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PREFACE

- Under the auspices of Dr- Ranade Academy
of Comparative Philosophy and Religion, Bel-
gaum, a three-day seminar on the PROBLEM
OF EVIL was organised in Belgaum which was
presided over by Dr- T. G. Kalghatgl, Principal,
Karnatak College, Dharwar.

Dr. S- G. Mudgal, Dr- S. L. Bhyrappa, Prin-
cipal V. W. Karambelkar, Dr. S. R. Taighatti,
Shri M. S. Deshpande, Dr. B. R. Modak, Prof.
B- R. Kulkarni, Shri B. N Kulkarni and Shri V- G-
JJTamkhandi and Shri P- M. Datye participated in
tthe seminar. Dr. S. S. Antarkar and Dr.]. V.
Jloshi had sent apologies for their inability to
attend the seminar.

The seminar commenced on 22nd Novem-
ber 1969 at 10 A. M. in the Gurudev Mandir,

Belgaum.

After the Introductory remarks by Shri
J. V. Parulekar, Secretary of the Acade-
my, Professor B. R. Kulkarni introduced the
participants to the audience-. Principal T- G.
Kalghatgi who presided, expressed that he was
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|

much impressed by the selfless work done by
the office-bearers of the Academy and he hoped |
that the Academy would soon develop into a !

Research Institute of Philosophy and Religion. |
This was followed by reading of the Paper byI
Dr. S. G. Mudgal on 'Evil in the systems of
Indian Philosophy’. In the discussion that en-|

sued, many points emerged. It was suggested

that the Dvaita solution of the Problem of Evil, |
though not the final one, had its own merits in as |
much as it did recognise the fact of Evil and |
chalked out a path for its eradication. Neither evil |
nor the Jivas are created by God:hence He is not |

responsible for evil and the wrong things which

are the creations of Jivas. He is a moral ]udge
and every one gets what he deserves,

In the afternoon seminar which commenced
at 3 P.M,, Dr. S. L. Bhyrappa read his paper:!
'Evil and Art Experience’. There was a lively
discussion about the relation between Art expe-
rience and the mystical experience. It was

pointed out that while mystic experience tran-!
scends both good and evil, art experience |
takes place in and through both the good and |
evil of the world. The Art experience enables |

}
!

the experient to have a disinterested awareness

of the values as well as the disvalues of life-
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The first day of the seminar ended with a
public lecture in Kannada at 5-30 P. M. by
Dr. S. L. Bhyrappa on ‘Milyagalu’ (Values).

The morning session on 23rd November
began with the reading of the Paper by Shri
M- S. Deshpande on 'the Problem of Evil'. There
was a lively discussion in which the relation
between man-made evil and natural evil was
examined-

As Dr. J. V. Joshi could not attend the semi-
nar, his paper on ‘Existential Interpretation of
Evil was read by Prof. B. R. Kulkarni. In the
discussion, such points as meaning of Existence,
Sartre's views on Evil were analysed. It was
suggested that as there was insistence in Exis-
tentialism on personal commitment, Existentia-
lism had its own philosophy to convey-

In the afternoon session, Dr- S. R. Talghatti
read his paper on ‘the Problem ot Moral Evil’,
Such questions whether God is both omnipo-
tent and good emerged in the discussion: and
it was noted that on the phenomenal level we
could never completely conquer moral evil and
that our efforts should be directed to minimise
it as far as possible: Prof B. R. Kulkarni then
read his paper on 'Some Thoughts on the Prob-
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lem of Evil'. In the discussion the nature of
evil was analysed and it was suggested that evil
did contain an element of good. Further it was
pointed out that evil was a powerful incentive to
moral and spiritual life. Then followed reading
of the papers by Shri Datye on ‘the Problem of
Evil' and by Principal Karambelkar on ‘What is
Evil?”. In the evening a public lecture was
arranged when Dr. S- G. Mudgal gave a talk in
Marathi on Astanga-Yoga.

In the morning session of 24th Dr. B. R.
Modak presented his paper on the Problem of
Vaisamya and Nairghrnya in the Brahmasutras- A
very lively discussion followed where topics
such as a sinner's redemption, the Doctrine of
Karma, came up for examination.

Shri V. G. Jamkhandi in his observations
pointed out that the problem of Evil was mainly
a matter of adjustment with the environment.
Some evil consists in our sense of frustration.
Faced with a certain situation, when we find that
our expectations are shattered, we think that
evil has occurred. It is our weakness when we
find ourselves frustrated. Really speaking the
evil phenomenon is neutral, just like heat or
electricity which are neither good nor bad. It
is a question of understanding our environment’
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and getting overit. If I had been discrete in
eating,the evil of indigestion would not have been
there. So by failing to be discrete, I have creat-
ed evil. In saying that the orange should be only
juice and there should not be its outer cover, we
are guarrelling with the very nature ofthings. Evil
has a necessary function to perform in the scheme
of the universe. Death, for example, is regard-
ed as the most dreadful evil. But is it really so?
Saints, like Jiianedvara entered into a voluntary
Samadhi. They laughed at death. Limited as
we are, we do not know the unlimited and infi-
nite power of God. If we take atotal view or
integral view of things, evil would not be found,

Shri Jamkandi concluded.

Principal T- G- Kalghatgi concluded the
session with his presidential remarks, which are
printed at the end of this book. |

Dr. B. R. MODAK
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“EVIL?” in the Systems of
Indian Philosophy

Dr. S. G. Mudgal

The problem of Evil is an ethico-religious
problem and a border land problem in Meta-
physics. «The Problem of Evil concerns the
contradiction or apparent contradiction,between
‘the reality of Evil on the one hand and religious
belief in the goodness and power of God or of
‘the Ultimate on the other”. In the light of this
Evil is no problem to the Carvaks or the
Lokayatas. For'them there is no self different
from body, there is no God. There is one and
only one goal viz,, pleasure.  Pain is natural.
‘Yet no wise man gives up a rose because it has
tthorns. There is no sin, no vice and no virtue.
"Virtue according to them consists in amassing
:and enjoying the greatest quantum of pleasure
ifor one-self. Past is dead ; future uncertain and
unborn; come, fill the present moment with the
wtmost quantum of pleasure. Pleasure essenti-
:aally is sense pleasure. |

The four Arya Satyas of the Buddha are
worthwhile considering. They are Sarvam
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ksanikam, sarvam duhkham. sarvam anatmam
and nirvanam $éantam. ‘The Buddha was very
much struck by the problem ofevil. Dukha
and Dosa are the two words used in the Indian
philosophical literature for evil. Good is defined
as *‘anukul vedanmiya” and evil is defined as
‘“pratikula vedaniya”. 7Thus Indian thinkers
equate ‘‘good” with happiness and “Evil” with
pain. Three kinds of dukhas are usually accep-
ted viz., adhyatmika, adibhautika and adhidai-
vika. These duhkhas are continuously pestering
man from the cradle to the crematorium and
“call no man happy unless he is dead”, is no
mere proverb but a fact of life. But is the man
free from misery after death? No. says Buddha.
The cycle of Birth and Death is itself an evil.
All is misery. Ksanikatva is one of the causes
of misery. There is duhkha is a fact But there
must be reason for it and must be a way out of
it- In the philosophy of the Buddha there is no
God and Ultimate. Yet, evil is a problem. His
whole philosophy is an essay at explaining the
cause of evil and way of overcoming it- Death
is the law of life. All fulfilment of desire is not
unmixed. *“Tormented by thought., cheated by
chance, defeated by the forces of nature, oppres-
sed by massive weight of duty, the horror of
death, the dread consciousness of coming lives

where the tragedy will be repeated, the indivi-
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idual cannot help crying ‘‘let me escape, let me
«die”. The Buddha’s answer to those searching
for an escape is a resort to Nirvana — where the
‘wicked cease from troubling und the weary are
at rest- -

What is the origin of Duhkha? The Buddha
gives a chain of reasons for suffering. The main
culprit is Avidya or ignorance, which leads to
Jaramarana and suffering and misery. This
creates more problems than it solves— 1) what is
the nature of Ignorance? Whose ignorance and
of what? It is the ignorance we are told, which
is responsible for “1” sense. There 1s no “I”.
There is no individual, no individuality. no
atta, nothing permanent and substantial- It is
true the Buddha refuses to say anything about
the trans-empirical. What is Nirvana? Even as
nothing can be said about Ignorance which (it
appears) is anadi, so 1s Nirvana which 1s ananta,
“and about which nothing can be said. Thus we
“are required to dispel ignoranee - the one about
which we know nothing — by Nirvana- the other
about which we are equally ignorant. 2: Is
ignorance like Nirvana trans-empirical? Or 1is
Ignorance the Buddha’s own humble submission
about his inability to state the first link in this
concatenation of causes of duhkha? However,
the Buddha acknowledged the fact of evil, but
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failed to account convincingly both for its
emergence and removal. '

Again all advaitic schools, orthodox and °
heterodox, more or less follow the Buddha in his
footsteps. The madhyamika. accepts that Bon-
dage and liberation are both make believes.
Writes Lankavatara — muktasya gamanam kutra.
badhah kah, kena muccyate? or as Nagarjuna
puts it — baddhasya moksah na sambhavati bad-
dhatvat, muktasya moksah na vidyate. sa tu
muktah eva’ as there is no bondage, there is no

evil and hence no struggle for freedom and no
problem of escaping from evil.

Again Gaudapada with Nagarjuna’s- anaga-
.mam anirgamam - maintains - na nirodho na
co’tpattihi, na baddho na ca sadhakah na mumu-
‘ksuh na vai muktah; very often these advaitins
‘take shelter behind a transcendental logic of two
satyas viz Paramartha satya and Samvrti satya.
Sarhvrti however is relative Paramartha is the ulti-
mateSamvrti i1s the world of appearance and Pa-
ramartha the only Reality. Hence evil is an ap-
pearance and not a reality.- Hence we have to
see what is the nature of sarmmvrti. Lankavatara
puts it — yatha nimnonnatam citre drSyate na tu
vidyate; rajjuryatha hi ajananah sarpam grnhanti
baliéah or samaropa’ pavadabhyam nisprapai
cam prapaiicyate...The samvrti thus drSyate, na
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tu vidyate; ultimately- Nirvana and samsara
are not two. Na nirvanasya sarhsarat kificid
‘asti viesanam. na sarhsarasya nirvanat kificid
asti viSesanam. Hence the unorthodox buddhist
advayavadins like their master shelve the prob-
lem by raising; for, there is no individual, no
world, no self. none in bondage and none to be
liberated, hence ultimately nothing good and
none evil. A very fine summersault indeed !!

Now I turn to the Samkhya system. These
.are profoundly influenced by the buddhist
approach to the problem of evil. Samkhya is a
:spiritual pluralism and metaphysical dualism.
JFurusa is no karta and 1s attributeless in the
:state of liberation. He is cetana and the purusas
:are many. Sarmkhya purusas and jivas are not
.clearly distinguished by the sarmkhya. Embodied
-purusas are jivas. The proofs for the existence
of plurality of purusas are in fact the proofs for
-the existence of plurality of jivas. Again bon-
«dage and liberation have no meaning with re-
;gard to Purusa. As they put it-

tasman na badhyate 'ddha na muccyate
napi sarnhsarati kascit,

samsarati badhyate muccyate ca,
nanaéraya prakrtih.
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Hence evil belongs to the world of matter-
It is Prakrta. Purusa does not suffer in reality.
The three duhkhas are really the trick of aviveka
— another amorphous meaningless word like the
buddhist avidya — The purusa unrelated to the
prakrti due to aviveka feels he is related to her
and his woes start due to non-apprehension of
non-relation- No. prakrti's woes start and
Purusa identifies them as being his falsely. Evil
thus is a product of the failure of the sense of
discrimination does not affect puruza, so much
“as it does prakrti. With the dawn of viveka, the
evil disappears- The curtain falls on the stage
as the dancing girl retires- The girl danced and
calves and shins of the spectator pained. The
spectator realised that he was not the dancer
and so the pain disappeared- The samkhya
thus seems to hold that evil is an appearance due
to aviveka. The samkhya open their duhkha
jijiasa with a thunder and end their treatise
with a whimper, saying after all duhkha 1is an

appearance,

Of all the schools the orthodox advaita
school needs a closer consideration. The vaide-
sika school has been sometimes described as
““kanabhaksa paksah”. The advaitic school may
be described, without being much misunderstood
as the “Bhramista paksah™ or the system of the
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“Bhramista”. For in this school everything is a
bhrama. The world is a bhrama, savikalpa jfiana
is bhrama, jivas are products of bhrama, bond-
age is a bhrama, liberation is bhrama, good and
evil are bhrama, god is bhrama. What is
advaita? Is it also bhrama? He who says it is,
is in bhrama and he who says it is not, he
too is in bhrama,

The world we are told has no reality. Jt is
not as some try to interprete relatively real. For,
the advaita does not accept degrees of reality.
The world appearance does not add or contri-
bute to the richness and fullness of the Absolute.
It is not therefore, an appearance, in the sense
of having a lesser degree of reality. For, brahma
bhinnam sarvum mithya, brahma bhinnatvat, or
jagrad bhavah svapna bhavavat asadeva, or
svapna samatvat asat jagaritam api. The world
is vikalpa and not vastu. Yet the advaitins
argue it has an empirical reality. It is mithya
in the sense of paratantra. It is maya in the
sense of vyavahara. The advaitin thus has a
double personality. He is a paratantra Jiva and
also swatantra Brahman. But the double, i.e,
the jiva which is paratantra is a mithya. So too
evil is an appearance. It 1s the product of
bhrama as the advaita siddhi puts it—-vrtha rodisi
manda buddhe, tava bhramat eva hi duhkham



8

etat—" Fat headed fellow! why are you unnece-
ssarily moaning? Evil is your bhrama only”,
What is the nature of this bhrama? Whose and
about what? Individual is post-bhramic and the
Brahman is non-bhramic. “Universal bhrama”’
is a combination of words which have meaning
severally, but is a nonsense collectively.

Again this advaita view is defective in that
it redescribes the problem, but does not attempt
to solve: for, it leaves unexplained the evil of
our suffering from the compulsive illusion of
evil. Under the garb of a mysterious avidya or
maya, the problem is raised and, instead of
being solved, it is erased.

Again by their very nature the advaita jivas
are non-substantial. They are not karta and
they are therefore not agents. Kartrtva again
is due to their philosophical ‘abracadabra’ of
maya, for which they nurse ‘a foolish fascination.
And this maya is double edged; it bolsters all
problems if raised, dissolves all problems already
raised and finally, it is itself nothing. If there is
no real kartrtva and if all kartrtva of the jivas is
due to the play of avidya and is thus adhyasta,
then there is no problem ofevil, as all the
activities of the jivas is a make-believe. Kartrtva
in fact belongs not to the self but to the mind.
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This theory thus appears to be in the ﬁltimate

analysis a fusion of the buddhist and samkhya
theory of evil. "

Jainism is a godless system. Hence the
problem of evil understood as a contradiction
of the goodness of the ultimate and reality of
evil is not their problem. However, jainas have
made an attempt at facing the problem directly
by accepting the reality of evil and bondage.
Jiva is real The jivas are many. They are
distinct and different from one another, are
eternal, formless in their disembodied state and
their form is of the same extent as their body in
an embodied state. Jivas are essentially free
and possess cognition, are real enjoyers of the
fruits of their own actions, are active agents and
they make their own destiny. They have the
power of feeling and are conscious. On account
of jiva’s connection with the ajiva dravyas, the
Jivas are in a state of bondage and suffering.
The samsara is beginningless. Though jiva has
‘been in bondage during the infinite past, it will
‘be emancipated as soon as it extricates itself
.from the clutches of matter- i.e., karma. Jivas

:are of two kinds viz, Bhavya — mukti yogyas and
.abhavya nitya samsarm. Jivas thus differ in
ttheir yogyata too.
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The Jainas hold that when the conscious
principle of the jiva becomes filled with passions
l.e., attachment, envy, infatuation etc. karma
particles alien to soul substance flow into it.
These limit the freedom of the soul. Since the
souls differ in their yogyata, the quality of their
acts also differ in their quality. As a result of
the flow of the karma the soul finds itself in a
state of bondage and misery, Freedom from
bondage and misery consists in freeing oneself
from the karmavarana; the mumuksus are thus
told to take recourse to various moral practices
like three guptis, five samitis, as a result of
which, further flow of karma is stopped. Purging
out the old karma and its effects,is due to karma
phala bhoga and gradual destruction due to
moral practices. The total destruction of all
the karma and restoring the soul to its original
pristine purity is its moksa, where the soul has
its four infinite attributes viz.,, ananta jhana,
ananta daréana, ananta ananda and ananta virya.
This is attained by samyak daréana, samyak
jiiana and samyak charitra. The jaina sadhana
marga is remarkable in its details and in its
guidance which 1t gives to a mumuksu. While
other schools indulge in pious platitudes, the
jainas alone give a practical system of disci-
pline, to one who seeks to destroy karmalepa
and the cessation of acquisition-of new karma.
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Thus the jainas accept evil as a real fact of
real life and face it bravely, far from running
away from it. We may not accept all that they
‘have said. But at least, they have not behaved
like frightened children who want to put on a
‘brave face by saying that there is nothing to
fear.

I will now turn to the last of the systems
'viz.,, Dvaita system, whose approach to the pro-
‘blem, if I may be permitted to say is bold, con-
sistent and which system has tried to avoid most
.of the difficulties, which we have found in the
other systems. But I do not claim nordol
substantiate to its claim to be faultless. How-
-ever, considered in comparison with other views
it 1s weighty and needs a more studied conside-
ration. It is this one school (and the other is
that of Ramanuja) to whom the problem of evil
‘means what we have stated in the opening para-
graph of this paper. Evil isreal and God is
good. To the advaitins of any shade, the ulti-
‘mate being the only real there is no real evil and
‘hence no real problem. To the Jainas there is
no god and hence there is no problem of the
contradiction of god’s goodness with the evil
‘To dvaitins and Ramanujiyas, God is good and
not an attributeless somewhat; the souls are real
and many, and are not the products of anadi
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maya; and evil is real and not an appearance -
which 1s an apology for unreal; and hence the
problem is a real problem - therefore it needs,
an 1mpartial, a more sympathetic and less parti-
san a consideration, free from all passions and

prejudices, and from personal and sentimental
predilictions.

