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IQBAL AND HIS CRITICS
S. A. VAHID

All students of [gbal are aware of his stupendous versatility and
they try te grasp its true significance in order to gain an estimate of
his greatness. But few appreciate the fact that this versatility while it
leads to a large insrease in the number of writers on Igbal also in-
creases the number of his critizs, as each critic deals with a particular
aspect of his multi-sided genius. This is all to the good, because after
all criticism helps to add to our knowledge of a towering personality
whose staturc we arc apt to misjudge otherwisc. But this increase in
the number of critics is likely to add to confusion if the crities disregard
relevancy in their writings. To illustrate we have only to mention that
Iqbal was a great poct, a great philosopher, a leading politician ard a
religious reformer. Now a critic trying to discuss his politics consciously
or unconsciously refers o his poetry also. Those who do not like the
stand Igbal took in politics start discussing his sublime poctry also
from the same angle. Svch writers add nothing to our knowledge, but
add considerably to our confusion. It is obvious that a student
of pclitics is not necesscrily the most qualified person to write on his
poctry. Christiar missionaries writing on Iqbal's religious ideas refer
by the way to his poctry in which sometimes his religious ideas find ex-
pression. These writers may be entitled to their opinions in religious
matters, and they may certainly ctiticise Iqbal from their angle, but
when they drag in his poetry they are often guilty of a grave injustice.
Their efforts to decry Igbal and his art only mean that they arc trying to
stop a large number of Chuistian readers from enjoying a wealth of ait
very rarely met with even in the gieatest posts of the world. It is obvious
that an atmosphere sur harged with religious passions is not conducive
to our apprcciation ol the poetic art of a transcendent genius. For
a study of aesthetics one needs tools quite different to those required to
approach a faith which rightly or wrongly is supposed to be a rival to
. one's own faith. We arc glad that the number of critical writers on
Tgbal is growing, but if their criticism is to serve any useful purpose it
it imperative that our evaluation must be based on that aspcet of
Tgbal with which the critic is competent to deal. Classification of the
critical literature on Igbal is thercforc nccessary to facilitate the
scholars to judge the significance of a particular criticism. Luckily for
us in the case of Igbal most of the criticism, if not all, can be ascribed
to definite periods, and while these periods cannot be considered as
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rigidly water-tight, and in many a case they do overlap cach other, yet
their boundaries can be more or less distinctly recognised.

Igbal started writing poctry while still a student in Sialkot, and
even this poetry, while it lacked the charm of what was to come later
on, attracted worldwide attention. And critics soon appeared who
based their criticism mostly on some odd phrase or unusual idiom
used by Igbal. As we all know there were two schools of Urdu poetry:
the Lucknow school and the Dezlhi School, and these schools criticised
cach other's diction venemently. Unfortunately both schools were
unacquainted with the modern principles of literary criticism and
their tirades against cach other werc mainly concerned with points
of diction. Both these schools criticised Igbal. There is no deubt
that the language used by Iqbal was to some extent influenced by local
usage, but perhaps the main reason [or inciting the ire of both the
schools was that although he got his carly poems corrected by a master-
poct like Dagh of Delhi school, he himself did not belong to cither
school. One of the items on which a good deal of criticism was based
centred round gender. Gender in Urdu language is a ticklish matter
and there exists a good dcal of doubt about the gender of many arti-
cles in Urdu. Even the recognised masters of the language do not
always agree about the gender of many objects, and so when they
want to criticise each other gender provides an easy target. And it was
the same in the case of Igbal.

As regards the two schools Igbal wrote:
N S ER R S
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This fleod of criticism and literary squabbles was so great that
they would have dismayed an ordinary poet, but Igbal was made of
sterner stuff.  His friends wrote replies pointing out the utter futility of
the criticism, and out of these replics the one written by Ambalvi and
published in the Makhzan was most cffective. As regards criticism
the onc by “Tangid-i-Hamdard™ which was published in the Makhzar;
was most pungent and broadbased, and Iqbal considered it as deserving
of his reply. His reply was published in the same journal, and displayed
a wide knowledge of Urdu prosody. After this the storm of criticism,
although it never died, subsided to a large extent.

From 1905 to 1908 Igbal was in Europe and did not write much
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poetry and so criticism also shrunk in volume. On return, Igbal wrote
his epoch-making poems Shikwa and Jowvabi Shilowa which extorted
admiration even from the most hardened critics. Henceforth criticism
was reduced to a merc minimum. And 1912 may be said to make the
end of the period of literary criticism.

