They were probably too much occupied with
metaphysical problems. The problems like 'the nature of the
ultimate Reality', 'bondage and liberation' etc. had taken

possession of their minds. Since a particular attitude of

O
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mind is conducive he attainment of moksa, they have every-
vhere daid down considerable emphasis on the development of
such a mental attitude. The fact that the Hindu thinkers were
mainly occupied with metaphysical problems sometimes gives rise
to the impression that there is no ethics in Indian literature.
Zven a great thinker and eminent Sanskrit scholar like Professor
Max Miller remarks: "as a popular philosophy the Vedanta would
have its dangers, that it would fail to call out and strengthen
the manly qualities required for the practical side of life,
and that it might raise the human mind to a height from which
the most essential values of social and political life might
dwindle away into mere phantoms".l

But there is yet another very important reason why there
is lack of critical speculative thought which Professor Max

Miller and other such thinkers probably overlook. The fact

is that the value of moral action is recognised by the ancient

1. F. K " 15 : - i _
lax Muller. iégg?yg?egzs?f Indian Philosophy', New Iork?
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Hindu thinkers. Zthical and moral discipline is necessarily
implied in the metaphysical speculations. They consider moral
discipline as & necessary step in the progress towards spiritual
freedom., Katha Upanisad says that self-knowledge is denied

to him 'who has not ceased from bad conduct, who is not tranquil
and composed and whose mind is not at peace'.l Thus certain
ethical disciplines are presupposed by all students of meta-
physics, Morality is a necessary condition for moksa because
the moral life is assumed as a prerequisite for enquiry into
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nature of Drahman, the ancient Ilindu sages
on ethical problems. But because they consider moral discip-
line as a necessary step to spiritual freedom, aud probably in
consegquence did not think it necessary to critically analyse
ethical notions it may be wrong to conclude that there is not
any ethics in Hindu philosophical literature.

We have discussed the theory of duty for duty's sake, It
presents a lofty ideal, Duty for duty's sake is a categorical
imperative, It is unconditional in the sense that there is
no higher authority on which it is dependent and by which it
can be set aside. Those who adhere to this view regard moral-
ity as an end in itself, If it is asked, 'Vhy should I do my
duty ?' their only answer is, 'because it is your duty',

But in spite of the high ideal of the theory of duty for
duty's sake, Madhusudana, as we have already pointed out in

Chapter VII, does not regard it as self-sufficient and self-

-

1. 'Katha Upanisad', 1. 2. 24,
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explanatory. Hindu ethical philosophy in seneral is not
satisfied by the thought,
'"Their's not to reason why,
Their's but to doemd die'.
It holds that there can be no voluntary activity without some
sort of motive. There must be some desire behind every w4ll.
Congistently with this general spirit our author advocates the
pDevformance of both motiveless and motivated action. It is
motiveless in the sense that one should not hsve different
motivees for different activities. It is motivated in the sense
that one should have one and the same motive for all activities,
namely the realisation of God. According to Madhusudana moral=
ity is only a means to the realisation of moksa. It leads to
the purification of mind (cittasuddhi) which is a necessary
requisite to the attainment of knowledge which leads to moksa.
Morality thus prepares man for his spiritual Jjourngy in and
through purification of mind and is valuable as leading to it.
‘“When the mind is purified, freed from all impurities, man can
move on the spiritual plane and ultimately realise moksa through
knowledge. Morality according to Madhusudana is thus not an
end in itself but a means to the realisation of the Supreme cnd
f life.

Te have shown that according to Madhusudana morality leads
to the purification of mind or cittasuddhi. It may be said
here, what happens after purifiqation of mind ? How about

morality after that ? Madhusudana's view in regard to these
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incd in his comuentary on verges 56 and 65
of Chupter XVIII, He says that a biahmin whose niind is puri=
Tied &nd who is devoted to God may take sapry: sa 01 renounce
the .jorld alfter that, because he is entitled to do so by virtue

by

of his vzins @ brahmin, or he may not taoke sannyasa, yet he will

ba libzrtted throu~h ths race of God, But a ksattriya or
T ’_ 3 - a1 3 Nyq e Y J e K = ES -~ 3 . Jde -
valsyva .hoge nind ic puvified and who is devotzd to God nust o

o . 9. P - oo . N = e . AL ..
oun pewforming his Jfuncvions according Lo the Sastias even after

the purification of his mind. He will et omencipation ultim-
;otnoouh God's oiace,

Cin: thing scee clzazr <roa vhat hos just been said, lladhu-
dana ¢luays invokes God's rrace Jor the realisation of moksa,
i, Ha believed

t
that Brahnan can bz ctieined throush loving devotion to Him.