I will present the problem in two phases a)
generally and b) specifically with reference to
the dvaita school of philosophy. St. Augustine’s
poignant agony of his soul raises the problem
tellingly thus- “who made me? Did not God who
is not only good, but goodness itself? whence
then come I to will evil and nill good, that I
am thus justly punished? Who set this in me
and ingrafted in me this plant of bitterness,

seeing that I was wholly formed of my most
sweet God?” |

Professor Alexander Campbell Fraser in his
‘Philosophy of Theism’ makes an approach to
the problem which reminds one of dvaita app-
roach. His conclusion affords a striking parallel
to the position of the dvaitins. Hence Prof.
Fraser's analysis of the problem will be a good
introduction to the dvaitin’s handlmg of the
problem, Fraser writes :
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“The mixture of good and evil in the Uni-
verse is a sure enigma to Theism and a challenge
;0 it.  To believe in perfect goodness is to be-
lieve that all is as 1t ought to be and this is
destroyed if anything is found existing that
ought not to exist, however; insignificant the
place in which it is found or however rare the
occurrence.- Pain, error, sin and death are the
chief evils in our world. Sin is absolutely evil.
Pain is the correlative of pity and sympathy., It
is natural, and therefore, divine means of educa-
tion of spiritual life- But the continued pre-
sence of what is unconditionally bad cannot be
disposed of in this way. How to relieve the
mystery of moral evil, including what seems an
unfair distribution of pleasure and pain and an
unequal adjustment of opportunities for moral
growth, has been a human perplexity from the
beginning. It finds expression in the Hebrew
poets like Job and in the Greek -dramatists like
Aeschylus. - How can it be reconciled with the
goodness of God?”

He points out that monism suffers in this
#that it concludes either that the Universal Power
iis itself a mixed good and evil or that both good
and evil are unreal. Manichean Dualism in the
fform of two eternal powers or a monism of a
single eternal power partly good and partly evil
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or else indifferent to good and evil are both in-

consistent with the indispensable moral hope
and faith.,

“Can moral evil be a necessity of finite per-
sonality or of the intractableness of matter or a
mere negation? Several attempts have been
made to explain the fact of evil in a morally
governed Universe. Some are conjectures
formed at the expense of moral perfection of the
Universal Power. Others explain away moral
evil as an unconditional necessity of finite exis-
tence or treat it as an unreal negation or hide
the dif ficulty by referring to a Tempter”.

After having raised the problem and consi-
dered the other views, Professor Fraser pro-
pounds his own view as follows :-

“The question why God admits into his
Universe what is bad seems to involve an un-
proved assumption. What ought not to exist,
it is assumed, cannot co-exist with God. But
this dogma has never been proved. As moral
agents, persons must be free to originate volun-
tary acts that are bad or undivine as well as
those which are in harmony with the Divine
order. To say that if God is perfect, free agents
cannot produce volitions that they ought not to,
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is not to vindicate divine perfection, but to des-
troy it! Omnipotence cannot be power to
realise contradictions. God cannot make two
and two five; cannot make a square circle. Ina-
bility in morally responsible persons to make
themselves bad is as much a contradiction,
though less obvious. If free to act, one must be
able to originate evil acts as well. Offences
must needs be, if persons exist. It does not
appear that even Omnipotence can exclude what
ought not to exist, while there are beings whose
essential character is that they are able to bring
this into existence,

“Is the existence of persons who can make
and keep themselves bad, only a transitory epi-
sode in the history of the Universe; or must
there be ever bad persons increasing in number
and increasingly bad? The question is incapable
of settlement. That the moral agency of persons,
their personal power to depart from their moral
ideal, deepened and confirmed by the habit may
become, an absolute ‘final “election to evil by
themselves, which even Omnipotent God cannot
overcome, consistent with the free personality of
those who persist in keeping themselves undi-
vine, is one conjecture. It involves the mystery
of existence, in the Divine Universe, of innume-
rable persons increasing in numberand becoming
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worse. Another possible view is that such
persons and their acts are capable of extinction
by God and only morality progresses so that
‘'only the good are allowed to survive; those who
persist in ungodliness being rduced to unconsci-
‘ousness. Perhaps, man’s present moral educa-
tion requires that this mystery should remain
unsolved as a teleologically needed mystery”-
What is it that we expect from any philoso-
phy? Writes Dr. Radhakrishnan — “We want
hard and straight thinking and not soft or emo-
tional or sentimental thinking. Philosophy
should say what is true. - It does not matter
whether it pleases or irritates. It must prove,
logically derived conclusions and not defend at
all costs, pious wishes and pleasing imaginings.
It would be unphilosophical to endeavour the
refutation of any hypothesis by a pretence of
its dangerous consequences to religion and mor-
ality”. In the light of Professor Fraser’s analysis
and Dr. Radhakrishnan's remarks, let me now
turn to the dvaitin’s analysis of and solution to
‘the problem of evil.

The dvaitins are distinctionists. They
believe in the essential difference between self
and self. Each self is distinct from the other.
They also believe in the plurality and reality of
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individual selves. They shun metaphysical de-
mocracy and socialism ie., the fundamental
sameness of all individuals. If karma has any
meaning, if volition and choice mean anything,
then the inherent difference between self and self
must be recognised- We have in the world
varying types of individuals from saints to
swines- Volition which rises from desire and
choice, differs from individual to individual-
The difference thus is a fact of experience and
not an apologia for sameness.- - Knowledge,
power and bliss constitute the Svarupa of the
self. But there is a difference in degrees of
Svartpa of self and self Based on the varying
degrees of Svarupa. the dnalists have conceived
an intrinsic gradation among the Jivas. This 1s
known as thc doctrine of Svarupa - taratamya,
The dualists give three fold classification of the
jivas viz, 1) Mukti-yogyas— those who deserve
to attain salvation or are salvable 2) Nitya
samsarin- eternally transmigrating and 3) Tamo
yogya- those who deserve to be damned or
.damnable. In this connection I may mention
that Ramanuja accepted two classes of souls viz.
‘Nitya-suris and Nitya-samsarins. = Why some
«can take decisions which others cannot? Answer
iis that they differ in their individual nature
ffundamentally. The moral responsibility thus
suggests the difference intrinsically between self
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and self. Intrinsic gradation is also thus a
demand of reason. The §astras also support it.
Experience testifies it. Why are some jivas
Socrates and Sankara, living a life of self-denial
and why are some jivas living the life of a pig in
search for sense pleasure? Because of the yog-
yata-taratamya mentioned above.

Jivas are free to choose and yet they are
dependent upon God who is the only indepen-
dent. Jivas are agents or karta (Karta $astrartha
vatvat). Yet jivas’ kartrtva is not inconsistent
with his dependance on God. The jiva’s choice
and actions are determined by their past karma,
by their deep-rooted nature and inclinations.
The right to choose between the right and wrong
is Jivas’ and hence jivas are responsible Even
the Lord tells Arjuna- “Yatheccasi tatha kuru”.
God has given Jiva the power to act in confor-
mity with his own nature. For this Jivas depend
on Him; but that does not make jivas the pup-
pet of God. As Badarayana Sutra puts -krta
prayatnapeksah. God enables the jivas to act,
to follow a course of action, in relation to his
past life and deserts. God does not interfere
with jivas’ decision. “God sustains, but does not
constrain. The jiva chooses out of his own free
will, a particular line of action for good or for
bad, with sufficient fore-knowledge of its moral
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worth and has himself to thank for its conse-
quences’, Since there 1s an intrinsic difference
between jiva and jiva, the decisions of difrerent
jivas differ., Again a man chooses what his
nature determines him to, *‘The nature of the
soul is thus allowved to have its course. What-
ever it may, there is no fear of the sovereignty
of God hecing compromised on this view. For,
one can accuse God of partiality and cruelty
only when He changes the nature of some in
preference to others”. Theoretically God may
have the power to do whatever pleases him, but
the fact remains— that He does not choose to
upset the moral law or change the nature of

beings.

Evil is a fact of experience and is real. It
does not pose a challange to the goodness of
God, for He did not create it, nor is God respon-
sible for the creation of jivas, all of which are
co-eternal with God and yet dependent upon
him for their power to act in accordance with
‘their intrinsic nature, The jivas sufrer the evil
which is their own creation and they can there-
fore unmake what they have made. In this
Universe presided over by God, each one gets
what he deserves and God grants it. as the sup -
reme moral judge. Evil thus must be faced

bravely. It does not disappear either by saying it
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is not or by saying that the world itself is not.
We must fight it out or be fought out, It is one
of the tasks of philosophy and religion to tell us
how to overcome evil and attain goodness.

Evil serves, another ethico-philosophical
purpose. It purges the individual of all its dross
and turns his attention to the Lord. It ulti-
mately makes one to be aware of the futility of
sarhsara and turn inwards to the Antaryamin for
the guidance. Sadhana marga is the method,
practical and moral, to a life of purity and godli-
ness. Thus the alleged iucompatibility of evil
with the goodness of God, is no serious a prob-
lem to dvaitins, who look the evil in its eyes,
They are not escapists nor do they try to find a
solace by saying ‘“What a fool wasI! I was
dreaming of this Ghost and running away from
it. In fact nothing happened, therefore, nothing
need be done”,

I conclude by repeating Dr. Radhakrisnan’s
quotation again “It is uuphilosophical to endea-
vour the refutation of any hypothesis by a pre-

tence of its dangerous consequences to religion
and morality”.
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Evil and Art Experience

Dr. §- L. Bhyrappa

1) Evil as a Disvalue

Disvalue is a more inclusive term than evil.
Because the latter is only a moral-cum-religious
disvalue, So far as ethics is concerned, the term
bad is adequate, But while ‘bad’ 1s always an

djective, describing the quality of an act or

onduct, the concept of evil has a religious and

peculative overtone about it. Just as the notion
of good grows into that of the holy as our expe-
rience passes from the purely ethical to the
religious level, so also the concept of ‘bad’ gives
rise to the idea of evil.

For clarity of understanding we must accept
this distintion between these two terms: <‘Bad’
remains an adjective, while ‘evil’ becomes a noun;
there is a mythical personification about it.
Because of this nature there is so much of dra-
matisation by both religious leaders and literary
artists of its powers and functions. The Satan,
the Mara, the Maya have more an aesthetic sub-
stance in them than possibly the pure ontolo-
gical. In some cases even the opposite of evil is
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Jpersonified into a character, like Dharmadeva.
It only shows the mythical side of these notions.
A myth is an aesthetic-metaphysic-moral expla-
mation of certain basic problems of life. At the
eearly stage when philosophy had not yet branched
off into a pure intellectual discipline, philoso-
jphical questions were answered in a predomi-
mantly aesthetic tone; and the explanations grew
.Into myths.

In most myths evil originates at the begin-
‘ning of knowledge i.e. at the break of original
innocence- To explain it epistemologically:
break of original innocence or rise of intellect
marks the origin of distinction between the mine
and the thine and that is the basis of all evil.
Since this is an incomplete knowledge claiming
completeness it is also false or mithya. Thus the
epistemological mithya and the ethico-religio-
metaphysical evil are of the same basis. In art
the disvalue namely ugliness is also the result of
break in the unity of art experience: a stage In
which the ordinary work-a-day consciousness of
the experient rises up.- Thus the three disvalues
~ the false, the evil and the ugly - are of the
same origin,

Fthical evil is not the whole of the pheno-
mena. There are what are called natural evils
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like earth quakes, floods,. hurricanes, pestilence
and epidemics. . These have nothing to do with
the rise of the knowledge of mine — and - thine,
If evils are purely moral these are not evils.- But
they are and are treated as the agents or media

through which the Satan operates or God reven-
ges the evil in man.

This problem cannot be completely analysed
without reference to the ontological status:of
evil. Isevil a part of existence? To this, only
an anthropocentric answer is possible. Man
cannot live on the moon, the summer heat of
North India is horrible, and serpent is a perni-
cious creature are all anthropocentric facts. In
themselves they are neither evil nor good.
Therefore, I treat evil only in so far as it can be
understood as a disvalue. It does not mean that
evil has no existence whatsoever in any sense,
It only means that the existence of disvalues is
only in the same sense in which their positive
values are said to exist- This point is apprecia-
ted when. in the absolutistic philosophy of

advaita, reality 1is described as beyond all
thought predicates i. e., beyond all values and

therefore of disvalues.

2) Nature of Ugliness

When we speak of evil in art, we must dis-
tinguish two sensesin which it can be understood
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(1) the kind of disvalue in art which corresponds
to evil in moral and religious experience. (2)
How moral and religious evil. itself is treated in
works of art. - ~ :

1) Ugliness : - Ugliness is always relative
to beauty and a thing or piece of experience
which ¢annot claim to be beautiful cannot be
ugly. All that is not beautiful is not necessarily
ugly. Beauty is the harmony of imagination
which develops through a medium for the enjoy-
ment for its own sake. This is also a process of
development of emotion. Art experience draws
on the ordinary raw emotions of life; but what
is actually experienced is a transformed stage of
these emotions which are called rasas. |

When a thing is not created with the pur-
pose of aesthetic realisation and when it does
not claim the aesthetic value—i.e., realization of
coherence in imagination purely for its own sake
— it is neither beautiful nor ugly; it is not an
aesthetic category at all: But when a thing
claims some imaginative value but actually fails
to fulfil’ or satisfy that claim, the question of
ugliness arises. When we read a poem. listen to
a musical composition or see a picture, we ima:
ginatively transform ourselves to the mode of
that particular piece of art. Itstempo or the
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central note sets our imagination in a particular
mode and our emotion starts with a certain
depth, profundity and seriousness. A certain
‘logic’ unique to that work of art is felt by us
and our experience 1s governed by that ‘logic’.
In this process now and then a divergence from
the main note takes place; and this divergence
as a contrast adds to the vividness, complexity
and subtlety and thus it forms a part of the
aesthetic whole. If the divergence is too far
away from the main note or too violent from the
measure of the central movement or too much
contrasting that the unity of experience is mar—
red or destroyed, we experience acute dissatis-
faction. And this is what is called ugliness- So
ugliness 1s the distorted turn of aesthetic imagi-
nation, which leads to violent disharmony
between 1t and the set mood which results in
displeasure, pain and disappointment. It is
imaginative derailment. This derailment may
be due to inadequacy of the experient himself to
follow the depth, intricacy and emotional strain
of the artistic content,

Ugliness is not a moral category; still we
can examine in which sense it can be called or
compared with evil. Both are disvalues, claim-
ing and competing for a place along with their
respective positive values. Ugliness is a stage
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at which experience though imaginatively is dis-
torted, broken and marked with intense pain,
The pain on the face of a connoisseur when the
singer either spoils the character of a raga or
falls into apaérti can be easily seen. Though
pleasure and pain by themselves are not the cri-
‘teria of good and evil they are one of the sure
:marks of these value and disvalue.

3) Moral Consciousness and Ugliness

Art experience is a stage of “willing suspen-
ision of disbelief”. All our critical conscious-
mess, sense of values and judgments are kept
ssuspended to enable the imagination to flow
with the artistic process. Our ideal of mono-
ggamy should not disturb when we read the story
of Dasharatha. But there is a limit up to which
tthe other value-sensibilities can be kept quiet. .
IIf a coward is unnecessarily praised or a traitor
glorified or a religious bigot respected in earnest-
lly reverential words in a story, our imagination
will be disturbed; we become reflective and this .
meflection, the sudden awakening of our sense of
criticism, disharmonises the development of aes-
tthetic experience. If any of the factors claimed
iis too strong for the work of art to bear, it repul-
sseS us or blinds us to the more difficult task of
realizing positive aesthetic merit- Bartram -
Morris gives an interesting example: “When in
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his altar piece, designed for a colony of syphili-
tics, Mathias Gruenwald depicts Christ as suffe-
ring from the dreaded disease, we find it much
simpler to censure the work and to rest smuggly
in moral elation than to comprehend the aesthe-
tic reality”. (The Aesthetic Process — p- 134).

-

This is not merely the problem of relation
between art and morality- The example shows
a point very relevant to our topic: Even in art
experience. i.e. the stage of willing susp=nsion of
disbelief, our consciousness will be vigilant
about any positive evil, - If our consciousnéss is
made to accept any evil in the aesthetic sway, it
rejects it with the result, what should otherwise
have been an experience of beauty falls into
ugliness with an acute disappointment, repul-
siveness and pain.

4) Evil as the Substance: Tragedy

Evil is a tale of sorrow and suffering, it is
the repellent aspect of life that- creates pain in
our consciousness and because of pain, it creates
things which as civilized souls we abhor even to
look at. It is the “ugly” aspect of life,

Has this aspect any place in art, or has it
not? If it has not, to that extent, art is less
revealing of the forces and the realities of life.



29

There is no aspect of human experience that can-
mot be included in aesthetic imagination. But
how does art retain its -autonomy, undisturbed
y this painful and “bloody”’ side of life ?

The answer to this question can be found in
tthe form of art known astragedy. The "term’
means on the face of it a certain literary form,
tbut it also connotes a certain profundity and
«epth, revealing the truth of human degradation,
IIn the words of one of the greatest authorities
oon Shakespearean tragedy, A. C. Bradley, 1t is-
“‘essentially a tale of suffering and calamity con-
Wducting to death.” (Shakespearean Tragedy p.7).
.Another writer puts it: “it is a spectacle of evil.
IEvil is that which we do not enjoy. Yet we do
ienjoy tragedy”. (Henry A. Myers: Tragedy: A
View of Life, Cornel University Press. 1965,
‘page 6): |

How is it that our moral consciousness does
not enter into the course of aesthetic experience
and block its way though tragedy is a “spectacle
of evil” which “we do not enjoy in real life?”
When the story of evil is told in a tragedy 1t is
done with a moral lesson implied but without
being didactic. It is not evil as such - the brute
spectacle of horror and cruelty —that is shown
in it, but a picture of a man in whom evil works
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and ultimately devours him.- In Marlow’s
Dr. Fastus, we find successive stages of how the
learned hero falls into the power of evil. To start
with. it is due to his flaw that he willingly sub-
mits himself to temptations by the evil spirit- It
1s a picture of human weakness and the whole of
the subsequent development of the drama is the
gradual explication of the function of evil, cul-
minating in the complete subjugation of the
soul of the hero. It is this vision—the philoso-
phical vision—that is the substance of a genuine
tragedy. Or else, in a movie a rail accident
might be shown in which many innocent men
and women lose their limbs and many others be-
come terribly disfigured. Can it be a tragedy?
If it is shown purposelessly, it is only a sight of
pain and horror, creating disgust and repulsion
in the spectator. To the repelled spectator, it
is an ugly sight- We may contrast this picture
with that of Kurukshetra on the seventeenth
night of the great war, Duryodhana, having lost
all his kith and kin, his heroic brothers and
beloved Karna, moves alone in the battlefield
identifying the corpses of all the important
heroes who fought for him till death. Itisa
picture of disjointed limbs and broken skulls,
livers drawn out of stomach, the soil profusely
soaked in blood.  Yet it does uot create dis—
gust in the mind of the reader (or of the specta-
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itor if the same is filmed) because, the whole
:situation is philosophised in the background of
'the wholeness of the story showing how in the
«dharmayuddha the supporters of adharma have
'parted with their lives, If taken the otherway,
1t helps to study the intensity of the tragic situ-
iation of Duryodhana.