In 1915 appzared Iqbal's musnavi Asrar-i-Kiudi in Persian which
dealt with the philosophy of ego. This poem may be regarded as the
starting point of the criticism of Igbal’s thought. In the first instance,
Igbal had translated Ego or S:If as Khwudi, but Khudi in Persian and
Urdu languages meant pride and conceit. The result was that many
readers misunderstoo: the title of the poem. Then Igbal while describ-
ing a healthy literary idcal had made scathing remark: against Hafiz,
describing him as a poet who advocated a life of ascetic inaction. Now
Hafiz is one of the greatest lyric pocts of the world, and rightly or
wrongly is also estecmed as a great Sufi. Whether he was actually a
Sufi or net is a moct point, but nobody can deny his claim 1¢ be the
greatest lyric poet of Lthe Persian language. Anyway, many Sufis took
1gbal’s lines on Hafiz as an attack on Sufisin. The result was that many
pocts and writers made virulent and vulgar attacks on lgbal in poctry
and prose. Amongst those who attacked Igbal in this connection Kho-
waja Hasan Nizami of Dargah Nizamuddin Delhi and Khan Bahadur
Muzaffar Ahmad Faz!i. a retired Canal Deputy Collector of the Pun-
jab, deserve special mention. None of these two critics were greal
scholars and it is obvious that they did not understand the theme of
Asrar-i-Khudi al all, yet their attacks appealed to the popular imagina-
tion. Khwaja Hasan Nizami was a forceful writer in Urdu prose and a
very effective speaker. Draped in picturesque robes he travelled up and
down the Indo-Pakistan subzontinent accompanied by his numerous
disciples. He wrote a number of articles against Asrar-i-Khudi and
Igbal in high flown language. Iqbal replicd to some of Hasap Nizami's
attacks and exposcd the hollowness of his tirades. But Igbal's writings
could bz understood only by a few learned readers, while Nizami's
writings influenced the men in the street.

Khan Bahadur Muzaffar Ahmed wrote a4 pocm in Persian attack-
ing Iqbal. This poem known as Asrari-Bekhudi was read by thousands
of people all over the subcontinent. The vicious and violent attacks on
Igbal contained in Khan Bahadur’s poems remind us of Pope's satires.
The following lines will give an idea of the tone of the poem:—

ly (’LJ Sl ol Q58— r)\ai ST Ol s
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There were many other writers who attacked Asrari-Kimdi and
Igbal's philosophy of cgo and the story has been beautifully told by
Mr. Abdulia Quraishi in the pages of *Igbal,* Lahore. Therc wereseveral
writers who wrete in appreciation of Asrar-i-Khudi, the most notable of
these being Dr. Abdul Rehmarn Bijnori and Hafiz Aslam Jaiiajpuri
The former wrote in Englisn ir the journal East & West, and the
latter wrote in A-Nazir. an Urdu journal of Lucknow. Igbal apprecia-
ted the reviews of both these writers and even wrote a letter to Hafiz
Aslam Jairajpuri thanking him for this appreciative review. But in
spite of these sympathetic and appreciative reviews many  writers
wrote against the poem. And the result was that in the second edition
Igbal had to drop these lines on Hafiz and in his introduction he
wrote: ] have omitted in this edition lines writtcn on Hafiz. Although
the purpose of writing those lincs was merely to criticisc a literary
ileal and they did not reflect upon the personality of Knoweja Hafiz,
they have offended some of the readers, 1 have replaced them by
new ones in which 1 have composed the rules according to which
literature of 4 nation must be judged.”

Anyway this pzriod of criticism came to an end about 1920 or so
and while Igbal’s thought continued to be criticised cven later on, as
for cxample his aesthetics by Prol. M.M. Sharif in 1950, it can be
safe'y said that the main storm of adverse criticism of Igbal's philosophy
of ego had blown over by 1920, After that year people had studied
Iybal’s philosophy batter and wherever any criticism was made it was
talanced and fair.

There was a strange development abeut this time. As the storm
of adverse criticism of lgbal's Asrar-e-kludi as containing his philo-
sophy of ego was subsiding, the poem was translated in English by
Professor R.A. Nicholson cf Cambridge. So it wes read widely in
Europs And many European readers began to read in it as a call to
the Eastern nations to risc against European Imperialism. The most

*They are enemies of the very life of Islam,
They mean to rob [slam of life. )
Woc to these afflicted with infinity of intellcct,
They have called saints goats and sheep.
Beware of the fraud of jackals
Beware of those addicted 1o cvil ways!
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notable of these was C.A. Nallino, the Italian Orientalist, who in
clear terms warned the European nations against the writings of Igbal
(vide Oriente Modernc, Rome 1922-23 p.191). Thus started 2 criticism
ol lgbul for political reasons. Nallino remarked about Asrar-e-Khudi
as**un grids riscorisn Musalmana Conto I'. Eurcpeuna mainfestaziore
dellu peon ardura aspiraiziori del irredentessori parislamia.™

About 1926 or so an Indian writer K.P.S. Menon, a member of
the Indian Civil Service, also wrote against Asrar-e-khudi from the
same angle. While this criticism was geing on. Iybul entered active
politics by his election to the Punjab Legislative Council in 1926. After
hearing and reading his speeches in the Council the Hindus and Sikhs
began to criticise [gbal for political reasons. Then in 1928 Igbal gave
evidence before the Simon Commission. And finally came Igbal’s
address as the Prasident of the Muslim League in which he said: “The
principle of European democracy cannot bz applied to India without
recognising the fact of commural groups. The Muslim demand for
the creation of a Muslim India within [ndia is, therefore, perfectly
justified .