}..J.
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in philosoghy.,
Professor Dasgupta »eferring to this boint in Fadhusudana
remarks: "It is howsver, interesting to note that, though he
vas such 2 confirmed monist in his philososhy, he Vies a theist

in his wveligion and followed thc path of bhakti,or devotilon ag
/Ke 2
is evidenced by his numcrous woiks éronulﬂatlnk bhalzti cvead",

L

Dr, llahodevan™ «lso

geens to wpintain a Siﬂil“r view about

1. 'Guchartho-gipika', 504-505 & 508,

2. Surendranath Dogrupta. 'A History of Indian Philogophy!',
Vol. II, Crmieidge, 1932, p. 226.
o, TUOLP, lzhadeven, 'The Ph;lO&OPﬂv ou .idva
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culmination vhiicn they becoms natural cnd flow goonteneously
Loy the libereted fow the ~uildance of the mankind, This is

the idecl ol life. This is IFdhusudena's philososhy oif action.
Tnie dg th: stage .nere love of nan iz the result of
o the exclusive ego. Conseqguently thit love does not have

“o be cultivoted but is o derivetive of the love of God, This

God,
Ve thus see that Madhusudanals cthical teaching reaches ite
zenith in veligion, Horality ig a gote-way to relizion. It

ig fuliilled in relicion.

Ve have practicalily concluded the main disgcussion of this

chapter but befors we nally close it and pass on Lo draw up
the conpavison it may be useful to consider here vhether the

ethics as propounded by liadhusudana can be regarded as subjec-

tive ov objsctive, Though the problem did not arise in his

time «nd the words 'subjectove' and ‘objective' vere foreign

to him his views on.hnid seems clear. According to him the
ethics of the Bhagavadgita can be characterised as both gub-

gective and objective, Mo actionz arc good or bad in themselves.,
t is only the gpirit in vhich they are done that makes them

zood o bad., If an action is done out of desire and with a

view to satisfying any personal end the action is bad. But
i the same action is done in a epirit of duty because it ought
10 be done it 1is zood and righteous. For instance, the act

or killing on thz battle~f'ield even by a ksattriya (whose cuty



ic to Jizht) ie bad and siniul if 1% Fs donst throuth esttachnent
but it ig 00 &nd ~i hueous I7 it is done fyom & sense of duirr.
Congicered from this point of view the ethice vhich ladhusudana
advocates ir subjcoctive. T Ivan another woint ol view it is
objective.,

or instance, there are caste~duties vhich have been

objectively detezrn2ined and vhich every onc is reguired to follow

fixed cnd no ong cshould transgress them. Thus it is cleer thet

the 2tnics wilich Ladnusudana pronounds is not wholly cubjective
10 L sense thet the vighiness o wron/meas ol gn act is detei~
ninsd werely by subjective notions, it is not dependent solely

o phe apgproval oy disapproval sither oi the individuwal or of

ct

1nost people. Mor is it cntirely objective in the sense tha
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irregpective of any considere-
tion of the psycholozical :ttitude in which it is done, In
soth subjective ond ovjective. It is subjective
bucouse vistue and vice concist in the fact thet thise depend

on thc attitude and irit in which acts are oerforned. It is
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B. A comparision betveen Butler's cccount of
Virtue as an End in itself «nd kacdhusudana's
theory of Duty for Duty's Sake.

e have explained lizdhustudana's theoiy of duty for duty's

sake and we have seen hovw his ethics rinally culminaotes in ihe

v

realisation of God, Yie ghall now proceed to drav up a compari-
son betwsen the tue thinkers - Butler wnd Hadhusudena.