If evil, horror and pain appear in works of
:art, they should be in a wider perspective. In
tthis manner the nature of evil revealed in art
wundergoes a transformation and in the new
ttransformed condition it deepens our under-
istanding and evokes our sympathy instead of
«creating repulsion and disgust. Instead of brea-
Iking the unity of aesthetic experience it intensi-
ffies its depth. It does not become a misfit -
which is ugliness — but adds a powerful signi-
ificance to the aesthetic whole and makes the
whole all the more strong and binding. And
tthus the aesthetic distance is keptup.

Just as in life, in art too, understanding of
wevil always presupposes a consciousness of
walue-scale. Suffering, the most concrete aspect
of evil is also better understood. The hedonistic
eethics identifies evil with human suffering and
woutrightly rejects it. ~Though no healthy ethical
tthought condones suffering for its own sake, it
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has a positive role in moral development.  One
who has gone through the test of suffering is
proved to be morally strong and tempered thar
a person with mere theoretical ideals. However
if suffering becomes too acute for a man to bear
it breaks him down, demoralises him instead ol
strengthening his moral will. Evil teaches thi:

moral when it becomes the subject matter of ¢
work of art, '

It is said that Indian literature has no tra
gedy. If it means that India has not produce«
the form of drama as in Greek or in Englisl
which tells the story of a person possessed b:
evil who gradually loses his personal self anc
finally succumbs to it, it is true. There migh
be other literary reasons why such drama di
not develop in India; but a very importan
reason is that Indian poets did not accord tha
all-absorbing power to evil in life. It is signifi
cant to note that the Mara of Buddhistic mytho
logy or Manmatha of Hindu mythology are no
as stark embodiments of evil as the Satan o
Europe, who is a veritable and aggressive riva
to God. Evil in India has been conceived as i
test that should be applied to the seeker o
higher values.

.Though tragedy as a special literary foro
was not developed in India, the tragic profundit;
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was grasped in all its significance. Are not
Ravana and Duryodana and Karna tragic keroes?
Is not Seeta a tragic heroine? Does not the
.Mahabharata abound with a tragic feeling when
ithe Pandavas set on a journey on foot to Kailas
'which is veritably a suicide pilgrimage? What
'was the end of Rama and Krishna? There can-
Inot be any great work of art, of epic dimension,
'without what the literary critics call the “vision
©f evil” or a complete grasp of the problem of
¢eevil. But the vision of evil depends on the total
wision of life; for, after all evil is only a part of
life and not the whole of it. The stories of
IRamayana and Mahabharata are full of pathos
and tragic depth without being pessimistic while
tthe Shakespearean tragedies stand on the loud
tthesis that the power of evil is inevitable and
once you become a victim to it there is no pos-
sibility of escape. The Greek tragedies are
tbased on the belief in an inexorable destiny be-
ffore which the effort of man cannot do anything.
Waedipus is a great drama as a literary const-
mruction but philosophically crude;” because its
““vision of evil” is not at the same time an accep-

ttable vision of life - i.e., philosophy-

5) Evil, Holy and Sublime
When moral goodness matures into what
Ctto calls a mysterium tremendum it is called
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holy. While goodness is relative to badness, the
holy 1s goodness par excellence, unrelated to
any negative value. Evil cannot approach it.

The holy is compared with the sublime. The
former 1s the transcended stage of moral good-
ness; the latter, that of aesthetic beauty. Beauty
1s relavive to ugliness; but sublimity is not. It
has within itself a character which if separated
from that height can easily become ugly. Beauty
is the stage at which imagination realizes a sweet
harmony and when the limits of this harmony
are overpowered it becomes sublime- We see
the appearance of evil from some specific angles
in the level of beauty; but we meet the roots of
evil at the sublime. Specially in literature when
the situation reaches tragic heights we become
dumbfounded at the mysterious nature of evil.
Elements of pain and fear (terror) are always
present in the sublime. Bubt it is a stage at
which the fear is held in an attracted suspence;
as for example, if one is overpowered by physi-
cal fear in the presence of mighty roaring waves,
instead of experiencing the sublimity of the
spectacle, one will run away. If we concentrate
on the heroic effort of sailors it isa sight of
beauty; but when we become one with the sight
of the imperiously mountainous waves and re-
concile ourselves to the inevitability of the
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heart- rendmo death of the sailors, it is sublime.
That is, at this height we accept evil, its roots
and inevitability and yet we cannot pass any
moral judgment. “We fail to sympathise with
the struggling sailors because we sympathise too
much with the wind and waves. And this mys-
tical cruelty can extend even to ourselves; we
can so feel the fascination of the cosmic forces
that engulf us as to take a fierce joy in the
thought of our own destruction”, (Santayana:
The Sense of Beauty, p. 168. Collier Books).

Here the aesthetic height of the sublime can
be contrasted with the moral-religious climax
of holiness. The sublime accepts evil and sees it
in the total context of the situation of meaning,
It is a direct and close confrontation with evil
without abhoring it. But evil just cannot exist
at the holy. It is too radiant, too effulgent and
too pure for evil even to approach it, It either
denies the existence of evil or transforms it into
good or remove its evilness. To use the words
of Hiriyanna: “The elimination of kama and
karman while their cause avidya continues in a
latent form. marks the aesthetic attitude; the
dismissal of avidya even in ‘this latent form
marks the saintly attitude”. (Art Experience
p. 9). That is, the complete removal of avidya
(the root of ewl) is a precondition of holiness;
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but even in the highest level  of art experience,
avidya can remain in a latent form, to become
active once the experient comes to his normal
self, In relation to evil the holy person is com-
pletely out of it. While the experient of tke
sublime 1s not.

One may not accept this explanation, and
may hold that the meaning of the sublime should
be further heightened and widened so that it
should become one with the holy; and that it
should be a stage at which the moral-religious
and aesthetic experiences merge. Dr. Ranade
suggests this (Bhagavadgita. see the last chapter).
If we accept this view, only those who have
completely overcome evil (avidya, can have
sublime experience and whatever the height we
reach in art should be described with another
term. We will not propose to discuss this
question here: because our purpose here is only
to see the nature of evil in art experience includ-
ing its highest stage. And secondly if comp-
lete overcoming of evil is a precondition of
sublime experience, it becomes a part of the
study in mysticism. We do not mean that the
saintly experience 1s not higher than what we
call sublime even in aesthetic quality. But it
cannot be art experience. Art is the experience
of harmony within (and in so tar as it lasts) the
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stimulus of a particular medium like paint sound
or words., But a saint can have his mystic
experience without the .support of any external
stimulus. Therefore to insist that evil must be
pvercome even- in its roots to have the real
=xperience of the sublime is to pass on from
nesthetics to mysticism. But the two are

Hifferent.



The Problem of Evil

M, S. Deshpande, M 4., Athani.

At the outset I should like to point out that
my approach to this problem is not that of a
student of Philosophy but that of a student of
life. Naturally it would be more practical than
theoretical. 1 propose to discuss today the four
aspects of Evil viz., i) its Orign, ii) its Nature,
111) its Influence, and iv) its Elimination.

ORIGIN

If we analyse the conception of Evil we find
that there are two factors in it - one constituting
its substance and the other. the idea associated
with its effects on human life. The origin of the
substance of Evil, can be traced to the origin of
Creation itself and that of the idea, to the birth
of moral consciousness in man. Our Creation
is, as is well-known, a multiplicity manifested
from the Ultimate Unity viz., God. The five
elements together with intellect, mind and ego,
and the life-principle, form, according to the
Gita, the lower and higher Nature - the Para and
Apara Prakrti — of the Lord. The three modes -
Gunas - born of this Nature together with the
innumerable products evolved out of the
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combinations of all these, are the pairs of oppo-
sites — the Dvandvas, The original pair of
'"Vidya and Avidya in the spirit, that of attrac-
ttion and repulsion in the Cosmos, of light and
«darkness and heat and cold in Nature, of birth
:iand death in the living organism, of knowledge
iand ignorance in the evolved human intellect,
f joy and sorrow in his mind, love and hate in
Ihis heart, pleasure and pain in his senses - all
tthese also play their part in the Cosmic Drama
of the Lord. These form the substance aspect of
Evil. |

They all obey their laws and carry on the
functions allotted to them by the Lord. By
‘themselves they are neither good nor evil. It is
only when they come in contact with man, and
affect him that the ideas of good and evil are
applied to them. So long as the respective laws
are properly observed and harmony maintained
on both sides, their contact proves a blessing to
man. But when the laws are violated on either
side, resulting in disharmony, the contact be-
comes a curse. It is only then that the substan-
ces receive the appellation of Evil,

The origin of Evil can also be traced to the
presence of unbridled kama - desire for lust,
lucure, power and fame - in the human heart.
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This Kama, when frustrated, generates Krodha -
anger, and when fulfilled, is transformed into
Lobha - greed. These then, become the source
of Evil. About these sources the Gita tells us:

Trividham narakasyedarh dvarar
| | na$anamatmanah I
Kamah krodhastatha lobhastasmadetattra-
yam tyajet II 16-27 II

“Desire, anger and greed form the triple gate of
Hell. They destroy the self. Hence these three
should be abandoned”. This Kama along with
its associates, anger and greed, reside in the
senses, mind and intellect of man. It envelops
the wisdom of man, intensifies his selfishness,
deludes him and brings about his ruin. And
when this selfishness grows on a national scale,
it engenders international conflicts and wars,
Thus, “wars begin in the minds of men”, dec-
lares the Unesco manifesto. “and it is in the
minds of men that the defences of peace should
be laid.” Such is the mischief which Kama is
capable of performing,

About the existence and origin of Evil
Gandhiji writes: “I cannot account for the
existence of Evil, by any rational method. To
want to do so, is to be co-equal with God. 1
am humble enough to recognise Evil as such.
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AAnd I call God, long-suffering and' patient;
‘precisely because He permits Evil in the world.
I know that He has no evil in Him and yet if
ithere is evil, He is the author of it and yet un—
1touched'by it.” : | ' |

INATURE

Now what is the nature of the Evil that we
.observe in the world? There appear to be three
‘main types of Evil here, viz. Super-natural,
‘Natural and Human, corresponding to ~ the three
‘types of calamities mentioned by our Saints, Viz:
‘Adhidaivika — Celestial, Adhibhautika< Material
-and Adhyatmika — Physico-mental Persons who
have developed extra-sensory perception, tell us
‘that there are some mysterious forces that dffect
‘the lives of human beings- When they ' contri-
bute to their well-being -they -are regarded as
good, and when they bring about mlsery, they
are considered as evil. The accidents imour
lives that give them a sudden turn either for the
‘better or for the worse, are generally * attributed
‘to the working of these unknown forces. Thus
we know practically nothing about this type of
Evil as it 1s beyond the ken of our compre-

hension., : Fa

About the Natural Evil also our knowledge
1s quite inadequate. We don’t know when and
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how Nature violates its laws, bringing about
terrible catastrophies everywhere. The horrible
earthquakes, torrential rains, followed by devas-
tating floods, terrible tornadoes, freezing cold-
waves and buining heat-waves, famines. pesti-
lences etc. are all fraught with immense
destruction and misery to all living-beings. This
1s an Evil beyond the control of man. He has
been try.ng to minimise the intensity of its
disaster to a certain extent by trying to under-
stand their laws and taking all-possible precau-
tions for preventing and facing its fury. Still,
this wrath of Nature has remained an inevitable
Evil creating havoc in the world.

Such violations of laws by Nature, however.
are few and far, between- So this Evil also is 3
rare phenomznon. But main very often violates
the laws of his nature and is hence required tc
suffer from the Evil resulting from it. He vio-
lates the physical laws of regularity and mode:
ration in food, drink, sleep, exercise and recrea:
tion; the moral laws of truth, love and self.
control; social laws of justice, charity and frater
nity and the spiritual laws of devotional praye
to and soul-ful meditation on the Lord.. Thi:
upsets the balance and harmony in life. Naturally
he forfeits his claim to healthy pleasure, menta
purity and peace, social harmony and spiritua
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‘bliss. He is required to suffer from the evil of
‘pain, sorrow, unrest, conflict, worry and fear. He
‘becomes incapable of enjoying the blessings of
life, as he is forced to battle against these evils.

There is another type of Evil which results
from our ignorance- We very often don’t try
to ascertain the real worth of certain objects
and persons and pronounce our final judgement
about them. We either raise them to the skies
or relegate them to perdision. In either case we
do injustice to them as our judgement is likely to
be hasty and ill-placed. But when we intentio-
nally “call a dog a cur and beat him’ we commit
a double crime. In this connection we should
note that ‘there is nothing either good or bad
but our thinking makes it so.” Secondly, such
an ignorance of ours makes us use them also ina
wrong manner- We try to put square pegs in
round holes and dub both of them as useless
misfits. In this respect we should do well to
heed the following words of wisdom of a wise

poet :
Amantramaksaram nasti. nasti
milamanau;adhatm I

Ayogyah puruso nasti, yojakastara |
durlabhah II
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“There is no letter without any power of a
Mantra - charm; no root without any medicinal
merit; no person without any worth., All that is
required is a wise person who can know their
real worth and use them properly " Then all
would prove their -worth. Here too, if such a
wrong use is intentional, done with an ulterior
motive, we commit a double crime, and bring
about chaos in the affairs of life. Thirdly, we
are very often ignorant about our very nature —
our natural capacities and tendencies. We try
to perform functions not suited to our inherent
capacities and prove a curse to ourselves as well
as to others. We know that thorns are meant to
protect a garden and blossoms are meant for
spreading delight there, with their beauty and
fragrance. But then, if the thorns le.ve their
fence, occupy the centre and begin to toss their
thorny heads in ugly dance, and if on the other

hand, the blossoms take their station on the

fence by arming themselves with their delicate
shields and arrows for protecting the garden,

both would be a curse to the garden. There
would neither be proper protection to it, nor any
delight in it. Hence, the Gita stresses the urgent
need for all, to observe their respective Swa-
dharma -to perform the functions suited to their
nature. The -attempt to adopt Paradharma -
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functions foreign to their nature, would prove to
be a.dangerous Evil.

~ Evil in human life, thus, assumes the form of
physical pain, mental worry and fear, emotional
egoism and hatred, intellectual confusion and
delusmn- moral waywardness and wickedness,
social unrest and conflict and finally spirisually
‘Dark Nighv of the Soul.” In this manner, this
Evil Keeps us away from Perfect Truth, Wisdom
Goodness and Bliss viz. God. Hence we may
say that Evil is' that Wthh takes and keeps us
away from God.

INFLUENCE

" Evil, thus, exercises a tremendous influence
on the life of man, making it a veritable hell for
him. The ‘sphere of its influence is extensive
and its power is also immense. Asa Sanskrit
poet has put it : |

Punyasya phalamicchanti punyannecchanti
manavah I

Na papa-phalamicchanti papamkurvanti
| - yatnatah II

‘Men desire to have the fruits of merit, but don’t
want merit itself; t,hey don’t want the frunts of
sin, _but they try their utmost to commit sin,”
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Why do they dislike merit even though it
grants them happiness? Why do they like
sin even though it brings about untold misery?
What is the secret of its irresistible influence?
The secret is not far to seek. The influence of
Evil is two-fold.  Firstiy, it appeals to the natu-
1al tendencies - the inherent weakness of man.
And secondly it possesses a deceptive initial
attraction. Due to the original Avidya, man
identifies -himself with his body as a result of
which he develops a strong attachment for it and
a passionate craving for sense-pleasure. More-
over, he wants to attain sense-pleasure with the
least possible labour and in the shortest possible
time. Hence he tries to make use of any means
fair or foul - more foul than fair — and falls an
€asy prey to Evil. Secondly, Evil possesses an
initial attraction. Like a villon, Evil offers
‘honey’ at the start and hides its ‘poison’ in the
heart. Attracted by the immediate pleasure it

grants, man fails to notice the sting in its tail
and comes to grief. '

There is another factor which enables Evil
to cast a magic spell on its votary and enslave
him for good. It assumes the guise of goodness,
deludes the intellect and makes man perpetrate
even ghastly crimes in the name of lofty objec-
tives, high ideals., History bears ample testi-



47

‘mony -to such a death-dance of Evil. Hitler
massacred millions of Jews for establishing the
supremacy of his chosen Aryan race- Lenin
drenched Russia with  horrible blood-bath for
‘the perpetual dominance of the proletariat there.
Comrade Mao is prepared to sacrifice even half
the population of China so that the other half
might live in luxury. Itis Evil in the guise of
8oodness, that made Socrates drink hemlock,
that crucified Christ and murdered many a
Mahatma in the world.

Thus does Evil tempt and pervert the intel-
lect, flatter egoism, inflame passion for lust,
lucre, power and fame, and force man to adopt
dny means and commit the most heinous crimes,
It transforms man into veritable devil It also
creates a band of hypocrites who put up a show
of goodness to achieve success in their nefarious
designs. Thus are the ways to hell paved with
good intentions by Evil.