So far as the Hindu politicians were concerned this speech acted
as a red rag to the bull. Now the Hindu politicians as well as the
Press attacked [ybal mainly because he advocated cultaral and palitical
saleguards for a minority of 75 million living in the subcontinent.

As time marched on Tgbal began 1aking a more ;rominent part in
politics. He attended the Second and Third Round Table Conferences.
He presided over the All India Muslim Conference in 1932, He was
elected Chairman of the Punjab Muslim League and was appointed
Chairman of the Punjab Parliamentary Boaru by the Quaid-i-Azam
in 1936. The Hindu politicians now began secing in Igbal one of the
main obstacles to their attempts to dominate and crush the minorities
of the subcontinent, and conscquently their opposition to Iqbal gained
in vehemence. Thus the pariod in which political critics of [gbal flou-
rished lasted from 1926 to 1938, but it can be said to have actually
started in 1920. During this period Hindu writers wrote numerous
articles dectying Igbal's work in all fields. Perhaps notable excep-
tions were Sir Tej Bahadur Sapru and Sarojini Naidu, They frequently
talked of him in glowing terms. Sir Tej Bahadur could have never
agread with Igbal's political views, and yet his admiration for Igbal
was boundless. But the most notable of the writings of the group
which attacked Iqbal were ‘Jgbal: The Poet and his Message', by a
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fanatic Mahassabhaite Dr. S. Sinha. and another book known as
Ardemt Pilgrim by a communist Tqbal Singh. Botn of these writers
thought that Igbal's suggestion to divide the subsontinent into 1wo
countries was a sacrilege which would lead to the eventual vivisection
of Mother Bharat.  Dr. Sinha's book was published in 1947 and Igbal
Singh's book was pablished in 1952.

Sinha was so angry with Igbal for political 1easons that he could
see nothing right in [qbal. According to Sinha. as a poet Igbal was of
a very mean order; as regards philosophy Igbal borrowed all his ideas
from others and so on.

Tgbal Singh, on the other hand, criticised Igbal for his political
views, but paid rich tributes to his poetry. Recording the reasons
which led him to write the book Igbal Singh says:—“And that is to
record a persenal enthusiasm for Igbal's poetry— an enthusicsm which
increases every time 1 return to it™ (p. vi).

Now we come 10 the last group of Igbal's critics and these deal
with Igbal’s religious ideas. Igbal delivered his lectures on the Re-
censtruction of Religious 1deas in Madras, Hydeiabad and Aligarh
in 1928. Thesc were published in a poorly printed edition from Lahore
in 1930 They attracted worldwide attention. A nicely printed edi-
tion was published by Oxford University Press in 1934. This was a
new approach to Lilam and a chalienge to the West. In one of the
lectures Iqbal said “The idealism of Europe rever became a living
factor in herlife, and the resull is a perverted ego seeking itself through
mutually intolerant democracies whose sole function is to exploit the
poor in the interest of the rich.  Believe me, Europe today is the greatest
hindrance in the way of man’s ethical advancement.”

As regards Christianity itsell Iqbal says: “It is the sharp opposi-
tion between the subject and the object, the mathematical without and
the biological within that impressed Christianity, Islam, however,
faces the opposition with a view to overcome it. This essential differ-
ence in looking at a fundamental difference determines the respective
attitudes of these great religions towards the problem of human life in
its present surroundings” (p. 9). In these and similar remarks Chris-
tian missionaries and writers detected a real danger to their missionary
activitics. They planned an offensive against Igbal and began attack-
ing him in every way possible. The first Christian wiiter who attacked
[qbal was Cantwell Smith.
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Cantwe!l Smith is supposcd 1o be an Orientalist, but is actually a
fanatic Christian wiho has mercly changed his methods o adjust to the
modern age.  Ho attacks Islam in a very subtlc way and one of his
Favourite ways of deing this is Lo attack Igbal. [ is obvious from his
writings that he has not studied Tgbal.  When he lirst came (o see the
present writer he did nol know any Urdu but he had already written
copiously on Igbal! Such are the ways of Christian Orientalists!
In view of thuse facts it is not surprising to find this Christian author
making such remarks about Igbal: “He was a poet, not a systematic
thinker; and he did not hesitate to contradict himself™.