The first point oi &greemant in the cecthicel teaching of
oot the thiunkerss lies in the lact that virtue iz to be pursued
Ter its own gaks, In Madhusucana wo have seen thet all acts
are to bg done in the epirit of duty, regardless of their result.
According to nhim én act is to be done because it is right and not
because ol &ny exbterior end wvihich wmay be achicved thereby In
othei viords actiong arz to be periormed not for the sake orf the
enjoymant of their fruite cither by the agent himself or by
other's o by both., Th: &gent should perform hic action becaus
it ought to be done, Thourh in Butloer the matter cdocs not go
as far as that because in him reasonable cool gelf-love and bene-
volence are pernissible motives on which to act, yet it must be
remembered that in the last analysis according to him also right-

o [}

ness of an act is the only criterion on the basis of which

n

conscicnce accords its ap.ioval. \Vie have seen that while self-
love appvoves &n action because it is prudent, benevolence appio-
ves it because it leads to the good of others but censcience
approves it only because it is right. It (conscience) pronoun-

ces determinately some actions to be in themselves Jjust, right
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and ool and some actione to be in themselves evil, wrong and
]

unjust. It may clso be stated here thct conscicnce sometimes
ap;.iroves cven those whoess actione that are done in conseyuence

of pearticular pessions and affections but then it must not be
Jorgotten thet even in these cases the basis of approval is
the same namely izhtness,

Thus thouzh the two thinkers difier on the guestion of

imotives on which acts are to bz done they agree in the sense

thet in the last analyeis thz ultimate
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is the same accordin
The gsecond point on which there is agreement botween the
two thinkers is on the relatioh bstween morelity and 1-eligion.
In liadhucudena we have eeen that morality is not an end in
itself, It is a msang to the realisation oi God. But it

4

must be remembered here that though moraliity is a means 1o the

ealisation of moksa, it does not, eccoiding to Hadhusﬁdana,
directly lead to the realisation of thie end. It only creates
nececgary conditions - the purification of mind and the deepen-

iﬂg of inner life etc. - by which the ultimzte end (God) can
eventually bz realised. Thus in Ifadhustdana morality is ultim-
ately fulfilled in religion. In Butler, on the other hand,
we heve seen that morality is its own end, He does not, at
any rate, specifically mention self or God realisation as the

ultimate end towards which all ethical and moral life moves,

1. 'The Vorks of Joseph Butlexr', Vol. II, Sermon II, sect. 10,
p. &9,
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Though it is true that in Butler virtue is its ovm end yet it
seems t0 us thuet in his view it can be fully vindicated from the
standpeint of Chiistian ievelation alone,

Ve have already explcoined this point in Chapter V, we shall
therefore, to avoid repetition, only briefly mention it here.
t/hile it is true that thers are certein moral duties vhich can
be known by reason independently of revelation there are certain
positive duties, for example baptism in the name of the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit, which can be knovn from Christian revels-

tion alone, Then again theie av

®

certain obligations, relig-
ious regards, which arise from the fact that Lord Jesus is the
Saviour, the redeemer of the world, the CGod and Holy Spirit,
the Sanctifier, These religious regaids are of reverence,
honour, love, tirust, gratitude, fear,«hope, These obligations
which we all owe to these divine persons arise out of the very
nature of the office: and the relations in which they stand to
Uus. Butler says: "Ahd the obligation we are under, of paying
these religious regards to each of these divine persons respect-
ively, arises from the respective relations which they each
stand in to us".l Christian revelation has thus an important
rmoral element in it, "Foir the office of our Lord being made
knovm, &nd the relation he stands in to us, the obligation of
relizious regards to him is plainly moral, as much &2s charity

to mankind is; since this obligation arises, before external

1. 'The Vorks of Joseph Butler', Vol., I, Part II, Chapter I,
sect. 19, p. 198,



- 307 -
compaond, irmazadiately out of thet hie office and thmx 1relacioh

Butler rozg fuither. It is not only thut izgard to Lowrd
Josus is due morally, that It is & moral Juty vut also that
ite neglect entails punishment in a natural way. "if he (Christ)
e indeed our Lord, our Saviouv, and our God, no one can say,
what may follow, not only ths obstinate, but the careless dis-
regard to him, in those high 1elations ..... For, as the natur-

al conseguences or vice in this life are doubtless to be consid

(g}

gred s judicial punishments inilicted by God: so likewise, for
ouzht we know, the Jjudicial punishments of the future life may
be, in a like way or a like sense, the natural conseyuence
of vice: of men's violatin d garding the relations which
God has placed them in here, and made known to them".