ELIMINATION

Now about the elimination of Evil. Can we
eliminate Evil completely from the world? The
answer is an emphatic ‘No’. Because Evil is
indissolubly ~ interwoven with the fabric of
Creation. To try to eliminate Evil from the
world is to try for an impossibility. If SO, are
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we ‘like flies to wanton boys’to allow ourselves
to be perpetually tormented and crushed by
Evil? No. That is also not inevitable. We
need not be helpless victims to- its ravages if we
try to know and practise the proper remedy,
already discovered and practised by the Saints
and Sages of the world. We would thereby not
only be able to ward off Evil but would realise

the highest good namely God, as they had done
before,

Instances are not wanting of high-souled
Saints who have overcome Evil, kept it at an
arm’s length and even banished it from the holy
precincts of their lives. They bloomed like
lotuses, unaffected by the muddy waters below,
rose superior to them, developed their beautiful
purity and enjoyed the life-giving sunshine of
the Grace, Presence and Bliss of the Lord. They
not only enjoyed such a blissful life, but they
taught others also to enjoy the same.- Their
noble life and mission have been aptly described
by a poet in the following fine verse : |

Santa mahanto nivasanti santah .
Vasantava llokahitam carantah I
Tirnah svayam bhimamaharnavam janzn
Ahetunanyanapi tarayantah - II -
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“The high-souled Saints lead a life of per-
fect peace Like the spring season, they bless
the world with the joy of fresh life. They have
crossed the terrible ocean of worldly life them-
selves. And they enable others also to do the
same, with no ulterior motive but that of sheer
. compassion”, With the help of their actual
experience, they have chalked out a good path
leading to this Supreme Bliss for the benefit of
the future aspirants. These Saints are our sure
_guides, If we faithfully and sincer¢ly try to act

up to their instructions, we can not only keep
the Evil at bay, but would actually have the
privilege of enjoying the Bliss of the Lord.

Now what is the remedy - the path — which
the Saints have discovered, practised and prea-
ched? It can be briefly summed up in the
following six words: Discrimination, Dispassion,
Devotion, Dedication. Meditation and Surren-
der. We should first develop, according to
them, our power of discrimination by listening
to the words of wisdom of the Great, keenly
observe the life around usand reflect deeply on
the words listened to and the factors observed
by ‘us. This will enable us to distinguish the
eternal from the ephemeral, the real from the
unreal, and the good from the bad factors in

life. When this knowledge grows into a con-
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viction by repeated discrimination, we would feel
dispassion for the latter and develop love for the
former — detachment for objects of sense and
sense-pleasure and attachment for the Lord and
Bliss Divine. This attachment would naturally
evolve itself into devotion for the Lord. For
intensifying our devotion, we should then lov-
ingly dedicate all our actions to the Lord and
constantly engage ourselves in prayerful medita-
tion on His chosen Form and Name. This
practice carried on for a long time would awa-
ken our latent Intuition and bless us with various
spiritual experiences associated with varying
degrees of Bliss. These experiences would inten-
sify our devotion still further, resulting into
complete self-surrender to the Lord. Such a
Joving surrender would then attract His Grace

and enable us to enjoy Supreme Peace (Para-
$anti).

In a couple of significant, Dohas, one attri-
buted to Saint Kabir and the other to his son
Kamal, we are told how those who stray away
from God are crushed by Evil while those that

are attached to God remain unaffected by it.
Here are the Dohas : -

Calati cakki dekha ke, diya Kabira roya 1
Do patan ke bica me, sabita baca na koya H
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Cakki cakki sab kahaj,
‘ kilz kahai na koya 1
Kila se jo laga rahai, sabita bacata soya Il

KKabir saw one day a working grind-stone and
tbegan to weep. “O what a pity” he cried, “Not
a single grain of corn remains safe between the
ttwo pans. All are reduced to powder. At this,
this son remarked : “All persons talk about the
grind-stone but none about the Central Peg.
"They don’t notice that the grain attached to it
remains safe and unaffected by the grind-
'stone,”

“Here the two grind-stones,” explains Dr.
Ranade, “stand not merely for themselves but
also for heaven and earth, the grains of corn for
human beings and the Central Iron Peg for God,
who might well be called the Centre of the Uni-
verse - proximity to which means protection as
reward for devotion”. We, thus, find that it is
only the proximity of the Lord that would
enable us to eliminate Evil from our lives-  Has
not the Lord given this very assurance in the

Gita?
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“Merge your mind in Me! My Grace
would frez you from all calamities... Take
refuge in Me! 1 shall liberate you from all
sins !’



Existential Interpretation of Evil

Dr, J. V. Joshi,
Willington College. Sangli

The most bewildering Problem of Life is an
inseparable dualism in Nature between a bright
and dark, noble and ignoble or good and evil.
We cannot ignore or sophistically explain away
the repugnant. intolerable, harmful, undesirable
elements in Man, Society and Nature. At the
same time, it is our obligation to search for and
preserve the attractive, desirable, noble and ideal
aspects of the same. To declare the Evil as a
fiction of imperfect, ignorant human mind; or to
accept it in the spirit of a Fatalist, as an inscru-
table decree of Providence, is either to express
our ignorance or to ignore our responsibility.
The Existential approach takes realistic view and
holds man to be the destiny unto himself,
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Broadly defined, Existentialism means a des-
criptive analysis of the structure, constitutive
conditions, potentialities and limitations and
ethical interests of human existence. Its stand-
point is subjective, personal, introspective.
relative and experiential. It is a protest against
Self-estragement, dehumanization, mechanisa-
tion and objectification of experience, It 1s
broadly against the metaphysics that refers to
the abstract, absolute, transcendent, supernatural
reality. Considering man as always in the mak-
ing. it holds his actual, concrete, felt and lived
personal reality as prior and basic to his so-
called conceptual, ideal essence- He is free to
make choice and act, which give shape to his
unique personal existence. Instead of ‘‘general,
universal and impersonal deindividualized” man
as the centre of inquiry, existentialism considers
the private., ipner depths of his personality as
the source and centre of philosophical wisdom.
The existentialists have made strong complaint
against (1) the mechanistic materialism of science
that reduces man to a machine, (ii) traditional
religious dogmatism, that asks from the follow-
ers mechanical, blind, faithful obedience of its
dictates; (ii1) metaphysics ‘of transcendenta-
Jism, that asks him to ignore the realities of ‘this’

world: and (iv) the totalitarian social structure.
that makes his creativity meaningless. It isa
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protest against all ideologies, which make man’s
uniqueness, individuality and freedom insigni-
ficant.

This forms the background of the existen-
tial approach to the problem of Evil. According
to it the suffering, sin, evil, wickedness that is
there is due to “INAUTHENTIC” life lived by
us in our long history of social behaviour. For
Heidegger, it is behaviour set and standardised
by the Impersonal Man; for Marcel it is domi-
nated by the Social Function. for Sartre, it is
‘given’ by ‘others’ or ‘they’. We lose our self in
the crowdy, chaotic. anarchic life full of opini-
ons, standards, modes of understanding and
action “Given to us by Others”. Therefore, our
self-image is shaped by what others feel, do,
know and expect.

Life of pleasure-seeking, boredom, melan-
choly, despair, sense of vacuity, worthlessness,
meaninglessness, absurdity, nothingness etc.
characterise the Inauthentic existence. The
Authentic )ife consists in self-examination, self-
criticism, self-exploration and self-judgement.All
truths should be subjected to experiential veri-
fication, all values be accepted on personal
choice without the pressure of authority. blind
conformity and ‘self-deception. Non-ego-centric
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disinterested knowledge and action can alone
help us in the Encounter with Nothingness. -

Generally, the existentialists interpret both
good and evil as man-made. They do not wish
to impose any responsibility about pain, suffer-
ing and evil on any natural or supernatural
agency. It is the wrong use of personal freedom,
inauntheticity, blindness, indifference that give
rise: to them. Impersonal or Personal God,
Fate, Unconscious, Blind, Evil Force or Energy
etc- need not be invited to explain the Evil or
to cure and prevent it. Man is responsible for
his Fall, for his Crimes and Punishments, Ago-
nies and Frustrations. That means any onto-
logic or metaphysical reference is neither neces-
sary nor useful in this context.

Obviously, the view of (i) Absolute Idea-
lism, which declares Evil as Phenomenal; (ii) the
view of Dualistic, Theistic Creationism, which
accepts Good and Evil as both co-eternal and
co-ordinate principles e.g., (1) Good: Ormazd,
Evil: Ahirman as in Zorastrianism; (2) Good:
God, Evil: Satan as in Christianity], are not
aceepted by the existentialists. They will not
also admire the attempts of classifying the
various types of Sins and prescribing various
types of remedies (Prayascittas), as found given
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in Indian Sruti, Smrti, Purana and Sutra litera-
ture, Instead of such attempts the Existentia-
lism insists on analysis and reform of concrete
problems and realities of personal and social
life. God, Self, Immortality, Heaven and Hell,
Karma and Re-birth are the theological and
metaphysical commitments or the postulates
which are accepted in the traditional explana-
tions of Evil. These explanations create many
difficulties regarding 1) nature of God, 2)
nature of Soul, 3) relation between God and the
World on one hand and of Soul with World and
God on the other. The existentialists question
the possibility, acceptibility and validity of these
commitments and postulates; prefer to discard
them and try to explain the problem in terms of
Self-estrangement, Self-alienation and Inauthen-
ticity. Just as in Buddhism the moral agent 1s
held responsible for inevitable fruit of his
actions, the existentialists accept the same inevi-
tibility and responsibility. In Buddhism God
and Sin as understood traditionally are not
accepted. Man commits mistakes out of igno-

rance. They are termed as Vice and Crime.
Man has to shoulder their responsibility. He
has to pay the price for his self—forgetf‘ulness-
which he pays by living the Ljfe of Bondage i.e.,

inauthentic existence.
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Sense of Vacuity, self-contradictoriness and
Absurdivy, Futility of human effort and the per-
ception of Pain and Suffering etc. make the
existentialists pessimistic about the future of
life. Death as the Final Destiny and Destruc-
tion as dominent trend which they accept, make
them °‘weeping’ philosophers. Here too they
follow the footsteps of Buddha and Schopen-
hauer. However. they ask us “to accept what
is as it is” and to face it with courage. In the
words of J. Krishnamurti, they prefer to look at
life and live it “without Identification, Condem-
nasion and Justification”. The life of the indi-
vidual is the product of Conditioning. The
existentialists recommend its Deconditioning.
The traditional religion recommends its Recon-
ditioning with the aid of various types of
ritualistic prescriptions, The existentialists pre-
fer the motto of Socrates: Know Thyself.
According to them proper wunderstanding of
one’s own self-existence, its potentialities and
limitations will enable him to know that he is
the centre of Freedom and Creativity. Only
then he can succeed in his Encounter with
Nothingness. Here they come very close to the
essential spirit of mysticism which consists in
“the flight of the Alone to the Alone” or to the

spirit of true religion, as defined by A.N. White:
head, as “What one does in Solitude’.
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A broad comparison between the Hindu
philosophical outlook and the Existential
thought shows that both believe in human finite-
ness, death, misery, worthlessness etc. .But for
the former these attributes characterise only
transitory, superficial aspects of man’s spiritual
pilgrimage in which man has to face and over-
come the crises and trials. -For the latter. they
constitute permanent features of Existence.
Therefore, the former has become the Philosophy
of Faith, while the latter the Philosophy without
Faith. The former gives us the picture of life in
which there is Peace, Bliss and Tranquility
(Sthitaprajnatva). a level of the Trance-valuation
of Values; while the latter proves to be the phi-
losophy of Relativism and Pessimism, -

The primacy of self and its analysis advoca-
ted by the existentialists as the starting point of
philosophical wisdom can. be welcomed by the
Hindu approach. However, the existentialism
analyses the personality only up to the levels of
body, mind. intellect, ego, empirical self etc,
Naturally, their Encounter with Nothingness,
Absurdity etc. pertain only to the lower stage of
spiritual development. If they go still further
and analyse ‘the depth of our true being they
will come to know that one is the centre of Cre-
atlwty and Freedom, but that centre is not

b=
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empirical existence. It is the Transcendental
Self which is the Spark Divine. To realise it is
to live really authentic life. In that life there 1s
no Agony but Ecstacy. There is no question of
Dread and Death. The person attaining that
stage becomes spontaneously virtuous.- Itisa
life not of tension but of Tranquility. Perhaps,
that was the implication of ths teachings of
Kigrkegaard and Marcel who believed in God
and who held that man can attain an Eternal
and Immortal state of being 'in relation to God
and that is the ultimate spiritual purpose of
man’s authentic existence. In absence of such
trans-empirical faith the views of Heidegger,

Sartre. Camus etc, have turned out to be the
philosophy of torture.

The ancient upanisadic seers prayed;

3% G AT YL AAT |
JAE /1 SAfaTag |
AANAT THT T4 |

Contemporary atheistic and pessimistic existen-
tialism overemphasizes the first half of the said
prayer, i.e. vacuity or nothingness (Asat); dark-
ness and dread (Tamas); destruction and death
(Mrtyu). On the other hand Hindu outlook
emphasizes the latter half of the said prayer, i.e.
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‘the real and the ideal (Sat); light aud hope
(Jyoti ; immortality and bliss (Amrtatvam). For
‘the Integral Realisation of Life one may -begin
‘'with existentialism but in the attainment of its
«destiny one has to go beyond Existentialism,



The Problem of Moral Evil

Dr, S. R. Talghatti

Evil, natural or moral, is primarily a matter
of experience. It constitutes a problem only
when we start reflecting on it. The problem
itself can be conceived in two ways: In 1ts
wider form, the problem is concerned with Evil
as such - its origin (cause), nature and removal.
In its narrower form, it is related specifically to
the religious theistic conception of God. In
this form, the problem of Evil is one of the
most perplexing problems of the Philosophy of
Religion. It is essentially a problem of reconci-
liation between the metaphysical and moral
attributes of God on the one hand and the
existence of evil in the world on the othér. Thus
in the restricted sense, it is a problem for a
believer surrounded by evil of all sorts. For a
non-believer there is evil but not the problem of
Evil which arises out of incompatibility between
God’s omnipotence, omniscience, kindness,
etc. and the presence of abundent evil in His
creation. In this paper, we shall discuss the
problem in both the forms, but confine ourselves
to moral evil only,
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Let us start with the concept of Evil itself.
IGenerally it is taken as opposed to the concept
0f ‘Good’. This is evident from such titles as
“Beyond Good and Evil”. Moral Evil will thus
Ibe what is opposed to Moral Good. Now, Good
lhas two-fold meaning - adjectival and gerundive
€.8 ‘a good act of man® and ‘the good of all’. In
the forme. sense :good’ is a moral adjective
expressing the quality of moral goodness; in the
latter, it generally means ‘well being’ and speci-
fically, ‘morally desirable or prescribed end i.e,
the moral good’. The two are, of course, basi-
rally inter-related. If, now, evil is taken to be
the opposite of ‘good’, then it would mean -
adjectivally — bad, immoral, morally wrong etc-:
and gerundively, the ‘ill-being’ or in other
words ‘misery, suffering’ in general, and morally
forbidden end, object or pursuit etc., in particu-
lar. In fact, the concept of evil includes much
more than is suggested by taking ‘it to be only a
negative conceps- Considering the natural and
moral evils together, we realize that everything
in the world that represents error, disorder
wrongness, badness, and above all, pain is des-
cribed as ‘evil’. Moral evil means vice, moral
error or lapses, badness etc. and their expres-
sions. It is more helpful, therefore, to take evi
as a positive concept. Its content in the ulti-
mate analysis is seen to be ‘suffering, misery,
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unhappiness’. When it is caused by mnatural
objects, events etc., we call it natural evil; and
when it is caused by moral lapses, vices — either
~of others or of our own, we call it moral evil. I
know that some thinkers will find it difficult to
accept this description especially of moral evil
in terms of suffering. They will say that,
strictly speaking, vice, moral lapses, error etc.
themselves are the moral evil, not the suffering
due to them. But on closer examination 1t will
‘be found out that moral evil in order to be ‘evil’
. must invariably be related to suffering in some
way. At least I for one think so.

Galloway is not. quite clear on this point
though on the whole he seemsto support the
view here taken. According to him - “Broadly
speaking, we term natural evils the evils which
are involved in the course of nature, and affect
not only man, but all other finite creatures as
well. Moral evils, again, are those which spring,
directly or indirectly, from the exercise of
human will, and are made possible by the acti-
vity of conscious beings”.! While moral evil
means transgressing the law or norm of society
i,e., the law of man, sin, its religious counterpart

B

1. Galloway, George The Philosophy of Religion,
p- 537.
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means ‘““‘a transgression of, or a failure to con-
form to the Law of God rather thaa the law of
man”2 In the case of both moral evil and sin
or religious evil, their effect on man and society
In terms of suffering or conditions of suftering
is what makes them ‘evil’,

In the light of the above discussion regard-
ing the nature of the concept of evil, we can
appreciate better the profound significance of
the general purpose, of Indian Philosophy viz.
getting rid of misery and also of the all import-
ant concept of ‘Moksa’. Samkhya clearly states
the purpose thus - gr@xmfararg fasmar,3 the three
kinds of misery being a#rearfeas, srawYas and
Aifafqw. It can be seen that the mental part of
Fiegtferw and the anfaaifas caused by other people
are what we call moral evil and the rest nasural
evil. The four Noble Truths of the Buddha are

significant for the same reason.

We now come to the question of the origin
of moral evil or sin Here we are concerned
with what Galloway* calls the metaphysical
problem of moral evil, and not the psychologi-
cal. That is to say the question is not regarding

2. 1Ibid. p. 520,
3. Sasukhya Karikz 1.
4. Op. cit. pp. 522-523.
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the development of the consciousness of moral
evil or sin in man’s mind, but regarding the
ultimate cause - explanation - rationale — of the
existence of moral evil or sin in the world at all

and more specifically, regarding its compatlbx-
hty with God S goodness o

v

At the outset we may cast aside as un accep-
table the view that evil - natural or moral —is
only apparent and has.no reality. This goes
against actual experience and it will help in no
way to turn our back on so potent a fact or
actuality as evil. So. far as moral evil is con-
cerned, we have to accept that the vicious or bad
tendenmes selfish and wrong desires etc- do
exlst Another view admits the existence.of evil
along with ‘good’ but holds that the balance
bemo in favour of the good. the world is on the
whole good ‘and God need not be blamed, be-
cause this is the best of all possible worlds. We
can easily see that both these views try to under-
mine the gravity of Evil and to preserve God’s
goodness in face of evil., Yet another view tries
to justify evil by saying that it'is ordained
by God to be necessary either for purification or
for greater good or, again. for punishment of
our transgression of His law etc. - In doing; so,
however. these views lndlrectly admit that -it is
God who is responsible for Evil; including moral
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evil, in the world. So far as moral evil is con-
cerned, I don’t think that .we can hold God
responsible for it when clearly it is made pos-
sible .only by conscious human will. A more
serious difficulty about these and such other
theories which consider and try to explain evil
only in connection with the idea of a good God
is that they do not go to the root-cause of moral
evil and, therefore, can neither explain_ the real
nature of moral evil, nor suggest a way of get-
ting over it- All these efforts, which are called
Theodicy. are, by their very nature, bound to
fail. One of the main reasons for this is that, as
said above, they consider evil only in relation to
God’s goodness, and not in its own right. This
diverts their attention from evil to God, thus
making the analysis especially of. moral evil
superficial. I know that there is a view which
places the responsibility of moral evil on man,
not on God, as the others do- But in so far as
this view gives the credit of moral (or any other)
‘g00d’ to God and not to man, it is inconsistent,
because the credit and discredit of the good and
the evil respectively should go to the same

agency, whether God or man- ..