Then very patronisingly hie says:

*We ourszlves, ir the treatment of Igbal which here follows, have
not made any uadue cilort to unify the contradictions of his prolific
utterances.”

In a fit of scli-csteem Smith savs aboul Igbal: “He was pot an
cconomist. a sociologist. a politician. nor as we have said, an ethicist."

To judge the ignorseee ol Smith we have only 1o refer to the follow-
ing remarks:

“During the First Waorld War he was strongly pro-lslainic, pro-
Turkish. and wrole some bitter verses against the enemy. f.e. Britain.
Later he was an ardent Khilufuted : some ol hiz most passionale uiter-
ances belong to this period.”#

Anybody acjuainted with the history of the Khilafut movement
m Indc-Pakistan Subcentinent knows that in spite of the efforts of
persons like Moulana Mohammad Ali. [gbal kept aloof from the Khita-
fat movement. As regards ardent poems the most ardent poems in
Urdu are Shikwa, Jawab-i-Shikwa, Tulu-i-Islam and Khizri-Ralh, The
years in which these poems were written are given balow:

Shikwa 1911
Jawabi Shikwa 135 1913
Khizri-Rah swi 1922
Tulu-i-Islam s 1923

*Cantwell Smith : Modern [siam in Tndia, p. 125,
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During the First World War lgbul osly published his lamous
Asrari Kindi. 1t should be obvious thut it is hardly nccessary to deal
with the utteranzes of a inun so ilk-informed and igoorant. [u spie of
his cotossal jgnerance and strong prejudicss Smith mukes sumie honest
remarks iiere and Lhere, as tor insbince when he says:

“Iybal had a visior of s ideal sogicty. warth striving for-——
There would be in it no aggressive wars. no colour or race or class or
national distinctions, ne beggars or unemployed. Tt would be per-
maated by ke spirit of brotherhood, social services ond a spirituat
varmth™.

A student of Tgbal will be astonished 1o read Smith's rollowing
remarks:—

“Igbal's mind was simply ncapable apparently. of dealing with
men in communi{y.

Evidently Smith has not read Ruwmuzi-Bekfnudi!

Sl She JEJLE ! pem — il ey csles by | ad

*'Relationship with community is a source of strength to an indivi-
dual whose latent capacities are thereby actualised”.

To our great swrprise Smith say.:

“Theologically, although Tybal was no theologian. ......... For he
made God immanent. not transcendent”™, And this! in spite of all
that Igbal wrote against Wahdat-ul-wajud. 1t shows how Iearned are
the Christiun Orientalists like C. Smith.

It is unamecessaiy 1o deal with other bascless remarks nade by
Smith in his book “Modern Islam in India. because in his Lutter book
Istam in Modern History™ he has himself remarked thut the book was
written when lic was voung and immature.  In this book. Smith says
about his carlicr book: “This youthful work has many defects;
among them. these of which the writer is most conscious—-chiefly the
inadequate understanding of Istam and also of the crucial role plaved
im history by ideelogical and morai [actors—are corrected as far as

“Cantwell Smiti: Islam in Modem History, Princeton Bniversity: Press.
Princeton. New Jersey. page 210,
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possible in the present study”. So we shall refer Lo some of the re-
marks in his latter work. In this book Smith says:

*Yet 1gbal is so contradictory and unsystematic that it is difficult
to assess him.  He is the Sufi who attacked Sufism. and perhaps the
liberal who attacked liberalism™

Alter Smith the Christian writer who altacked [gbal was Sir Hamil-
ton Gibb. But this must be said to the credit of this writer that ne
makes no atlempt (o hide his vituperations against the retigious ideas
of Tgbal under (ke cloak of attucks on his economics. sociology and
politics.  To that extent Gibb is more honest than Smith.  He is quile
frank in admitting that tiie basis of his criticism of Iqbal is essentially
religious. He is honest enough to say: “In these dayz, when we are
envelopad in an atmospliere charged with propaganda it is the duty of
cvery investigator to define precisely to himself and to kLis auliense
the prinsiple which determine his point of view. Speaking in the ficst