Prom all these it seems to us thot according to Butler
also morality can be fully vindicated from the standpoint of
Christian revelation alone. This is not to say, as ve have
already said in Chapter V, that according to him one cannot be

oral unlcss one is ieligious. But pesrhaps according to him

Lo be fully moral it is necessary that a man should be a true

Christian, Because as we have pointed out, there are certain
positive duties which can be known only from Scripture. The

view that morality can be fully vindicated from the standpoint

— — -—

1. 'The Vorks of Joseph Butler', Vol, I, Part II, Chapter I,
sect. 22, p. 200,

2. do do Vol. I, Part II, Chapter I,
sect. 23, pp. 200-01,
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of religion alone may also be seen Irom the fact that perfect
corespondence betwveen virtue and happiness can oniy be brought
about in the next life.

There is also anothar point in which the two thinkers seem
to agree. There is a synthesis of the ethical and theistic
positions in both Butler and Madhusudana. Vhat is virtuous
is also religious and 2lso vice veisa. The theistic view of
conscience in Butler suggests this vosition. e have seen
that Butler, by holdingz that conscience is the viceroy of God
cnd thet its voice is the voice of God which we must all obey,
vants to emphasise the fact thet to act according to conscience
1means not only to act accoiding to one's nature but also to act
accordingz to the plan and purpose of God. Congcience is the
tie which holds morality and religion., To follow conscience
ie natural, virtuous and religious.

The synthesis in Butler betveen virtue and religion may
further be seen in his very conception of the different elements
of human nature. According to Buller the different elements
of nature are not ohly adapted to virtue but also to the divine
moral scheme., They have been implanted by God for particular
ends oOr purposes. These ends can be realised only when we act
in such ways and degrees ac were originally planned and intended
by the Author, To act euitably to our nature is, of course,

irtuous in the sense that virtue lies in following one's nature,

but it is also in accordance with the divine moral scheme in the

sense that it is acting according to God's design and intention,
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His plan and purpose,. On the othci- hand if man violates the
law oi his nature his action not only becomes vicious but it
also zoes againat the divine noral scheme.

achusudana's ethical thought is saturated all through
with the idea of synthesis between virtue and religion., Ve

have seen that according to him all acts are to be performed

as worehip to God. A1l acts in thie sense are 1elipious acts.

He repeatedly arvocues ithat all the appointed dutics should be

t
done in a spirit of loving surrender to God and therefore of
selfless service to humanity which impart epiritual and religi-
ous significance to thes merely ethical acte, Again lMadhusudana
accepts the view, as we have set forth in Chapter VI, that the
division of men into fou: castes was made by the Creator himself
in accordance viith their innate gualifications and functions.
. By recognising the caste-system as the divinely appointed instit-
ution Ladhusudana seems to emphasise that by doing the duties
of the caste to which one belongs ohe not only does one's moral
duty but elso one's religious duty. Nay further, just as in
Butler to follew conscilence is natural, virtuous and relegious,
s0 also in Madhusudana to do one's caste~duties is natural,
virtuous and also 1eligious. ‘e zhould remember here that
caste~duties are determined vy the characteristic nature of
man., Thus in doing one's moxral duty properly one does what
is natural to nim and thereby also carries out the plan and

o

purpose of God, Dr. Radhakrishnan guotes vith approval from
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Sukroniti (I, 58-42): -"The four classes correspond to the
intellectual, the militant, the industrial and the unskilled
vovkers., All of tnem seive God's creation, by thuir ovn

apacities, the Brehmans by their spirituality, the kshatriyas

v

-
dyas by their skill and the Sudras

ot

by their heroism, the Vai
by their service',

We con explain the some point in a slizhtly different vay.
Accovdiny to the Hindu thinkers, including our author, theie 1is
a divine zovernment in the world, and in the moral scheme of this
divina ~oveinuent theve is the need for all types of actilon,