The whole problem of moral evil or sin
needs a more careful study. The view that man
is sinner by nature and that he can do no better
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than confess it and repeat over it, does not lead
us any-where. It is true that there are in man
bad tendencies, selfish interests and various other
expressions of a baser mind. But it is also true
that the same man also contains nobler emotions
like love. sympathy, kindness etc. plus many
other good tendencies in his bosom. As Butler
says, the human nature is constituted of all the
four factors viz. particular passions or impulses,
self-interest, benevolence and conscience. This
way then, we can not go any further- The basic
question 1s, what is it that prompts man to
transgress the Law either of man or of God? It
i1s not true to say that man is by nature a law-
breaker. Had it been so, the ‘law’ itself would
not have seen the light of the day. The fact is
that'man has and wants ‘law’, but at the same

i1ime be can and does break it when he is so
prompted.

To my mind, the cognitive, affective and
conative workings of a man’s mind are all direc-
ted. consciously or unconsciously, towards the
attainment of good. primarily of himself, What-
ever a man thiaks, feels or does, is-always ulti-
mately in the interest, immediate, remote or
ultimate, of his own good self It is in their
own interests that people come together to frame
moral codes or laws in the name of ‘social good’,
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“Justice’ and so on. There is nothing inherently
'wrong or bad in this. In fact, the whole of mor-
-ality is concerned with inter-personal be-
haviours of people in a society; i-e. its content
1is social in nature. The transgression of this law
ifor any reason whatsoever, constitutes the moral
evil. Now when we try to analyse the motive
Ibehind the trangression itself. we realize that it
iis the same thought of self-goud which prompts
it as it prompts the creation of moral system
.itself. The system we do want to exist because
'we know that it is in the interest of us all- But
:at times it appeals to an individual that it is in
lhis interest more to break it than to follow,
"These are the moments when individuals are
ttempted to transgress the ‘law’ or in other words
«commit sin or moral evil, In other words, the
sorigin of both morality and moral evil is the
ssame in the last analysis, viz. the idea of one’s
oown good. The thought that it pays to go by
tthe way which we call morally evil, will always
Ibe found to be lurking at the back of a vicious
jperson’s mind, Nobody will commit sin for
mothing.

Now, the question is, ‘Is this thought of
tthe person committing moral evil or sin, true?
or in other words, ‘Can breaking of the moral
llaw i.e. the way of vice, really serve any body’s
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interest or do any body good, or really pay?”
The answer is ‘no’. On the contrary we. have to
pay for it, and sometimes very heavily. Then,
how is it that the sinner comes to think of the
way of sin to be ‘good’ for himself is the
next question, The answer, however, i1s not
quite simple. The thought may be ascribed
either, to ‘human weakness’ which in turn may
be ascribed to God, or-to a ‘defective notion of
one’s own good (in fact of human good’) 1.e. to
the ignorance of the real ‘good’. In any case,
the source of moral evil is complex and has to
do with the attitude of the individual towards
the world outside and himself within.

As I said, it is the ignorance of our ‘real
good’ -and a lack of courage to pursue it when
known, which is at the back of moral evil. So
far as moral law is concerned, how can it come
in the way of anybody’s interests when actually
it is meant to serve them? It is only when we
try to pursue our ends at the cost of others’
good that we have to break it- Why do we try
to do so either? Because we think it .possible
and desirable while, in fact, it is not so. At the
basis of all this is the supposed antagonism bet-
ween ‘I’ and ‘thou’, ‘mine’ and, ‘yours’ or in
other words, between ‘self” ard ‘not-self’. The
latter terminology leads us to the heart of the
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problem. Before discussing it any further let us
first try to define the ‘real good' of man. It is
not much difficult to find 1t out, but it certainly
requires great strength of mind to foliow the
path leading to it. ‘The good’ 1s what we com-
monly call ‘happiness’, its crude name being
‘pleasure’. Everybody, we know, wants happi-
ness. But even before this notion of happiness,
comes physical and mental well-being. To" put
it negatively, the ‘good’ means, to the minimum,
absence of suffering. This well corresponds
with the Sarmkhya or the Bauddha inquiry or,
for that matter, with the general outlook of
Indian Philosophy itself. But it is better to
accept - the positive notion of happiness or
Ananda than the negative one of absence of
suffering — which is already included in it.

Man suffers from, and for want of many
things, Again, as to the nature of happiness
and its means there are a variety of views. Each
seeks happiness of his conception in his own
way.- Moreover, there are certain basic com-
mon needs like food-shelter,-clothes and so on.
to be satisfied. Then come more complex needs.
Psychology tells us in detail about these things
under the heading of motivation.. Thus, so long
as we live on the physical and mental plane of
existence, we have needs, desires, vasanas and all
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that. There is also conflict of needs and desires
of the same man as also of different people; in
other words, there are conditions in which moral
evil arises. By living on the plane of physical
and mental existence, I mean identifying our-
selves with our bodies and our minds moving
them. ‘I’ means body-mind complex and con-
sequently ‘my’ happiness or suffering means that
of this complex which is essentially distinct and
separate from others. Hence. the antagonism is
between ‘I’ and ‘thou’ or better ‘self” and ‘not-
self? as mentioned earlier. Thus the basic
features of living on this plane are two, viz- con-
stant pressure of needs and desires, and constant
confrontation of self with not-self. Both of
these are the original source of su ffering to avoid
which our every effort is directed. Even moral
sin arises only to get rid of this misery or suffer-
ing though in that attempt individuals inflict
suffering on others, thus giving rise to the prob-
lem of moral evil. The fact is that we all want
to ourselves, absolute, permanent happiness -
Ananda - without the possibility of pain or
suffering; but actually we seek or rest satisfied
with happiness which is by its very nature rela-
tive. temporary and fraught with pain- It is
because we live always on the physical and
mental planes of existence identifying ourselves
with our bodies and minds. The term ignorance
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iassumes profound significance here. We are
nignorant of our real ‘good’ means we are ignorant
of our ‘real self’, of the plane of existence which

iis beyond what we call good and evil. Hence
tthe supreme injunction - ‘Know thyself’.

Coming, now, to the way of over-coming mo-
iral evil, in fact, evil as such, we have to bear in
imind the distinction between these two planes of
texistence viz. phenomenal and transcendental
or vyavaharika and paramarthika: On the for-
imer level we cannot completely conquer moral
or any other evil. Our effort, there, can only be
ito minimise it as far as possible. This can be
«done firstly, by providing for the satisfaction of
‘the basic needs of all and, secondly, by properly
.educating the people into cultured beings- The
‘object is not to give any occasion for the moral

evil to arise and further, to keep it under control
or check by developing morality - into a force
through good education or samskaras.

If, however, we want to overcome moral evil
completely, then we must follow the way which
leads to the complete cessation of misery or
suffering. - This can be done only by going
beyond the phenomenal plane and living in the
transcendental one. We saw that the features of
the former are ever increasing needs and desires
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on the one hand and opposition of self and non-
self on the other. These, in turn are due to
identification of ‘self” with body-mind complex.
In order to go beyond this, therefore, one must
give a fight on three fronts, mustering all the
strength and courage of spirit against body-
mind, viz. - (a) one must reduce the needs and
desires to the minimum, in fact, to zero almost:
'(b) one must enlarge the conception of ‘self’ so
much as to include almost the whole of ‘not-
self” within it so that duality of self and not-self
comes to naught; and (c) one must realize one-
self vo be different from .body-mind -complex, to
be the still ocean of peaceful consciousness of
which body, mind, intellect ego etc. are but rip-
ples. . All the margas or ways prescribed by
Indian. Thought and Religion, such as - Jiana
(knowledge), Bhakti (Devotion), Yoga, Niskama
Karma and so on, are meant to achieve the state
in which all the above three conditions are ful-
filled and thereby bliss- supreme attained. This
very state of existence is variously called as
Moksa, Nirvana, Swarupe Avasthanam, Brahmi
Sthiti and so on. It is in this state alone that
man is completely immune to moral evil or any
kind of evil for that matter, in the form of suffe.
ring- To realize 1t —call it self-realization or
God-realization or whatever else you like - is the
supreme goal of human life since it alone is the
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‘highest good’- of man which may be called
simply ‘Santi’.

‘I have given only an outline of the way of
getting over moral evil in particular and also
evil in general. A detailed discussion. of how
this way is the only path leading to Ananda be-
yond good and evil will be very much in order
and even necessary. But it 1s not.possible to
undertake it. here for want of space.. I would
only say that we live on the phenomenal plane
which is, essentially, relative .and evil 1is the
necessary outcome of it. Unless, therefore, we
transcend it, there is no possibility of getting
over evil completely. Incidentally, this brings
out clearly the importance and great significance
of the Indian approach to life-and Philosophy-.

‘There remains to be discussed. now, the last
point regarding evil and God, which. forms the
corner stone of the problem:.of evil, at least in
the western thought. ..So far as moral evil is
cancerned, I think that we cannot blame God
for its existence since it is we, along with our
free wills, who are re5p0n51b1e for it - No doubt,
it is essentially a producb of finitude-‘the human
condition’; but still, it is through the exercise of
our free will that it comes into being. 'In truth,
the notion of morality itself is a-human creation.
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If ‘evil’ is a value-word then it also is of human
origin along with ‘moral’. It is true that what
we call ‘evil’ or ‘moral evil’, does exist; but we
must remember that it is we who call it ‘evil or
‘moral evil’> Thus, it is man who is responsible
for the judgement of ‘evil’ and it is the finitude,
ignorance, weakness of man, which I have called
‘the human condition’, which gives rise to ‘moral
evil’. We can, of course, hold God responsible
for human finitude and weakness. He should
have made us in his own image - all good and
none evil! But there also, He has given us ‘free
will’ and a capacity. to transcend evil of our
making by the way outlined above. Moreover,
who are we to tell God to do one bidding? On
the contrary, we must thank Him for creating us
at all- though as.finite beings. Leaving aside this
polemic, let us reaffirm the truth that c<evil’ is
not an entity created by God, but a description
of human experience of suffering resulting from
the finite mode of man’s reaction to the external
world including other human beings. It is pos-

sible to change this mode of reaction .in such a
way that it results not in suffering but in bliss,
as described above. Instead of blaming God,
therefore, and creating the ‘problem of evil’ we
must blame ourselves for not caring to follow
this path of bliss. The fact is that to . solve the
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problem of evil is really to dissolve it. And this
can be done only by abiding for ever in the ‘self’
which is ‘Peace Abounding’. Hence the prayer-

Santih!.  Santih !  .Santih !!!

S
an



_Some Reflection on the Problem of Evil

Prof. B. R. Kulkarni = . . .

Evil is not considered as a part of moral
science by some thinkers. There are writers
whose treatises on morals do not deal with the
problem of Evil. It is considered to be a theo-
logical problem. But moralists like Taylor are
emphatic that sin is distinctively a moral
problem and hence evil should form part of mo-
ral treaties- Of course, a thorough examination
of the problem "necessarily -involves theological
and metaphysical considerations.

Various explanations of the problem of evil
have been offered. Socrates held that the choice
of wrong is due to ignorance. If so, the question
arises, how is ignorance or mistake possible?
The Platonic Socrates grapples with the problem
in the dialogue Thaetetus. To say that choice
of evil is due to mistake only throws the diffi-
culty back one stage. The evolutionist’s expla-
nation is that our understandings are not com-
pletely developed, but are in the process of
making. This is the cause of error. But this
explanation is unsatisfactory because morality is
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not a matter of development from the animal
world, it is essentially a human consideration.
It is only human beings who feel that guilt is
indelible and very little of it is wiped out com-
pletely., Man reproaches himself if he since-
rely thinks that he has done wrong. We demand
punishment as a retribution for ‘thé wrongs
committed; but the feeling remains that the stain
is still there; what has been done cannot be un-
done though the wrong ‘act may not be repeated
in future. This is of course true in the case of
highly developed sense of morahty

St_. Augustine held that evil is a privation of
good. Good alone 1is substantial while evil is
its corruption. Evil has to exist in some entity-
Evil is a negative concept Itis a deﬁ01ency
Even the ‘case of man’s fall or original sin is
explained by Augustine by his doctrine of defi-
cient causation, i.e., there is'no-efficient or posi-
‘tive cause of evil willing, rather evil willing is
itself a deficiency.- To find out a cause for it is
trying to hear silence. ,

Schleiermacher who described sin as a fail-
ure to maintain a clear distinction between that
on which men are entirely dependent i.e, God
and that on which men are relatively dependent
i.e. objects in the world. . The feeling of comp-
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lete dependence should be 'in' relation to God
and not the world. Not to realise this is evil or
sin. . Discrimination is thus important. This is
exactly what Sankara means by prescribing
Nityanitya vastu-viveka i e. discrimination bet-
ween the eternal and the transitory and says that
. failure to do this leads to Adhyasa.

The absolutists also negate evil i.e. give it
only a relative existence. Evil, for them is an

appearance, the ultimate reality being beyond
good and evil.

The reahsts on the other hand emphasrze
that evil is a stark reality and that suffering 1s a
fact of experience. It does not disappear only
by calling it an appearance. Philosophers like

James, however, hope that ultimately God will
trlumph over evil.

- The existence of evil requires no arguments:
The day-to-day experience vouchsafes for it:
Pessimists and optimists put forward arguments
to prove the predominance -of evil over good and
vice versa respectively. We may give a passing
reference to the pessimistic argument put forward
by Schopenhauer and see how they are met.

The apriori argument given by SchOpenhauer-
runs as follows: the present- alone is actual
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The past experience is dead, future experience is
not yet born, This is the ‘no-longer’ and ‘not
yet’ of James. Schopenhauer further says that we
are always dissatisfied with the present and
hanker after future which in turn becomes a new
present and again dissatisfies us so that we again
look to the next future. This goes on-the futures
becoming presents, but having no capacity to
satisfy our will; so change is unceasing because
no given present gives contentment to the will.
Change is thus associated with dissatisfaction.

But this argument is met by saying that the
past cannot be dead absolutely. Though it has
slipped from our hands so that the fulness of its
experience is no longer there, it 1s not dead for
God who may possess it fully. Even a memory
of our good =act gives present satisfaction.
Though the present is changed for future, it is

not destroyed but preserved in God. We find
our joy in contributing to divine richness. The
present therefore need not be entirely evil.

The empirical argument which Schopen-
hauer has given points to the fact that life is full
of sorrow, we have too many burdens to bear or
we become burdens to ourselves. Therefore the
goal of life is to fly away from misery.
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But it is retorted: though thereis a tendency
to go away from pain, the goal is not merely
negative. Mere cessation of pain cannot be the
end; otherwise death would be ideal for it puts
an end to all pain. Again life cannot be said to
be merely sorrow; there are pleasant moments
even in the life of slaves who are supposed to be
unhappy.

Inspite of the arguments and counter argu-
ments, it remains a truism to say that they are
far from conclusive. There is an inevitable note
of subjectivity in the goods and evils of every

day life. As the poet puts it: nothing is good
or bad but thinking makes it so.

There are very few things which will be con-
sidered good by every person in the universe. It
would be extremely difficult to define good life.
Volumes have been written on whether happi-
ness or reason is a moral ideal. Even if we
accept good life to be developed life, there is the
conflict between active life and contemplative
life as we find in Plato and Aristotle.

If we look to Plato’s idea of the ideal or the
most happy, most wise and most just man—the

philosopher-king - we find that even this man -
as 4 man - is a mixture of appetite, spirited ele-
ment and reason though reason may outweigh
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the other two. The philosopher-King who in
Plato’s Republic is without family and without
property and who lives only on the salary which
is paid to him in kind by the workers is suppos-
ed to be the most happy man. But E. Barker
asks whether by keeping the appetite and the
spirited element dissatisfied—and he has to do it
as he has no family and private property-he is
not doing injutice to those elements. Thus
justice js to be based on a bit of injustice. The
spirited element and appetite which are kept in
abeyance try {o dominate, and as they do so,
there arises first the oligarchic man and then the
democratic man—the very butt ofridicule. He
i1s a man without definite ends_or rather as many
ends as his desires or idiosyncracies. The point
is that Plato’s idea of justice does not do justice
to spirited element and appetite for in subordi-
nating them to reason, they are suppressed, they
as if foment jealousy in themselves and they
ultimately burst out. So the ideal of justice is
not so practicable, otherwise seeds of degene-
ration would not have loomed large in its very
conception. After-all intellect is not the. whole
man and the totalitarian rule by intellect will not
be everlasting. i

Siqﬁlarly very few things \;,fill. be pOinted ouﬁ
as absolutely evil. If the theory of Karma is
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accepted, even the tearing away to pieces of an
innocent deer.by a cruel tiger may not be called
absolutely evil. The theory of Karma implies
the 1dea of retribution, and we have to reap what
we sow - whether good or evil - either in this
life or in the life to come. To bear fruit is in
the nature of Karma and it will take its own
course So in the killing of a deer by a tiger
whether the deer is paying for its past sins. or
the tiger is sowing seeds of future suffering is

unknown; it is just one moment in the cycle of
Karmas.

If this act of killlng of a deer by a tiger Is
arranged by Providence, to strike a balance bet-
ween the previous Karmas and their rewards in
the case of the deer or tiger or both. ever re-
mains unknown. Hence from our limited point
of view, we cannot pronounce an act evil or talk

of superfluous evils only because they happen to
touch us to the quick.