arson thereforz, T make bsld to say that the metapior in which Cluis-
tian doctring is traditionally enshrined satisficss me intelz tually as ex-
oressing the highest range of spiritual truth which I can conceive”.*
On page IX of his baok Gibb, while pointing out that most of the
Muslim writers on Islam are apologetic, says: “The outstanling excep-
tion is the Indian scholar and paet, Sir Mohammad I3bal, who in his
six lectures on The Reconstruction of Raligious Thought in Islam faces
oulright the question of reformulating the basic ideas of Muslim theo-
logy”™. (p. X).%* Later on in the same book Sir Hamilton Gibb says:
“He aimed Lo recorstruct the estublished theology of Islam: but the
theolozgy which he atlempts to 1estate is not, in fact, the Sufi theology™.
Further on he savs: “Igbal has tried to refashion Sufi thought in terms
of Western umanism™.  As if this fantastic attempt to belitile Iqbal’s
work was not enough the learne:d writer later on says “but Igbal himself,
by the contradictions and confusions in his thought. only accentuated
the instability and inner conflict of ideas™. The main charge that Gibb
has brouglht against Igbul is that he has mistranslaied some Quranic
verses. On p. 83 of his book he says: “Throughout the lectures he
consantly appeals to Quranic verses in support of his aragument. But
we cannot help asking ourselves two questions ‘Do thess quotations
represent (ho whole teaching of the Kuran on the point at issug’ and
‘De they mean what Igbal says they mean'? In one or two instances
I suspsct actual philological misinterpretations™.

#Sir Hamilton Gibh: Modern Trends in Tslam. p. i,
e Jbid p. .
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It is not enough to make such adverse comments. One would
expect a scholar like Gibb to quote the verses of Quran which he thinks
Iqbal has mistranslated

After Sir Hamilton Gibb another Quford man Alired Grillaume
has written on Ighal in his book on Tsians.  Deseribiaz some of Igbai's
ideas that Paradise and Hell are not states, nor losulities Guitluume

says “IL hardly necds sayving that all this comes pcrt' sesly noar berssy
in Islam”. The g ..u;:"rﬁ..x il knowledee of the anthnr may bs abvious
from iis remarks: ‘the roader can sce that be (Lykal} iins ki the
Muslim with some principles based parily e texts which for gensra-
tions have been inierprated in quite a dilferent way, and parily on
Christian thouaht in modem time™, 1t is enough to paint oui that ail
that Guillaume has writtca zovers Ighal's religious thought enly. It
is safe to conslude that Guillaume has raud very hitide of Ipbal's pustry-
Perhaps Guillavme will considler even Eirstein s Theory of Relativity
as Cliristian thouoght.

Afller Guillaume we come to the Amarican writer J. S. Badean
who isa Professor at the American University of Cairo.  In his book
The Lords Between he has written that according to Igbal the Quran
was given as a guide only for the period wien molern sciense was un-
known. Misrepresentation could go no ferther.

A remarkable Christian writer on Igbal is Professor Sshimmel of
Bonn University whose boex Gabriel's 1Wing has been 1eeently published
as a supplement to Nuwnen, the organ of the Sozicty of ilistory of Re-
ligions. It seems that the publication of the buok has beon subsidised
by the Socicty at the instancs ol Rev, Dr, C. ). Bleker, Secretary of the
Society. The book is supposed te be a *A Study into the Religious
Ideas of Sir Mohammad Igbal but it trics to deal with almost cvery
aspect of Igbal, The book cortains a comprehensive Bibliography
of Igbal, ard it is evident that inspite of the help given by the Igtal
Academy of Karachi, the lcarned authior must have taken great pains
over its proparation.

Schimmel has paid Igbal a hizh compliment when she says: “No-
body will asserl that he was a prephet, (that would ba both wrong frem
the point of view of history of religions and incompatible with the
Islamic dogma of the finality of prophcthood—but we may admit that
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he has been touched by Guabriel's wing™.  In spite of this compliment
Schimmel has made some wide charges against Iqbal. We would
prefer to repeat some of them in her own words,

On page VIl of her book she says:  “Igbal changed Western
ideas according to his concept of Islam™,

On page 242 referring to Ziva Gokalp she says “'Tgbal diy not
know Turkish. has studied his (Ziya Gokalp's) work through the
German translation of Ausust Fisher, and it s of interest to see how
he ([gbal) sometimes changes or omits some words of the translation
when reproducing the verses in the Lecture™.

On page 585 the author says:

“[ybal's interpretation of the Writ (The Holy Quran) is some-
times very parsonal and influcnced by the wish of combining Quaranic
revelations with the exparience of modern scicnez™.

On the same page the author says:

“His criticism of the West sometimes Lok forms worthy of
medieval golemics™.

Further on she says:

“The Christian reader will be shocked by the devaluztion of nearly
everyihing Christizan and Europzan in Igbal’s work, and by the lack
of understanding of the cthical ideucls of Christianity (the dogmatic
differences arce not of interest to [gbal and are net discussed in his work).
He should then realise that Igbal in this respset does not talk with the
calmness required of a historian of religion™ .

Thus it will be seen that the Christian writers or 1gbal display
wonderful homogeneily in thcir attacks on him. Their aim is to dis-
credit him in the eyes of the Muslims as well as the Christians. To the
Muslims they say that [4bal has mistranslated Quran and misrepre-
sented Islam; to the Christians they say that Tqbal is a fanatic Muslim.