D)

In this moral government the vivrtuous and the zood are revarded
and the vicious and the bad aie punished, This divine purpose
can be woiked out only if all finite beings considei themselves
as instruments for the carrying out of the divine plan and in
this spirit fulfil the functions of theilr respective classes.
ITo one should thevefore avoid doing his duty, no matter how
unpleasant that mizht be, because if one does so he will be
violating the moral scheme of God who realises His plans and
burpose in and through finite beings. This seems to be the
only reason why krena exhorts Arjuna to fight the righteous
battle against the unrightecus Kaurvas, It was the cuty of
Arjuna as a ksattriya to suppress evil and thus to maintain

thc moral scheme of the divine

overment of the world. There

2
=)

is thus the synthesis of the moral and religious duty.

1. 5. Radhakrishnan. 'Hindu Dharma', International Journal
of BEthics, Vol. XXXIII, No. 1, October 1822, p. 10



- 312 -

=y

72 can pursue our discussion ¢ little further. Butlar
anticipaites God through human nature. The love of God is
rejuired by our very nature. It not only supplies a blank in
nature but &s we have said is due morally to Him, Butler
seys: "By the love of God, I would understand all thoce regards,
all those affections of mind which are due immediately to him
from such & creature as man, and which rest in him as their
end", Thus the full demands of man's nature can be met only
by his love to God. He is not complete without reflerence to
God. It is not only that conscience is the viceroy of God
seated in the heart of us all but that there are also certain
other elements in human nature which necessarily point to him.
We may say, for instance, that benevolence leads up to the love
of God. Butler says: "That which we more strictly call piety,
o the love of God, and which is an essential part of a right
temper, some may perhaps imagine no way connected with benevol-
ence; yet surely they must be connected, if there be indeed in

being an object infinitely good. Human nature is so constituted
o

o

cood .
that every/affection implies the love of itself. Thus, to be
righteous, implies in it the love of righteousness; to be benev-
olent, the love of benevolence; to be good, the love of goodness;

and the love of God as a being perfectly good, is the love of

perfect goodness conteuplated in a being or person. Thu

mor=

4]

ality and veligion, virtue and piety, will at last necessarily

coincide, run up into one and the same point, and love will be

1. 'The YWorks of Joseph Butler', Vol.II, Seiuion XIIT, sect. 2,
P. 230,
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1
in all senses the el ¢ the commandment", Butlgi soes

R T s, S o~

e . ot
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nougn he does not, at wny rate,
epecifiically mention God-realisation &g the uliimete ideal

as Madhusudana does, vurtually his teaching amounts tc this.

in the very nature of man which is not
completely satisfied viith the mersly earthly, with anything
less than God himself, e are too much occupied with the
things of the world #nd we must withdraw ourselves from them

in order to concentrate on God who is present in us all.

Butler gues so far as to say that we must resign ourselves
conpletely to God in order to know Him. Butler probably referi—
to the Holy Spirit says: "He is always equally present with
us: but we are so much taken up with sensible things, that 'Lo,
he goeth by-us, and we see him not: he passeth on also, but we
perceive him not' (Job IX,11)., Devotion is retirement, from
the world he has méde, to him alone: it is to withdraw from the
advocations of sense, to employ our attention wholly upon him
as upon am object actually present, ... is the natural and only

2
object", Butler makes some more categorical state-

D

adequa
nts

=
jov}

this

(f)

connection which proves that God is the only end
for men, We ¢hall quote here only two to prove our point,

(1) "It is plain that there is a capacity in the nature of man,

- - B - T T e ——

1. 'The Voiks of Joseph Butlsr', Vol, ITI, Sermon XII, sect, 23,
P. 228.

2o do éo do Sermon X1V, sect. 3,
Do, 047-248.
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which nesither »iches, nor honours, nor sensual zZratifications,
nor gny thing in thie world can pevrfectly £ill up or satisfy:
there is a dJdeeper and more esscenitial want, than any of thase t
things can be the supply orf".