It is again pointed out that some evil is
necessary so that moral qualities will be evoked.
Unless there is pain and suffering, courage and
sacrifice Lo relieve them have no meaning. Some
little deficiency or pain seems to be a precondi-
tion for the exercise of virtues. It happens,
however, that the moral qualities remain un-
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rewarded for some tiﬁ'{'e; and the consolation
offered is that they will be rewarded in an after
life. But it may be objected: Why assume a
first order evil in the form of pain in order to
evoke a second order moral quality like courage
and then evoke eschatology for equating virtue
and - happiness! In this latter there will be no
evil; and no necessity of evoking moral qualities.
Why mnot begin with such a state? Why go
through all serpentine wanderings of evil, moral
qualities and the rewarding eschatology only to
land in an evilless world? Is not the assumption

of the necessity of evil in the beomnmg super-
fluous ?

The superfluity of necessity of evil will have
to be determined not by a finite observer but by
an Infinite creator. A serpent’s poison is evil:
but it has wonderful medicinal qualities; and if
we want to eliminate serpents, with every poison
an invaluable medicine will be lost. In the in-
finite scheme of the universe, they have their
own place - the deadly poisonous se;‘fents, the

cruel hunting hawks, the ugly  creatures and
many of the loathsome marine animals- But
they _have- come into existence by the law of
sufficient reason and the sufficient reason will
have to be determined not by us but by Him.
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. In the orderly scheme of God’s creation, we
may seem to find delusions "and illusions,
diseases and injustices, but His dispositions are
justified by net results. Nature may seem to
squander her material, may seem to work by
trial and error method. but in the economy of
creation the occasional lapses and exceptions
and wunsuccessful trials may lead to ultimate
perfection. As Boyce Gibson says while com-
menting on Descartes the bitter and continuous
struggle and sacrifice may draw us profusively
nearer to the fuller unity. In a similar spirit,
Leibnitz eulogises this world as the best possible
world. There were infinite possibilities which
would have been turned into actualities, but the
best possible world is discerned by God’s wis-

dom, chosen by His goodness and effected by
His power,

From the point of view of timeless eternal
reality the whole is good- The variegated crea-
tion including evil is a display of God’s power
and richness, Every piece of creation, different
and unique, adds to the glory of the Maker. It
shows his Infinite capacivy, a potentiality of
multiple creativity which Lovejoy calls the
principle of Plenitude. The richer the creation,

the more adequately does it express his
perfection,
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We can imagine two universes: in~the one
there is happiness distributed at random, and in
the second the same amount of happiness is dis-
tributed according to deserts. Now as McTag-
gat remarks, the total value in both the universes
1s the same, though the value of the second
universe is greater than the first. In a similar
vein we can think of two universes of compara-
rable value In the one case, we eliminate a
particular evil, say serpents, and do not mind
forgoing the medicinal value lost with it. In the
second, both the evil poison and its valuable
medicines are there. Here we may suppose that
the good and bad cancel cach other; the negative
value of poison and the positive value of the
medicine make it comparable to the first uni-
verse. The evil decreases its value, but 1t is
compensated by the potentijality of the poison as
a medicine. Which of the two universes is pre-
ferable then? 1 have used the word comparable
and not equal, because we do uot know whether
the evil of the poison outweighs the good poten-
tialities of the medicine or it is 'vice versa- The
only question worth consideration is whether we
are satisfied with the wuniverse without evil,
having had a fright of evil, or whether we are
prepared to fight the evil and hope to develop
its infinite potentialities to our advantage- A
critic of Schopenhauer has pointed out that the
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tragic is not absent from the divine happiness.
Elimination of evil would not enhance but re-
duce the total value of the universe. This. is the
implication of Whitehead’s insistence that pain
is a half way house between full harmony and
utter indifference. Both for us and for God our
sorrows are better than mere difference.

Royce contends that evil is necessary for
the experience of good. Man wants not only the
victory but the play with all its risks- He loves
victory but would not accept it if it is certain In
~advance. He shuns defeat but welcomes its lur-
king possibility while playing; he does not want
defeat to be eliminated just at the beginning.
This 1s true of all pleasures. There cannot be an
absolute elimination of all evil. Tension is
essential for real enjoyment of good. Herakleitos
has said that everywhere we find tension between
opposite forces, Iflife is like that it ~is no use
trying to do away with evil. -

Let evil remain a problem. To say that you
have found out a solution to the problem of
evil either by saying that it is real or not real, is
crystallizing 1t into a. positive or a negative
dogma, Let it remain a live issue. Let not the
juice be drained away from it so that it is noth:
ing but skin and bone. Rather than being?
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static and crystallized dogma, evil should remain
a tentalising problem.

The moral and spiritual implication of evil
shouid not be lost sight of It is one of the
powerful and effective incentives to spiritual life.
Consciousness of old age, disease, the inevitable
death and the imbalance many a time between
our desert and the reward turn us toward a life
in God. I[fevil is not there who will remember

God? That is why Kunti prayed fagz: &g 7 TR
arg geqgy gfc: u . _

Let the sorrows and sufferings fall to our lot
so that we remember God-

How imperfection points to perfection is reflec-
ted in the ageold prayer:

AGdT |7 gAY
qaa A1 sqifaray
7T AT A[T THA



The Problem of Evil

P. M. Datye

Before the creation of the universe there was
the unique, supreme, almighty, Reality, the
spirit, the existent 1In its original pure form.
After dissolution the same principle will remain.
The multiplicity which has arisen is alone mani-
fest—neither the original nor its finale which
are equally unmanifest. The different things
that we feel are relative phases of Unique Rea-
lity divided by three-fold phenomena,
namely Knower, Known and Knowledge- Now
we shall directly consider the subject. What we
think as ‘Evil’ is nothing but the manifestation
of the Reality. Cbrist has said, ‘Resist not evil’.
So did Swami Vivekanand say, ‘Vedanta recog-
nises no sin’. The question now arises what is
meant by the word evil? This cannot be defined
directly so as to point out a specific thing.
Generally we consider misery as a fruit of our
evil deed. This cannot be an adequate defi-
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Apparent bad things done for good through
a certain view will not be labelled as sin;’ the
cause of evil, the intention or the aim of the
action is to be taken into consideration.. On
the contrary we see some personalities like saint$
who were found to have suffered much physical
misery. So evil as such cannot be defined defi-
nitely. But a general definition we .can put
forth : evil is that which is against the natural
universal flow towards the ultimate destiny,
namely eternal happiness or against the help of
eternal Reality. Automatically the origin of
evil can be understood as origin of barrier to
Real knowledge and eternal happiness, 1-€. 1gno-
rance and misery respectively.. Whatever things
which are the cause ofi Ignorance and mlsery
constitute evil. IO SR

Bhagwan Shri Ramakrishna said that Ego is
evil as it keeps the man or being aloof from uni-
ting with the ultimate Reality. A so-called evil
thing is temporary, and exists relatively in rela-
tion to a particular phase of life. Even good
things or actions are temporarily good, i.e., good
with respect to a particular sntuatlon of life.

What we say evil will be of much help to a

man on the path of Realization. Worldly hap-
piness is transitory and increases crave for more
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happiness, But the evil induces sharp and acute
misery which will induce renunciation which is
one of the requisite virtues for Realization. Thus
evil is a teacher to a man.

So theoretically and practically ccnsidering
the matter, evil is no Evil for a devout aspirant,
while there is evil for ordinary people who try to
get rid of the condition by means of secular
sciences. This thing we are not to explain here.
We are to deal with spiritual aspect of the
subject :

For aspirants there is noevil. But a mere
statement like this cannot get rid of the "thing.
We have to see what factors are responsible for
eradicating evil from our life. To eliminate evil
from our life, we must know the meaning of life
in the beginning. What is life? There are so
many definitions according to various sciences.

For our purpose the following definition is
sufficient. Life is a reflex action of environmen-
tal stimulus against internal strata i,e- preculti-
vated fund of Knowledge as reflecting surface.
Thousands of kings and doctors have seen innu-
merable oldmen, diseased men and corpses. But
very few of them are heard to have become

realizers of the reality. But Gautam who
witnessed one old man and a diseased man and
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corpse was turned into Buddha or the enlighten-
ed one. Knowledge is dependent on our inter-
nal statra which should be purified so as to
reflect real knowledge from within

Fear of evil will vanish when duality bet-
ween man and evilness of a thing will vanish. It
will vanish after the knowledge of oneness of the
Reality and ourselvess. To know means to be,
or to become. We see cow and our mind takes
the form of cow and the experience is kept in
internal strata for recollection. A name as a
literary symbol is associated with a form. At
the time of recollection even that arbitrary name
is sufficient to signify the object.

Our lives are more coarse or secular rather
than spiritual. The saint’s life is spiritual; so
the saint .alone knows the real nature of the
objects in the world. They have become Brah-
man, and when they know objects of the world,
they know them as manifestation of Brahman.
In a way they know them by becoming those
objects.

To know reality means to become reality,
How to become one with the reality? The ori-
ginal (Almighty Unique Real Spirit) was one and

got itself divided for becoming happy. Thus
there occurs limitation to its uniqueness. It is
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our usual experience of amusing ourselves in the
game of playing cards. Cards are kept in many
TOWS, one below the other. And the player res-
tricts himself by some rules for joining the cards.
I-_Ie has got full power to take any card irrespee-
tive of rows and to join them in order- There is
nobody to keep a watch on him. But the player
does not do so. Disobeying the limits laid by
himeelf, if he joins the cards dishonestly, he will
be bappy. In case of impossibilities he will re-
arrange the cards and play again honestly. After
much effort within the restrictions, if he is suc-
cessful he is so much happy- Exactly the same
18 the case with the supreme Reality which
manifests itself in infinite creation and presents
itself to outer forces created by itself in the
form of universe. He isthe oppressor; he 1s the
sufferer; he is the ruler: he is the ruled; he is the
cow, he is the butcher; he is misery, and he is
the miserable and so on. lu this way evil and
the victim of evil are one and the same thing 1n
the scheme of Reality. Thus we will console
ourselves that evil is not a foreign thing for us to
deal with. This kind of knowledge of unique
Reality is alone able to eliminate the evil from
our life. This we can do by means of intense
love and faith, Due to the fact that the spiritual
element is hidden, not manifest we the finite
creatures are under a sort of a hypnotic spell.
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We should get out of this spell by surrendering
completely to God so that we transcend our
finite nature.

This is quite accurately noted in a famous
verse .

gasle gfaT: a=g | 97 ag fem |
aF Agifor qreg | /1 FRE @arAag |

All should see good things: to see good every-
where one must be good oneself.

*



What is Evil ?

Prin. V. W Karambelkar

The essential feature of ethical teaching is
the overcoming of evil. There is no use of any
moral education for a person who has no evil
impulse, But what is evil? The Upinishads
answer this questions;

“ ot fg Ao (Fo 3. L I11) o9 dreatsammanfaom
(Fo So-I. 12)” “ar uar aam: yeer Afearagaoia 197G
T ferareTEREaTsq 1 (Qo Fo-I11)

Hunger is death. Hunger is not usually evil but
hunger in the sense of desire is evil. Here hun-
ger is identified with desire because it has two
characteristics common with natural cravings:
All cravings demand immediate satisfaction, s¢
does hunger. Similarly cravings and hunger ar¢
purely individual, unconnected with environ:
ment- Hence the Upanishads have identified
hunger with death i.e. evil. Hunger or evil can
then be defined on the tendency to satisfy the
present needs without any thought of conse-
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oqquences and without any connection with envi-
monment. The Upanisads have therefore aptly
wsed the word s=Fmar (craving) which is evil and
«wonsequently death. Therefrom we discover the
meed for moral teaching in two stages, though
mot clearly distinguished in the Upanisads—
(1) in the case of satisfying the present needs
tthoughtlessly and (2) in the case of obligatory
deeds which are connected with the' environ-=
rment. The Upanisads are found invariably mens
tiloning two types of Karmas whenever there is
an occasion to do so viz. the #+ and i@ where=
1in the emphasis is graded upward W1th a view to
moral teaching, -~ ~

2. The Five Kosas

The &fao o has a-description of the five
Kosas or “Sheaths’” which in simple language
tourns out to be a statement of five different
phases of man’s being ( a@afe= ) smaasiw physical
sitate, SrorAasIar subconscious state;, AAIHAFHIT con-
sicious state, fasrama=miw self conscious state and
amA-gggaa blissful state, Of these five, only two
sstates— wiwr and famTa the 3rd and the 4th
aire directly concerned with moral behaviour of
rman. Now the Upanisad describes them as

3. JEATET UGEATCATOHAIS  AGISA] . ARAT @AW |
(3 qof: | @ ar Ty 9% A q&g geefagany « eag
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qegfad: ) -7 aoa o mwdao: qer: 1 grEeR: g HZa
ARAT 1 AGTIERY: 358 qfqr

famwg. qen wga fr: 1w fEon 920 gogae: e am
ARAT1 HG: I58 Nidssrl

The w@mas= is expressed in terms of Vedic
Sanhitas and Brahmans which are our traditional
moral codes The fastagasiw is described
in terms of truth, righteousness which are un-
mistakably associated with the moral conduct.
Those two are successive stages 1n moral train-
ing, ®igas and a1zrws are external means of inst-
ructing moral teachings. They enjoin us to
practise virtue and avoid vice. The next stage is
internal a7 wd7 fac:, ®wd afqo: qar:, g@gaT1 T T,
wg: 753 Sfawsr faith is head, purity of thought is
the right side, purity of deed, the left side, appli-
cation the trunk and the Great Universal mind
the tail that supports.

The moral life is complete here. First one
learns through external commands and then
practises internally, ‘'The practice of virtue is
through %3 ie. purity of thought and purity of
deed ie. && both through =ar i.e. intrinsic
faith. Of the remaining #@s the first two have
no concern with moral behaviour and in the last
ar=aAs the moral behaviour ceases altogether
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ffor that is the culmination of ethical teaching.
Trhus Upanisads lay down the rule that life has a
llarger scope, the moral part of it is narrow and
even that tends to disappear when the highest
principle is realised, '

5. The process of overcoming evil

The #i=ga+s foster selfishness, Still a person
performing sr=asws is definitely superior to those
who lead mere animal life, for he exerts, with an
understanding of the means to fulfil immediate
needs, Then again though he pursues his selfish
=nds, he is not unaware of the environment, The
#raFqs are performed with selfish thought yet
shey are beneficial to the society also, In them
shere is not contradiction between individual
‘nterest and well being of society. The two may
not be co-extensive but they are not opposed to-
=ach other, The only point worth considering
is that in swasdsreference to society is implicit
But in the next stage of fisds the reference to
society is explicit; fias are the duties ordained
for avis and asmams, They are meant to afford
moral training to reconcile the claims of the
individual and the society consciously, Indivi-
dual desires are adjusted with those of the
society, Moral training is required to over-

come the conflict that may arise there, Hence
there is more emphasis on fae®ds - Thus in both
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types of duties individual and society are bene-
fitted and neither is neglected,

But the Upanisads hold that no perfection
can be reached only by doing voluntary and
obligatory duties for according to them no
action is intelligible without some reference to
the self, In the %4t gw it is expressly stated -
HAARETAT §4 517 wak 1 (o S0 [[-4-5) “Nothing
is loved for its own sake, but only for the sake
of one’s own self””’, This only means that ab-
solute unselfishness is not possible as long as
the conception of the self is not enlarged to
comprehend all, Hence amacaa tells #a4T “ a5 a1 |
FAAL AAHA SH FH A FAM A F qF ggETen
(II.46)
6 Vairagya

When a man finds that, in spite of all his
moral training in the first stage of wAmasm@
through scriptures and in.the second stage of
faith etc,, there still persists the tinge of selfish-
~ness, he gets dejected. The deficiency in his
-moral behaviour causes deep dissatisfaction in
'him, He therefore tries to rise above the indivi-
dual and the social stages, The Upanisadic
sages had reached this super-social stage which

is known as “Yairagya” and the entite Upanisa-
‘dic literature 1S meant for those who have attain-



101

ed the stage beyond moral teaching. The preli-
minary teaching of the moral conduct is found
in the Dharma-Shastra literature, The dfo 3o
has only summarized it in its passage dealing with
wrasie and the faarmasm quoted earlier, The
geafagargror of the 7o e has also indicated the path
of Varnasrama Dharmas,

But the Upanisads state very clearly that
until one gets beyond relative morality and
reaches the level of smamwamtar there will be no
cessation of moral strife, The individual needs
fulfilled by smasas and social needs fulfilled by
frzasgs must be coordinated and then transcen-
ded in such a way that both the individual and
the society are harmoniously related as two
aspects of a single whole, The # 370 says :
TAT: ¥ ggATIfa g ggTEa afiy He who perceives
variety here passes from death to death. Such a
harmonious relation brings the realization that
-an individual is not different from society and
‘that society is made up of such manyindividuals
geg @At Aarfd Aradaremafal a9 wAg S aqn A
fmema 0 €@ Sufaeg €. The ultimate happiness
experienced in the smagwasmmw is in the form of
common good.

7. Enquiry into Happiness
When the stage of smagwa®a is reached what
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happens “7ar @y &g garssars: | Afasy gfewsr afwss: |
Fd (el g fawer qut &g | @ OH A AR,

qTh: 1 ¥ 703 faq | sreameFnda | qaue AaRETa-
FHART | @ & SorrETEETEEm ) @ § AT e E A |

gd faramnorEsEiay @ d AR A I E s |
AT I WAl |

Tt A fAad=t AT q9ET 63 |
AT fagrd 7 fafa gae=

All distinction between pleasures disap-
pears. Moral perfectness is experienced; all
desires are fulfilled; true freedom is attained,
The Upanisadic seers have described peace and
tranquility of this condition which 1s super-
moral. In this condition evil, as defined before
with its roots in narrow selfish desires 1S comp-
letely overcome. The distinction between duties
-and rights is cancelled though duties remain
duties to be performed till the end of life,
(ém30—3). The moral qualities remain merely
as ornaments and not as means to an end,



The Problem of Vaisamya and Nairghrpya
" in the Brahma-Satras.

Dr. B R. Modak, M.A., Ph.D.