1t should not be inforred from these quotations that there are no
Chiristian writers who have paid real homage to Igbal and his genius.
We have only to refer to Browne Niclolson. and many others. [t is
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well known that Browne theillustrious author of the Literary History of
Peisia did not have a high opinion about those pocts of the Indo-
Pakistan subcontinent who wrote in Persian lunguage. But he always
treated Iqgbal as one of the cxeoptions.

Nicholson inreducad fybal 1o the West by translating Asrar-i-
Khudi in English.  In his introduction to the Translation he pays
homage Lo the profund genius of Igbal in these words:  “Every one,
I suppose. will acknowledse that the substance of the Asrar-i-Khudi
is striking cnough to command autention. Jn the poem. naturally,
this philosophy presents itsell under a different aspect.  Its audacity
of thought and phrase is less apparent, its logical brilliary dissolves
in the alow of fecling and imagzination and it wins the heart before
taking rossession of the mind. Many passages of the original are
poetry of the kind ihat once read is not casily forgotien™,

Arbery of Cambridge has translated the rithais of Payain i-Mashrig,
portions of Zaboor-i-Ajam. and  Rumuz-i-bekhudi and is at present
busy in translating Javid Namalr in English verses.  In & message Lo
lgbal Sosicty Karashi Arbery once wrote:—‘Igbal’s doctrine of the
indestructible significnnee of the individual contains a messaae of hope
and inspiration in thase days whep the rights and duties of individual
men are so gravely threatened by materialistic conceptions of an all-
powerful state. His doctrine of the place of the individual in socicty,
with his interprotation of the ierm socicly to mean the whole community
of right believing men and wemen, is no less imporiaaf as a corrective
o nibilist tendencies in contemporary thought. His message is of
universal appzal and application™.  Massignon did not wiite much
an Igbal, bul fas paid highest tributes to Igbal in his masterly introduc-
tien to the French translation ol Reconstruction of Religions Thouglhit
in Islam by Madam Meyerovitch.

Northrop has not writtenon Iybal but has made frequent refererces
1o him in his books on philosophy.

Bausani has translated Igbal’s Javid Namah and other poems in
the Italian and has written on his postry copiously. His transla-
tions are very good but his criticism is not always well-informed. The
French Stholar Madam Meveroviteh has translated scveral of Jgbal's
books in French and is 4 great admirer of Igbal

John Morek of Praguc University has translated some of Igbal’s
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poems in the Czeed language.  His eriticism of Iybul is generally bused
on political grounds.

Reference must be made o two Gernuan writers who  paid their
homuge to Igbal’s genius by translating some of his poemis. Ouo
Von Glassenvopp. a forimer Viee Prestdent of the German Stale Bank
and Professor Hall of Evianger University, Here mention must also
be made of the numerous Turkish, Persian, Afghan and Arab writers
on [ybal, e.g. Ganjeli, Tardan, Mujtaba Manavi. Salaheddin Seljuqi
and Abdul Wihab Aizzam and others.  Their criticism is on the whole
balanced and well informed.

Survey of these  eriticisms shows that although there is pre-
judicious response on (e part of some orientalisis and native critics.
targe-heatted and generous appreciation of Igbal, far beyond the
boundaries of this sub-continent. is not lacking. Those who
deliberately distort the message of the Philosopher, the current world
situation at dcademic level is. have vained upper hand. The duyvs of
Brown, Nicholson and Massignon are gonc: now Sclecit, Smith  and
Schimmel are moving figvres, who do not care for objective study,
but spend out their vesources for aims other than those appreciable
w scholars and students of human civilizations.






THE SLOGAN OF THE CONING WORLD-REVOLUTION

MOoHAMMAD RAFIUDDIN

The most significant of all the questions now facing the thinkers
of the world is “Whatis man™ 7 So far the scholars of the West who are
supposed to be the intellectual leaders of mankind have failed to give
a convincing answer to this question, an answer, [ mean, which may be
consistent with all the known and established facts of human nature
and human history and which may. thercfore, be considercd to be
intellectually satisfuctory. They generally admit that the present chaos
in human affairs, which has manilested itself in what seems to be an
endless series of world-wars and which is fraught with the possibility
of a total collapse ol civilization and even of a total extinction of the
human race, is traccable to a single cause and that is the absence of
man's knowledge of his own nature. In the abseace of this knowledge
all the wonderful advascements of humanity in the knowledge of physi-
cul sciences and technology are proving dangerous instruments of self-
destruction.  Skinner an eminent psychologist writes in his book
“Science and Human Behaviovr':

“Science has vvolved unevenly, By scizing upon the easier
problems first, it has extended ovur control of inanimate
nature without preparing for the social problems that follow
... There is no point in furthring i scicnce of nature unless
it includes a sizable science of human nature bzcause only
in that case the results will be wicely vsed™.