(2) Our resignation to the will of God may be said to be perfect,

when our will is lost and resolved up into his; i/hen we rest in

=
1=
]
=
.
)

1 as our end, as being itself most just, and right,snd

This tezachiing of Butler is in complete agreement with
ladhusudana beczuse this is nothing less than devotion to God.
It is true that in the lasi znalysis Madhusudena believes in
cunplete identity wituiil the individual cnd the Absolute in
vwhich even devotion to the personal God is trancended. Wihile
it is true that that is Lhe nature of moksa in his metaphysics,
ha lays preat euphasie on bhakti o devotion teo thec Absolute
seen as a Jersonal God, Indced accondin s o hin God g the
only abjcet of our search, Thus for our puipose here it may
#ith justification be said that Butler's idea of man's only
natural and adequate objesct =nd tha object of the seeker of
mokga according to Madhusudana are the same,

Te thus conclude that whilc it is true that in Macdhusudana
ethics and religion are incepavately bound up vith one another

& o

and it is difficult to separate them from each othcy, so also

1. ‘'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XIV, sect. 11,
p. 250.

2. do do do do sect. 6,
P. 246,



this is true in a sense in Butler, Butler's whole metophysi-

6}

cal background was religious, Biblical. Morality, in him, de-
rives ite impulses and may also be said to reach its climax in
religion because, as We have shown, it camnot be fully vindica-
ted without reference to Christian revelation. Again accofding
to both the ultimate object of man's searcn cannot be what is
merely relative, it cannot be what is confined within the bound-
aries of the finite and empirical reality. It must be trans-
cendent to the immediate flow of events, In other words it

must be God Himself,
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Conclusion.

We have explained the ethics of both Butler and
Madhusudana. We have also tried to draw up a comparison
between the two thinkers and in our comparison it is not only
the points of agreement but also the points of difference that
we have tried to bring out. We would now say a few words in
conclusion about their ethical teaching.

Butler no doubt sometimes makes statements which appear
incongrucus and do not seem to fit in with his general moral
scheme with the result that he has not only been interpreted
differently by different writers on moral philosophy but has
also been sometimes subjected to most severe criticism. It is
often pointed out that despite all that Butler says he has not
succeeded as a moral philosopher. He does not provide his
readers with any criterion of rightness or wrongness as applied
to actions. He does not point to any common quality peculiar
to right actions alone on the hasis of which they can be
distinguished from the wrong ones., How does conscience decide
that a particular course of action is in harmony with human
nature and is as such natural and therefore also virtuous ?
What common guality does conscience discern in order to approve
or disapprove an action ? Butler gives no definite and clear
answer to these questions. The Jjob of a moral philosopher is
not so much to say that an action is right or that an action
is Wrong. His more important function is to indicate how and
why it is right. Judged from this viewpoint and standard

Butler's system of moral philosophy falls short of adequacy
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and completion.

It seems to us that much of what has been said by way of
criticism of Butler's moral philosophy loses its force if we
bear in mind the fact that Butler does not profess to give us
any system in morals. e does not claim to give any adequate
and perfect system of moral philosophy. Butler was not an
academic philosopher. He was a practical preacher of right-
eousness and the function of a preacher is more to persuade
man to do what he knows man ought to then to give any elaborate
system. Butler's problems, his purposes in life were entirely
different. It seems to us that most of the contradictions,
inconsistencies and such other irregularities as are pointed
out in his ethical and moral teaching by various writers can be,
as we have tried to show, very well reconciled if we keep in
view his practical problems, his own purposes, the atmosphere in
which or against which he was working and also if we remember
the particular technique and the typical method which he
adopted in his discussion of moral problems. Butler himself
says in his last Sermon at the Rolls Chapel 'Upon the Ignorance
of Man' that "®ur province is virtue and religion, life and
manners; the science of improving the temper and making the
heart better."l In order to achieve this end Butler had to go
against the main current of the day. It was a time when people