The problem of evil has been haunting the
minds of thinkers since time immemorial. They
have tried to unravel the mystery of the Universe
through reflection and meditation, They asked
the questions such as “ What is man ?”’, ““ What
is the goal of life 7, “ What is happines and
suffering 7, Why does a man suffer ?”’ etc. They
have given the replies in accordance with their
attiiude towards life and the school of thought
‘they subscribe to,

In the Veda we have god Varupa, the up-
holder of Rta which is the Cosmic Law, with its
'two aspects the natural law and the moral law-
‘He favours the good men who follow the law,
‘'punishes the wicked persons who transgress the
.law and thus sustains the cosmic order. In the
‘Upanisads we read the Paramatman, concealed in
tthe heart of every being, a witness to all our
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activity and a dispenser of happiness or suffering
according to our good or bad actions respectively.
The Upanisadic thoughts regarding evil are
crystallised in the Brahma-sutras 11. 1 34-36:

JaRrAgeg 7 anerar qar fg At
T Fxifearmiafe a9 a senfeEn |
SEEpRIEIEIR IS G i |

Sarnkaracarya, ( 8th century ) while comm-
enting on these sutras, puts forth the prima facie
view in the following manner: If God is the
creator of this universe, he should be held
responsible for the inequality and suffering that
we find in life,. The divinities are said to be
quite happy, the animals suffer much, - whereas
human beings are somewhat happy. That means
God loves some beings and hates others, The
suffering of the beings and their destruction
shows that God is quite cruel. .

Sarikara replies : « This is incorrect, because
God acts with reference to ka*ma of every indivi-
dual. - If he were to act witout taking this into
consideration, he could be thought of as being
partial or cruel. God should be looked upon as
the rain ( fwaweg T&{=aq zw=a: ),  The rain is the
common cause for the growth of rice, wheat etc.
As regards the distinction between the crops,
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that is caused by the innate potentiality of the
seeds themselves. Similarly God is the common
cause for the creation of the various beings. As
regards the differentiation among them the
specific karmas of those beings are the cause.
The same is supported by Brhadaranyaka Upa-
nisad (3.2.13) which states that a man becomes
meritorius by his good action and sinful by his
bad action. (geat & T FF0T WAfq @19 999 1) and
also by the Gita (4'11): Howsoever men approach
me, so do I respond to them (4 zar #f Swa= aradq
WTHIEH 1) | | o

The Purva-paksin then asks : Prior to creation
there was no karma, so how can it lead to any
differentiation ? The reply is that the samsara
is anadi ( beginningless ). Like the seed and the
sprout the cycle of life and action goes on. This
is corroborated by the Rgveda (X'190°3) gai==qal
qTan Fq1gaq sweaadq “ The creator planned the Sun
and the Moon before,” by the Chandogya (63°2)
¥A7 shaeTerar sufaza ¢ Having entered with the
self in the form of this Jiva” and the Gita (15-3)
T TqREd g adigs Y Arar 9 Arfeqw gufqesr 1 <« Its form
is not here understood, not its end, nor its
beginning, nor yet its support.”

Govindananda in his Sankarabhasy—Vyakhya
called Ratnaprabha supports the above argument
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by quoting from the Svetaévatara Upa (6°19)
fAzad frusa 1 “ blameless free from defect ” and
the Gita (9-29) 7 ¥ geisfeq 7 fira: < None is hateful
to me or dear.” Then he says; ¢ If a5 and s+ are
the cause .of the variety in life, what is the
necessity of God at all? He points out that the
common cause is essential in addition to special
cause, Just as even in the case of a seed with all
its potentalities for becoming a tree, there is also
the positive need of rain which can by no means
be ignored; so also the necessity for a god-head
1s not annulled by the presence of karma-

Similarly Vacaspati in his Vyakhya called
Bhamati points out that God is like the speaker
in the assembly. He restrains a person who 1is
speaking irrelevantly and allows a person to
speak when his words are to the point. That does
not mean that he is partial to one of them.
Similarly God would be partial if he favours the
man of wicked actions and punishes the man

of good actions. But such is not the case with
God. He is just.

Anandagiri in his Vyakhya called Nyaya-
nirnaya points out the impartiality of God by
quoting from the Gita (7°11) a¥ Foaqr a1 HTA-
faafstaq “ I am in the powerful men the strength
which is free from desire and attachment.”> He
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further points out that a king cannot be called
dependent if he rewards his servants according
‘to the services rendered by them.

Ramanujacary ( 12th century ) points out
ithat God is distinct from all the other beings,
lintelligent and non-intelligent and though, He
is one and indivisible before creation, He is
icapable of creating this manifold world due to
lhis great power which is beyond imagination.
But this would mean that He is partial as he
xreates beings of different order, namely the
divinities, human beings and animals. Moreover
he would be cruel as he causes so much pain to
the beings. Ramanuja points out that such need
not be the case as the inequality of creation
depends upon the karma of the particular indivi-
dual ( Ksetrajtia ). He quotes from the Brhada.
Upa. (4°4*5) sgsrd 7 waHafq s ) wafa 1« One
decomes pure by pure deeds, bad by bad deeds.”
He quotes also from the Visnu Purana (I'4-51-52)

fafaeraradaTaY geamat @iEd

| STUTARTONAAT FeY § A |
faframrs qacda AreafehfeRTed |
A qoat A EERAr a8 I |

“God is only the operative cause in the
reation of new beings; the material cause is
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constituted by the potentialities of the beings to
be created. The being to be embodied requires
nothing but an operative cause; it 1s its own
potentialty which leads its being into that

condition of bzing ( which it is to occupy in the
new creation ).”

But prior to the creation, the beings did not
exist at all, as can be seen from &3 gz ATEA |
“ Sat alone was there in the beginning.”” So there
can be no karma; then how can we account for
the inequality? The reply is-the individual
souls and their deeds form on eternal stream.
Previous to the creation the substance of the
souls abides in a very subtle condition, destitute
of names and forms, This is supported by the
Katha Upa (1-2'18) a snaw fagy ar faafzsq and
also by the Brhada. Upa (147 ) agd afg sreamza-
AT | TaweIr=at syitwaa 1 ¢ This was the unmani-
fest, It became manifest through name and
form.” This is further corroborated by the Gita
(13:19) szfa g @7 fagzardy swrafa1 “ Know
Prakrti and Purusa both to be eternal .

Sudaréansuri, the first commentator on the
Ramanuja-bhasya, states in his Sruta-Prakadika
- God does not engage a person in merit or sin,
If a man acts sinfully, He punishes him; but this
does not mean that God is cruel. . Kindness
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is not always a virtue, and punishment not a
defect.” ( wTag: quaqaal: SqIAIAqe AfE 1., @ A
Tor:, fAag: ¥ Qi g 7 fFadistn)

Vedantadeéika, the well-known expounder
of the ViSistadvaita Sehool, points out in his
Tattavamuktakalapa (III:1) that the creation of
the world is sport for God, He 1s compassionate
and even his anger springs out of love for our
good :

syrearaeqrg A Afafrfradt fradar @
FISEHEEA: FAT AT AaFaTETq |
Qedtsfa stagq sarq girafaaaaer fedma:

3=z gafalz a<fa srreadisarasmaaE: 1|

Madhdvacarya ( 13th Century ) also states
that God is not tainted by partiality and cruelty
as he gives the results in accordance with our
actions, He quotes the Prana Upa. (3'7) gw=a
qui S\ Agfq, qiaa 9q Jayatirtha in his Vyakhya on
the Madhvabhasya states the Purva-paksa thus :
Does God act in accordance with the actions of
ithe beings or independently ? In the earlier case
iit would mean that God has no freedom (w@m=x)
:and how can he be all-doer if he has no freedom?
IIn the second case there will be partiality and
«cruelty, as it would mean that God grants happi-
mess etc. without any ~particular reason and
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moreover this would come in the way of the
Vedic injunctions such as =sfa@@ &l asq |
then Jayatirtha replies that God is all-doer
(¥9-%4) yet the defect of partiality and cruelty
does not accrue to him, as he dispenses happi-
ness and suffering according to the good or bad

actions of a man. Further he points out to the
FTlEE of FHITEL.

Nimbarka, (13th Century) a champion of
the Dvaitzdvaita school, has written on the
Brahmasutras a brief commentary known as
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha. Therein he says:
The fault of partiality and cruelty due to the

unequal creation as well as destruction do not
accrue to the lord who is the author of the origin
etc., of the world; as the creation by God is with
reference to the karma of the beings, like rain
which is the common cause for diverse crops-
He adds that karmas done by the beings in the
earlier creation have, again, their antecedents.
An earlier creation is justified by the fact that a
new creation cannot come into existence out of
nothing. famafeazrifcffraiomgg  saFra@E
O AT THAANCHGA QA 1., FHOi gagfeeegshazar-
AT SATAAAAT qearq | g afeaefy spemgaegseTaaaad-
qad T\
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Vallabhacarya. ( 15th Century : the pro-
pounder of the Suddhadvaita school, follows the
the same line of argument in his Anubhasya. He
states that defending God as the dispenser of
happiness or suffering according to a being’s
good or bad deeds is only to satisfy the conten-
der. In fact partiality and cruelty cannot be
there at all because God is like the rain, karma
is like the seed. <amT ®AMATT gag.&@ FT=df |
AT AGIAT | TGIC@RAGR: JqqIogaeEds e |
Ifeeaq wrard dad 7 |

It is implied in his commentary that when
the deluge takes place, all the Jivas merge into
the Brahman along with their karma in a minute
form and when the new creation starts, they are
born along with that karma- If this jis not so,
there will be the contingency of wagift and stFar-
= i.e, the loss of what has been done and the
accruing of whai has not been done. He also
supports the beginning-lessness of Samsara by
referring to the Sruti a7 shamrwar wq¥fazr “Having
entered with the self in the form of this Jiva”,
He also quotes from the Bhagavata (I1II'9)
RTga g91qd @eer famafagd warmy “ Through penance
wou created this universe as before.”

In =fraxwrsw, a commentary on the Brahma-
siutras according to the Virasaiva school, Sripati
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panditacarya ( 14th Century ?) tries to prove the
impartiality of God, by quoting from the
Upanisad-ama=y amsiafa, aoawr aor wafa 1 He also
refers to the verses of Vyasa falaammwaral...
( quoted above by Ramauja). He further points
out that the ¥9= is beginningless like the waves
in a stream. He interpretes the words swgad and
IIFHY as SR qfeed™  and y@IES gewead  greild
respectively. He adds that just as a kind father

punishes his son who does not obey him, soO
does God. |

It can be seen from the above that all the
args generally agree as regards the import of the
Brahma-Sutras and the corroborating quotations
from thg Upanisads they refer to. They unequi-
vocally point out that God cannot be blamed
for the inequality or for the evil in life. Suffering
is due to our own karma and karma is ¥z
This may raise another side-issue. Does this
mean that karma is sf like agw ? f so the #fd
‘gwaafzdrag’ will be violated, So we have to
explain in the following manner :-Our happiness

and suffering in this life are determined by our
actions in the past life; the happiness ete. in that
life depending upon our actions in the previous
life and this would go on endlessly. It is beyond
the power of our mind to know when a particular
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1individual soul started living. It is in this sense
tthat karma is called amfz.

The sfeea put forth may appear to bypass
the main problem. But here we must admit the
limitations of the human mind- If a question is
asked whether there was the seed in the beginning
or the tree, we have to say that this cycle is
beginningless (at least we do not know its
beginning ); or we have to assume that there was
a tree which needed no seed to grow, or there
was a seed which was not produced from a tree.
This latter position is not quite logical and the
question of the first creation arises only out of'
logical exigency.

Or we may try to explain in Sanikhya
terminology tbat when the evolution started
due to the disturbance in equillibrium of the
three gunas of Prakrti, namely, Sattva, Rajas and
Tamas, it was but natural that some Purusas
(Samhkhya believes in the multiplicity of Purusa)

. came In contact with that part of Prakrti having

- a predeminance of the Sattva quality, others a
predominance of Rajas and the rest a predomin-
ance of Tamas. Accordingly their life and action
were moulded. ( cf. Gita 13°21: '-

9eq: gFfaeat fg ey agfasm T 0
HILIT MTTSTISEY GIgAIfA+Hg 1)
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Here a question may arise : why was it that
a particular Puruga came across the portion of
Prakrti having the predominance of a particular
guna. But such questions are endless. ( If it 1s
replied that it was due t> the previous karma of

that Purusa, we are again lead to the anaditva of
Samsara,)

What 1s “ evil’ from the stand-point of the
Individual may be ‘ good ’ from the point of view
of God. A mother refuses to give chocolates
often to her child knowing well that it will spoil
the child’s health. This may be ¢evil’ from the
view-point of the ignorant crying child but is
‘good”’ from the point of view of the wise and

careful mother. It is in this sense that everything
is sald to be good ultimately,

. Moreover good and evil are subjective. and
relative terms, What is good for one may be
evil for another. A disease is evil for the patient
who suffers but may be good for the researcher
who is interested in the iteology of the disease.

The Sruti qv g &4 & *afa & aweay I
Sfadigy, ov qamg & wafa d gan faigyy ( Kaug
Bra 3-8 ) is quoted by.some Acaryas. The form
srafa which is, grammatically speaking, a causal
form and friad a desiderative form, may appear
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to imply that God desires to raise a person and
hence makes him do good work, he desires to
put down some other person and hence makes
him do bad work. But this is not correct. God has
given the freedom of choice to the indiviaual
(agssfa aar g&: Gita 18°63) along with the
knowledge of both the good and the bad things.
He has given us the will-power and the capacity
to work. If we choose the right path, God is
ever ready to help us scale the spiritual heights.

One more question may be asked here. If
God is all-powerful ( Omni-potent ), why does
He not check a person from taking to the wrong
course? The reason is this: God has given the
freedom of choice and action to man. Why !
should he withdraw that freedom ? If a devotee
comes forth to surrender himself and his freedom
completely to God, He is always there to guide
him properly.

The diem=gwger@ mentioned above is signi-
ficant in another way also. The sprout comes
into existence due to the seed. The same sprout
further develops the seeds for the future sprouts.
If the seed is roasted, the sprout will not grow
from it (cf. w7 wada... ... Tfarstag | Rama-
raksa ). Similarly if our karma 1is annihilated



116

through &g ( penance), through wfm (devotion),
through fresm &% ( desireless action ) or through
siws™  ( self-knowledge ), the problem of evil
need no longer be there for us.

A

i~



Problem of Evil
Shri V. G- Jamkhandi, M.A.LL.B.

1. The problem of evil is one of the most
difficult and persisting problems facing man. In
fact it has been one of the strongest incentives to
man to turn to philosophising and to seek some
cure for the ills of man. Equally it is true that
no solution of the problem has given full satis-
faction to man though several theories have
been evolved from time to time smce man set
out to philosophise.

- 2. The difficulty arises from the very nai-
ure of the problem and the way it is formulated,
Essentially it is not an abstract problem like a
a problem of arithmetic or astronomy but it
varies from man to man, Thus though it isin a
sense a universal problem it is in a more precise,
and real sense a purely individual problem, ari-

sing out of the particular context of facts and
circumstances,

3. It is therefore necessary to clear the
field by a careful and accurate analysis of the
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problem, One thing that strikes us at the outset
is that it is purely a problem for man who, as a
rational animal, thinks about his environment
and develops a conscience, and, as a moral being
1s acutely conscious of the evil that he feels in
all spheres of life, . Thus it is purely a human
problem and its genesis is in the thinking of

man, Therefore it is, as a psychological problem
subjective. and as a moral problem also, it is, In
the ultimate analysis relative and subjective -
depending on the particular community and the
degree of development of the conscience of the
particular individual concerned, Codes of mo-
rality differ from clime to clime and from age to
age and it follows that what one regards as evil
may not be - and need not be —evil for all
times, Because it is subjective, The same
occurrence may be regarded as evil by some and
quite in a different light by others, Wars are
common instances in point,

4, It is true that natural calamities like
floods, earthquake etc, do occur and destruction
of life and property follows on a huge scale, It
may be said that they are evils in a realiy ob-
jective sense, Here again we have to admit that
man is a part of nature and as such he is subject
to all the processes of nature. Nature is from
man’s point of view both benign and malignant
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@and man is bound to accept both aspects, He
Ihas no choice and he is not allowed to choose
‘only the benign aspect and renounce the other,
Eventually it would follow inevitably that the
evil that man feels is a necessary concomitmant
of his finitude and as a finite being he has to
suffer the incidental consequences whether he
regards them as good or evil,

5. On the moral plane man is apt to regard
as evil all that comes in the way of his attain-
ment of the moral goal the summum bonum
which he deems to be the highest good. It
would appear that morality itself — the moral
consciousness —is the outcome of our limitations;
all morality is relative and the moral effort of
man is directed at overcoming the impediments
in his way, It is the plane of conflict, the att-
empt to overcome the resistance offered by so-
called evil, It therefore would follow that if
one could rise above the plane of conflict and
reach a stage where there is no resistance
either internal or external one would be moral
by nature just like any phenomenon of nature
and the problem of evil does not survive- Whe-
ther it is possible at all to reach such a stage is
quite a different question.

6. It would be desirable to clarify what is
meant by describing the problem of evil as sub-
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jective, Man has come on this planet as a part
of nature in the course of natural evolution.
There was time when man was not on the face of
the earth and atime may come when he may
cease t0 live at all on the planet, The origin of
man in the process of evolution shows that he is
just an insignificant phase in the vast and infi-
nite and eternal movement of nature and thus
his finite existence is subject to all the limita-
tions of his origin, Nature is his cradle as well
as his grave and what we call evil is only another
name for his finite existence, Evil arises be-
cause man, forgetting that he is just a speck in
nature, cherishes the impossible ambition of be-
coming the monarch of all he surveys. Man
would not have come at all if the natural condi-
tions were different and having come into being
under certain conditions he has got to live, move
and have his being and ultimately vanish under
the very same condition. Man is not the end or
goal of nature. But only a phase in nature’s
ceaseless advance and unless man seeks to
understand nature and adjust his own life to the

irresistable forces of nature he cannot survive
at all.