McDougall another eminent psychologist writes in his " World
Chaos" :

“Qur ignorance of the pature ol man has prevented and
still prevents the development of all the social seizneas,
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Such sciences ure the crying need of our time; for lack of
them our civilization is thereatensd eravely with decay and
periaps complete collapse.”

In order to comprehend the exact nature of the problem poscd by
thie question “What is man?" we have to consider the difference bet-
ween a man and an animal, Tt s true that an animal is a bundle of in-
nate desires and impulses and so is man. But the difference between a
mum and an animal is a difference of class and not of degreee. Man is
not a higher kind of animal, nor is animal a lower kind of man. Man
i~ « class of creatures apmt from the animals.

tmagine a coach being pulled by a dozen horses cuch of which is
free to move in any direction it likes. A coach of this kind will move
semetimes towards the right and sometimes towards the left and will
oceasionally come to @ stop. Its movement will be fitful and haphazird,
This happens i there is no driver inside the coach to direct und control
the horses. I, on the other hand, the coach happens to be moving
swiftly and smoothly in a definite dircction. turning the corners and
bends of its path casily and confidently, it will be right to conclude that
there is & driver inside the coach who directs and controls the horses
and Keeps cach of them in check to assure the swiflt movement of the
coach in the direction of his own choice. The animal is like a driverless
coach. Each of its inborn desires known as instincts secks to satisfy
itself independently of all the other desires. Every instinct of the animal
is an inflexible and unalterable lendency to act in a particular manner
for ihe preservation of its lifc and race. Whenever an instinct is stimula-
ted the animal is forced by an internal biological pressure to start and
complete the activity that is necessary for its satisfaction. [t cannot
check, oppose or limit the satisfaction of any of its instincts for the sake
of a higher end. Indeed it has no higher end to pursue. Whenever an
animal is forced to oppose any of its instincts the opposition is not the
result of a voluntary chofce. It is always the case of one instinct 0p-
pusing another, the sironger taking the place of the weaker and the
weaker yielding automatically to the force of the stronger.

Such is not the case with man whose personality is like a coach
which is being controlled by a driver. Man possesses all the instincts of
the higher animals such as feeding, sex, escape, pugnacity, sclf-asser-
tion. sclf-abasement etc. Yet, unlike the animal, man is able to oppose
and check the expiession and satisfaction of any instinct he fikes up to
any extent in order 1o crganize. unify, guie und control the activity of
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all inachosen direction. The opposition of man to his instincts is not
automatic and involuntary, as in the case of the animal, but the result
of a voluntary choice, He opposes his instincts in such a manner that
the impulse of no particelar instinct is found to be in the process of
satisfaction during the opposition. So often he would rather starve his
instincts and even give up his life for the preservation of which the ins-
tincts arc meant to funclion, than abandon a particular course of action
chosen by him. The life of an animal consists of a series of isolate:d com-
partments of activity each dominated by an instinet and no compart-
ment has anything to do with the one preceding or following it. On the
other hand, the life of a human being tends to become an organized
whole and the activity of cach instinct, to whatcver extent it is allowed
to have its way, is directed and controlled in such a mianner that it be-
comes organically related to this whole. This organisation or unity,
this control or direction of instinctive desires in man arising out of his
ability to oppose them, is impossible, unless there is in him a desire
which is powerful enough to dominate and rule all of them. IT IS THIS
MYSTERIOUS DESIRE OF MAN WHICH IS THE DRIVER
OF THE COACH OF HIS PERSONALITY. To know this desire
is to know “What is man?" For it is this desire which is the cause of
all human activities whether they are political, legal, military, scono-
mic, ethical. cducational, intellectual. rcligious or artistic. It is this
desire which has made history whut it is. for lustory is nothing but onc
long effort of the driver of the coach of human personality uciing in
the individual and the society to reach his destination.

This means that it is impossible for us to understand the nature, the
purpose or thescope of any of the activities of man mentioned above,
whether they arc of the individual or of the socicly, unless we develop first
ofall an acquaintance with this driver of the human coach and know his
purpose or destinition. In other words, no writer on the Philosophy of
History or the Philosophy of Politics or the Philosophy of Ethics or
the Philosophy of Education or the Philosophy of Law or the Philoso-
phy of Economics or the Philosophy of Religion or the Philosophy
of Art or the Philosophy of Science or the Philosophy of War has any
rizht to offer his philosophy for the consideration of others if he does
notlay the basis of his philosophy on some view of that desire of man
which is the motivating power of his activities. His view of the nature
of this desire may be wrong and incapable of being justified or defend-
ed on the grounds of logic or rationality but if he ignores this desire
eatirely and starts to write his philosophy of any human activity with-
out any view of it. his philosophy will be lacking in the very first requi-
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site ofa philosophy of that activity and will not deserve any consideration.
He will have a confused mind from the very beginning and his so-called
“conclusions™ or “findings” will be more of the order of fanciful
conjectures than of the nature of reasoned inferences. He will merely
waste his own time and that of hiz readers by writing his philosophy.