as a result of the scientific spirit had lost all faith in

1. 'The Works of Joseph Butler', Vol. II, Sermon XV, sect. 15,
. pn. 272-273.
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religion and morality. In other words it was a period when
irreligion and immorality were growing. Butler's mind, very
naturally by virtue of the position he was then occupying, was
more preoccupied with making people virtuous and religious than
giving any elaborate and adequate system of morality. It seems
to us that perhaps it is in order to realise these ends more
effectively that Butler maintains that the voice of conscience
is the voice of God Himself and to act according to it is to
act according to the plan and purpose of God. To ensure the
realisation of these ends Butler is adopting a double measure.
As we have already pointed out that by attributing theological
origin to conscience he is giving a double support to virtue.
To act according to conscience is to act according to one's
nature. Again to act according to conscience is also to act
according to the plan and purpose of God. Thus by the use of
this double-edged weapon Butler wanted to make everybody
virtuous and religious. This seems to be an important implica-
tion of Butler's theory of conscience as the voice of God.
Keeping all these in view we can say without any shadow
of doubt that despite all his defects and inadequacies Butler
has, as Professor Broadl rightly says, given us the great
principles according to which decent people do feel, act and
judge. He is in consequence still accepted as the master of

ethical speculation and his influence is recognised even today.

1. C.D. Broad. 'I'ive Types of Ethical Theory', London, 1951.
P. 5b5.
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When we come to Madhustdana we find that his ethics is
realistic in that it bases man's functions on his nature, on
his dispositions and abilities., This has the advantage of not
expecting of man what he is not capable of. At the same time
it has also the advantage of making one's natural functions

the means of one's moral progress. In the sphere of practical

affairs this should lead to the want of feverish competition

which, to a great extent, mars modern social life. Madhusudana's

ethics is also realistic in the sense that it provides for the
satisfaction of natural hungers and desires and yet it is not
psychological hedonism because the satisfaction is not made the
motive but the need to outgrow the.desires. This means that
the sense of duty is brought to bear upon those activities
which are almost instinctive., This has the effect of lessening
their instinctive character and rationalising them.

While the.above is true, it should also be observed that
MadhustUdana's ethics is too idealistic in the sense thét
perhaps it expects too much from man. It expects that man will
be more interested in moral progress and spiritual life than
in worldly values. Vhile the ethics is based on human nature,
it also at the same time does not take sufficient notice of
the actual tendencies of man and his motivations. It may be
possible to put this idealistic ethics into practice in a
small community but in a large community like the Indian where
with the passage of time life, as everywhere, is becoming more

and more complicated, other factors need to be taken into
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agcount which were probably not present before Madhusudana's
mind., Of course, we should remember that they wére not
present in his time either. Modern ideas of democracy for
example and desire for a higher standard of life have much.to
commend them and yet a system of ethics based on a rigid caste-
system camnot meet the requirements of the spirit that

animates these ideals.,

One can see the fundamental wisdom in Madhuis@idana's
ethics, Certainly the ideals of duty for duty's sake, doing
more for the good of the community than for one's own self-
interest and the idea of the close relationship between all in
the universe, these certainly are noble principles and in any
system of ethics should play their part. The problem before
Indian thinkers and social leaders is to find out ways and
means how to reconcile the spirit of this ethics with the
modern values of equality and social progress. The task
certainly is not easy and yet it is urgent. Progressive minds
in India are trying to do away with.the injustices to which
the rigidity of the present caste-system has led. But even
the most bold among them do not deny that all functions cannot
properly be carried out by all people. How far and in which
aspects of life equality is admissible and where it is not is
the problem before the Indian ethical thinkers and social
leaders, It is true that in spite of the caste-system, foreign
elements were absorbed into the Indian community, the Greek

warriors for example, were allowed to settle down in India and
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they were accepted as ksattriyas. But there again the pattern
was kept whereas tocday the ideas of equality and social progress
may be taien as a challenge to the basic principle of Indian
ethics. It is not to be expected that Madhusudana's ethics
will contain any guiding principles in these matters, still it
can, and perhaps, with justification be said that his type of
ethics is not adaptable and progrédssive. It seems to us that

it still holds good for those few who are spiritually inclined
but for the vast majority who are not so inclined and yet do

an immoral life Indian thought

Cu

not necesgsarily want 1o lea

will have to 'devise an appropriate system of ethics.
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