7. Forces of nature are — at least from the
pragmatic point of view, if not from the ultimate
metaphysical stand point - steady, constant and
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enduring and this characteristic of natural pro-
cess makes possible the existence of man and
acquisition of knowledge. 1f forces of nature
did not possess permanancy and continuity of
character life and knowledge would be both
impossible, Because fire burns and possesses the
quality of burning for all time - according to our
belief — we can act on that basis and build up
the superstructure of our knowledge. Fire would
burn an innocent child and several people say
also get burnt by accident or even by design but
the quality of burning is not by itself evil. Simi-
larly with regard to other elimental forces of
nature it is quite obvious that though certain
undesirable cavastrophes may occur we cannot
blame the natural forces and their working, They
are essentially neutral and it is only their impact
on human life and our reactions thereto which
give rise to the idea of evil. Here again we think
of evil because we make the unwarranted assum-
tion that forces of nature are intended for the
service of man whereas, in reality, the objectives
of nature are entirely different. Instances are noy
wanting where a minor accident at one place has
been the cause of immense benefit at some other
place, Floods are familiar instances of the kind.
It is common experience that natural forces
properly utilised contribute to the growth and
substance of life,



122

8. In the sphere of human affairs, what one
regards as evil is mostly dependent on his indivi-
dual outlook and standpoint. What is supposed
evil at one stage of one’s l ife ceases to be regar-
ded as evil at a later stage. The child in
its obstinacy craves for somethlng impossible and
suffers great agony and sorrow for not getting
what it desires but the parents have genuine
laugh at the stupidity of the child. A candidate
does not study and fails at the examination and
feels that he should have been promoted. Man
harbours ambitions reasonable and otherwise and
fails to realise them. There is clash of interest
and things do not happen according to our
choice but one’s loss may be another’s gain and
there are some people who by their very tempe-
rament take a peculiar delight in the failures and
miseries of others and do not hesitate even to
inflict suffering on others.

9. Now dealing with another class of evils-
which undoubtedly we feel to be evil — namely
poverty, disease and death. It isagain a matter
of outlook and response to a particular situation,
Poverty is a relative concept and what one might
regard as wealth another may consider to be a
mere pattance. In India at least among certain
communities the vow of poverty is supposed to
be a lofty ideal and is voluntarily accepted by
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=some. One would indeed not like the imposition
wof poverty and destitution - the sight of one’s
Ibeloved kith and kin having nothing to eat is a
"hard fact and very difficult to explain specially
when we find extremely good people living in
a miserable plight. So also disease and death
which are hard facts and which everyone feels

to be evil-

10. 1In all these cases we are apt to look at
them from a narrow standpoint of the indivi-
duals concerned or at best from the humanistic
point of view. But it may not be corrcet to
adopt such a narrow point of view when, as
stated above, at the outset, man is not supreme
but it is nature that is supreme and when man
wishes that nature would act according to his
behests, he is seeking the impossible: Man’s
vandalism against man and nature, through the
ages, is well known and it is difficult to appre-
ciate man complaining against nature for the
existence of evil. ‘“Man biologically considered
is the most formidable of all the beasts of prey,
and, indeed the only one that preys systema-
tically on its own species” 1f nature is pursuing
her own objectives and man’s complaint that he
is not getting what he desires is on a par with
the complaint of the child seeking the 1mpos—
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sible. The existence of poverty more often than
not 1s due to the misdeeds of men rather than to
the processes of nature and we have instances
where surplus food is either destroyed or allowed
to waste, but it is not sent to people who are in
want, It only means that poverty of someis
welcoine to some others and is not evil to them-

11. Disease is a common incident of all
creatures including man and in the economy of
nature diseases of man provide food for other
creatures who have an equal right to live. Even
in the human fold diseases provide occupation
and living to a large section of men and women.
So also death is common to all creatures and
man is no exception to the rule, Even death is
not always unwelcome but only when 1t is un-
timely and unexpected and sudden. In wars
where patriots vie with each other to rush on-
wards death is not regarded as evil. In cases
when man has become a cripple due to age
disease etc., death to him is a positive and the

only relief. In our parts here there is a story
current as under :

“A great sage was staying in a holy place
and he requested a young man to fetch for him
some oil, The young man thought that he
could secure some boon from the sage and asked
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the sage what if something happened to him be-
fore he fetched oil. The great man assured him
that he would not die until he brought oil to
him. This was really aboon and the young
man intending to take the fullest benefit of the
boon did not heed the sage’srequest and did not
bring oil to him. Years rolled by and the sage
passed away. The young man grew old and be-
came a victim of malignant disease when his
own body became his deadly enemy. He very
much wanted to die but the God of death would
not approach him. Then an old mate of his
reminded him of the words of the sage and so he
was helped to take the oil to the Samadhi of the
sage, Only after having done so he could die.
Such instances are not wanting and they teach
us that nothing by itself is an evil but we are apt
to regard it as evil in a particular context with a
particular outlook and from a particular point
of view. We may safely venture a guess that
consensus of mankind as a whole would cer-
tainly be for the continuance of death rather
than for the elemination of decath in nature. it
would be really dreadful and horrible a prospect
if none were to die at all.

12. The considerations above referred to
only prove that the idea of evil arises because
man has not properly appreciated his own- place
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in nature and consequently there is no attune-
ment with nature but only maladjustment. We
have to realise that we are finite beings in the
infinite and eternal movement of nature and we
must further realise the limitations which are
imposed on us by nature, We cannot claim to
have mastery over the processes of nature and
evil that we complain of is the product of our
mal adjustment with nature and the irrational
ambition to be Supreme and infinite. No indi-
vidual could become Supreme and evil is not
eliminated until and unless every one born be-
came Supreme. Otherwise there would be
tyranny of one over others. But obviously the
very idea of every human being beeoming sup-

reme is so irrational that it cannot be entertained
at all,

13. No one can deny that every one has
necessarily the feeling of evil. But the above
analysis would indicate that only the feeling of
evil does exist and is quite genuine but it is alto-
ther different from actual objective evil- There
is no evil nor good as such in nature. The cate-
gory of good and evil is inapplicable to nature:
Hence it is clear that the problem of evil is
really a matter of individual feeling and is thus a
subjective and psychological fact. We feel the
agony, the sorrow and the anguish of happenings.
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The feeling is a fact for the persons feeling but
outside there is no evil, though it may be that
some external events have roused the feeling of
agony etc,

14. The above analysis is of course no
solution of the problem but it determines the
approach to the soluton of the problem just as a
correct diagnosis 1S necessary preliminary to a
proper and adequate treatment of any ailment.
Man has been able - in the course his evolution
through several milleniums - to understand the
environment around him and to adjust himself
to some extent to it, He has sought to devise
some means of protecting himself against the
incliencies of nature and to the extent possible so
far, has secured some measure of immunity from
the onslaught of some diseases etc, He has
learnt to move‘through turbulent seas and recently
he has been able to fly in the air, The advances
in science and technology during the last few
years have been unprecedented and historic and
man has been able to set his feet on the Moon,
It is really a marvel of co-operative effort in
harnessing the resources available to men and
further developments are eagerly awaited,

15. But all this advance — with due a‘ppre—
ciation of the benefit that it may hold out for
man - does not touch the problem of human
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evil. For onething the benefits cannot be made
available to everyone, in view of the staggering
‘cost and labour involved, Another more impor-
tant factor is that the benefits even if available
are withheld for various reasons. This is the
crux of the problem- So long as individuals
and communities and nations are motivated by
self interest either in the narrower or larger sense
and an attitude of exclusiveness persists, the pro-
blem of evil cannot be solved- Those in posses-
sion of valuable resources may, for certain
‘reasons, right or wrong, deny the use of the same
to large masses of men and women. The root
cause of the problem is one of the inward con-
sciousness of man and it is impossible to convert
every one present and yet to be born into a sage,
The evil is, in the last analysis, in the heart of
man. And any external approach to the prob-
lem is doomed to failure.

Therefore any psssible solution, if available
at all, can be attained by an inward approach.
The evil that lies in the heart of man has to be
rooted out, the problem being subjective as
indicated at the outset the solution has also got to
be subjective- Since man is a part of nature and
has to live as an integral aspect in the evolution
of natural processes, it would be certainly pos—
sible to understand the functioning of nature and
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adapt oaeself to the surrounding.environment.
Only if and .when man attains to a complete
understanding of the:-essential working . of nature
and succeeds in reconciling himself . thereto he
would be free from the evil that is the necessary
concomitant of normal human life, If man is
regarded as independent.of . Nature,.- and the na-
tural environment is regarded as entirely different
from man and hostile to him and, if evil is regai-
ded-as having an independent objective existence
outside man, evil cannot be eradicated at all. .
17, In India the problem has been tackled
from a practical point of view and a way - has
“been foeund for the eradication 'of evil from the
human:-heart, 1t is a process 'of transformation
.of human consciousness itself,. a transcendence
thereof - by - which - man rises. to a higher plane
‘where he is supposed to enjoy uninterrupted
“divine Bliss which is above the plane of pain and
pleasure, happiness and sorrow. -The subjective
‘outlook and reactions to-surrounding nature are
all eliminated and the whole of nature 1s seen
from an entirely. - different standpoint, Though
nature appears to be mechanical in its external
operations it is obvious that thereis an under~
lying spiritual principle which permeates the
functioning of nature through all her manifes—
tations, It is not within the scope of the present
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paper to go into metaphysical aspects and it is
enough to say that man would rise to the higher
plane of bliss when he succeeds in establishing a
harmonious contact, a sort of rapproachement,
with the Spiritual Principle whose centre is every
where and circumferance nowhere, as Shree
Gurudev Ranade has put it. All scientific and
technological advance is only the demonstration
of the power of God and in case spiritual values
are repudiated and rejected by science it would
reduce itself to rank materialism,

18. It is this kind of spiritual knowledge
which in Vedanta is described as Atma Jnana
Atma Sakshatkar or God Realisation, This
knowledge would lift man to a higher plane of
consciousness and enable him to achieve trans-
cendence over the limitations of nature. The
process may be difficult but the goal to be
achieved is infinitely great by attaining whicha
man reaches a stage where he is in enjoyment of
beatific bliss and is not bothered by any sorrow,
This knowledge has been described in Sri Mad
Bhagawadgeeta in its thirteenth Adhyaya In

verse Nos, 7 to 11 both inclusive, and the des-
cription ends with categorical statement that
whatever is otherwise is ignorance,

garfraneiraaatgar aifaasiay
FrEFiq@Ed M wagaaiairg: nen
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gfzaray FaAEFR 0T T

STeAR FUAIfT@NTTRFT 11N
sraferEfeasmm gy

frea = gafaaatrserfetqafag ugn

afqy smeagiqa afeaEahraon
fafasreaafacaafasagatz wgon
AEARAATAAIT qTIATATIAAH

gaarafaly sieraard agais-aar nggn  (Geeta)

In the Sixth Adhyaya in verses 20, 21, 22, 23

and 29 we find the transcendent status referred
to.

TRy fad fAeg aumdEar

TH AARAARATT qFaRAf geafa uoll
gEArRafasgagalgararadiizad |

afqas 7 919 feacz=afa a@a: U

g seeql AL ST q=4d TEH Jd: |

afeafeady 7 gaa gwmfy faareEa un

d faggeaamiay amElag |

g fazaaa Acraar aimtsfafaoor=aar ux3n

T TEARTCHIE A FARAA \

$eT0 AMITCHIAT @7 aa_a: 1R (Geeta)

The harmony established variously described
in the Geeta as Sthitapragna, Trigunateeta, Yogli
Brahmabhoot etc. and it is said that there is no
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sorrow once that status is acquired and one
experiences spiritual unison with the whole crea-
tion and there is no question of any fear or
misery. I will close my talk with the following
quotations one from the Geeta, Adhyaya 18
verse 54, one from the Ishawashya Upanishad,
verse 7 and the last two from Mundakopanishad
Mundaka 3(1) 3-and 4.

AT FEARAT 9 =T T Fragla o
qa: 49 AITAFATE ST 9UG Uy¥l (Geeta)

gfeae aatfor yafq
AT eI |
dT H g F: A S
o Q& A9 7: nen (Ishavashya)

I3T 95 9XAT ®FAIUH
FaieHE grd FEgaifag .,
. qar fagrq quaatd faga o
fAgsta: axd |reaqafa nan: L.,
g g @ ggydAfaafa '
FAEA fagE wad arfaadr.
L et e Bpavam L L
T Fgrfast atees: wen (Mundaka)

s
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Dr. T. G. Kalghatgi, M.A., Ph.D.

I. So far we have listened to the enlightened
papers on the problem of evil by eminent
scholars and have participated in the fruitful
discussions on the philosophical implication of
this problem. The problem has been ably pre-
sented by Dr, Karambelkar and Dr. Modak, ac
depicted in the classical Sanskrit Literature,
The panoramic view of the history of Philoso-
phy shows that the problem of evil has been a
perennial problem of philosophy both in the
East and the West. Prof. B- R, Kulkarni, Dr,
J. V. Joshi. Dr. Talghatti and Dr, Mudgal have
surveyed the Indian and Western philosophy in
this aspect. Dr. Bhyrappa has given a search-
ing analysis of evil as art experience. Other
scholars like M. S. Deshpande and Datye have
contributed to the study of this problem, Dis-
cussions have been fruitful, analytic and inter-
pretative. We have all been benefitted by this

discussion.
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I1. Evilis a fact of life. To human experience
evil is related to good. Primitive man consi-
dered good and evil as benevolent and malevo-
lent spirits in the world. But with the develop-
ment of religious consciousness in the direction
of monotheism, it became difficult to justify the
ways of God to man if evil is to be considered
as malevolent spirit. Physical and moral evil
had to be explained, Philosophical speculations
presented diverse solutions to the problem,
Some have denied evii from the highest point of
view, For Augustine, everything is good just in
so far as it exists and evil is an illusion and
negativity. - Spinoza identified reality and per-
fection.  Regarded °sub-specie aeternitatis’
everything i1s good. For Hegel evil is unreal,
existing from a partial point of view. but disap-
pearing from the point of view of the whole,
Leibnitz’s world view is alittle different from
that of Spinoza or Hegel, He does not say that
evil is unreal- He regards evil as- ultimately due
to privation, and traces it to ‘metaphysical evil’,
the limitation of being which necessarily belongs
to everything less than God.

We are, here, reminded of the general current
of thought in Indian Philosophy, wherein we
are told that all evil is due to Avidya, Even the
Buddha, who emphasised suffering, traced it to
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Avidya, the first in the chain of causation,
pratitya. As Dr. Mudgal points out the ortho-
dox and heterodox systems of philosophy more
or less follow the Buddha in his foot steps.
viadhyamika accepts that bondage and libera-
tion are both make-believe. The Advaitin
explains away evil by the transcendental type of
two satyas 1) Paramartha and 1i) Samvrtta
Satya,

Some philosophers accept good and evil as
equally real, This is the Dualistic hypothesis
by which the universe is analysed into two
principles which are ultimate. We have it in the
religion of Zoroaster, in Platonism and in the -
earlier Christian centuries in the teachings of
the Gnostics, We have it also in a modified
form in popular Christian theology. In Indian
thought, the Samkhya presents a metaphysical
dualism and a spiritual pluralism. Evil belongs
to the empirical world, It is a ‘Prakrta’- Purusa
does not suffer in reality, Purusa feels related
to prakrti due to aviveka. Thus, samkhya appears
to believe that evil is an appearance due
to aviveka,

However, the Jaina pluralism accepts evil
as a fact and enjoins us to face it. If the self is
to free from the suffering and to attain perfection
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it must cleanse itself from the taint of karma,
This is possible by the triple path of Samyag -
Dar$ana, Samyak-Jhana and Samyak-caritra.
Dr. Mudgal has pointed out that the Jainas
accept evil as a real fact of real life and face it
bravely, far from running away from it. They
believe in the essential difference between self
and self. “If Karma has any meaning, if voli-
tion and choice mean any thing, then the inhe-
rant difference between self and self must be
recognised., Jivas differ in quality and status
because of the ‘yogyata taratamya’.

Dr. Joshi presents the Existential approach
to the problem of evil. Evil, according to the
Existentialist, is due to the ‘Inauthentic’ life
lived by us in our social behaviour. Good and
evil are both man-made. *“For Heideggar, it is
behaviour set and standardised by the Imperso -
nal man; for Marcel it is dominated by the social
Function, for Sartre, it is given by others.
Therefore, our self-image is shaped by what
others feel, do, know and expect”,

The Existentialists have turned pessmists but
they ask us to accept what is as itis and face
it with courage. They prefer the motto of
Socrates “Know thyself’, Dr. Joshi says, ‘“here
we come very close to the essential spirit of



137

mysticism which consists in the flight of the
Alone to the Alone.” He rightly points out that
the essential difference between the Existential
approach and the Hindu approach consists in
the fact that the former considers finiteness and
misery as permanent feature of existence; .while
the Indian thinkers have shown its transitory
aspect in man’s spiritual pilgrimage. So far, we
have traced the historical development of the
problem of evil.

Dr. Bhyrappa looks at the problem of evil
from the aesthetic point of view. He considers
evil as a “Disvalue”, At the early stage of civi-
lization, philosophy had not yet become a purely
intellectual discipline. Philosophical questions
were answered in a predominantly aesthetic tone
and explanations grew into myths. In most
myths evil originates at the beginning of know-
ledge—‘at the break of original innocence’
which marks the distinction between mine and
thine. This is the basis of all evil, The other
two disvalues - ugliness and ignorance —-have the
same type of origin,

III. Evil is a fact of Life. To say that it is an
illusion is to explain it away. To recognise the
duality between good and evil is to admit the
eternal conflict between the two; and to pro-
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claim the triumph of the good over evil is to
objectify our personal inclinations.

Jn fact, evil is a subjective appraisal of the
facts of life. What we find as evil may not be
evil at all. There is nothing good or evil except
that we make it so. Good and evil are anthro-
pocentric facts. In themselves they are neither
good nor evil, and to treat evil or good as
having objective reality is to project ourselves
into the facts of life, If at all there is evil, who
are we to say that there should be no evil at all,
It may be, there is a Cosmic purpose behind all
that we have in life- To think of evil and to
justify the ways of God to man is to read wishful
meaning in life- It is essentially the hedonist
outlook on life that makes us look at life in this
way. After all life is not a pleasure garden, nor
is God a Santa Claus whose main duty is to
make his creatures happy. They assume that
the perfect world would be one in which there is
unalloyed happiness, But all pain with no in-
gredient of sorrow would be too insipid for the
human beings to enjoy for any length of time. In
the words of Shelly. ‘our sincerest laughter with
some pain is wrought’, ‘Our sweetest songs are
those that tell of saddest thought’.

But mere enjoyment is not an adequate end
of the creative purpose. Evil has its function, It
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chastens the personality and ennobles our lives,
Life is ‘a vale of soul making, and souls are made
by purifying through the fire of suffering. “It is
not in the pampered and coddled lives that we
find the richest character developed; but in the
lives that confront and overcome difficulties and
have come forth out of fiery furnaces purified”’,

“Do you not see”’, asked Keats, “how neces—

sary a world of pain and trouble is to school an
intelligence and to make a soul?”