Thousands of books have bzen written so far in all languages of
the world on the philosophics of History, Politics, Economies, Educa-
tions, Ethics, Law, Art, cte. Yet, unfortunately, none of their writers is
known to have founded his philosophy on any definite view of the
desirc of man that is the motivating force of his activities. Karl Marx
is the only exception to this rute. He has constructed his Philosophy of
Economics, which is in effect, a complete Philosophy of Man and the
Universe, on a definite view of the desire that is the fundamental cause
of human molivation. His philosophy, therefore, at Ieast deserves our
consideration, although its consideration must lead ultimately to ils
rcjection. For, as we shall presently see, neither his view of the motiva-
ting force of human activities nor the philosophy that he has built
on its foundations can bear examianation.

But what is that desire of inan which is the real driver of the coach
of his personalily and the motivating force of liis activitics?

All the modern writers of the West who have expressed their
views about the naturc of man agree that ma: has a desire te love an
ideal and that this desire is not possessed by other animals below him
on the ladder of evolutivn. Is it this desire, then, that enables man to
dircet and conltrol his instinets and functions as the driver of the coach
of lis personality and the motivating force of lis activities? All these
writers have rejected this view,

Following the Darwinian concept, the fashionable concept, of
evolution they believe that whal comes first in the sequence of the
results of evolution is matter with its physical laws, then comes the ani-
mal with its instincts and last of all there appears the human being
with his capacity to love ideals. They imagine. thercfore, that if man
has any distinctive capacity not possessed by the animals it must have
grown out of one or more of the capacitics of the animal, namely the
instincts and must be intended to subserve them. Hence, their conclu-
sion is that the real motivating force of man's activity whick is the dri-
ver of the coach of his personality must be one or more of his animal
instincts and that his love of an ideal, which is, of course, an ideca to
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which a person ascribes the qualitics of beauty and perfcction, must be
a complicated product ora distorted form of one or more of these ins-
tincts.

Thus according to Karl Marx. the motivaling force of human acti-
vity is the instinet of feeding along with other allied instincis giving rise
to the economic needs of man. According to Freud the real driver of
the coach of human personality is the ey instinct and the urae for
ideals results from the obstruction of this instinet. Adler is of the opi-
nion that the real force which determines the aciivities of man is a
stiona desire for power and ideals are only tha [alse representations
of this desire. McDouzall thinks that the animal instincts of man are
the “prime movers™ of his activity and that his ideal impulse is the out-
come of a compound of all the instiacts (described by him as the seati-
ment of self-regard) and sub-scrves the particular instinct of self-
assertion. But, since none of the theorics of thess writers is consistent
with the facts of human nature and human histery, when we study
them we have no difficulty in concluding that none of them scan stan:d a
critical examination. The common fault of these theories is that nonc of
them explains adequately how an instinet or a combinution of all the
instincts which are meant to [unction for the preservation of life can
uive birth to the desire for an ideal in man which may require him to
starve his instincts and even to lay down his life for its sake. It does
not occur to any of their exponents that if instincls, which ol course,
man shares with the higher animals, cannot produce the desire for an
ideal in the animal, they cannot produce such a desire in mun.

The fact is that THE DESIRE WHICH IS REALLY THE
DRIVER OF THE COACH OF HUMAN PERSONALITY AND
THE MOTIVATING FORCE OF ALL HUMAN ACTIVITIES IS
NO OTHER THAN THE DESIRE WHICH IS PECULIAR TO
MAN AND WHICH IS NOT POSSESSED BY THE ANIMALS,
NAMELY, THE DESIRE TO LOVE AN IDEAL.

It is admitted by emincnl psychologists that while the animal
knows feels and thinks, man not only knows. feels and thiuks but.
when he does so, he also knows that he knows, feels or thinks. This is
expressed by saying that while an animal is only conscious man is zelf-
-0NsCious Or possesses a sclf-consciousness or sclll This self-conscious-
ness or self (khudi) is the real man in the human being as distinguished
from the animal in him which is constituted by his animal instincts
and if there is any special capacity in man not possessed by the animals,
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itcan bz only due to his self-conciousness or self. Tt fidlows that man’s
wree to Jove an ideal is a property of his sell-conciousness. The ideal
of a saciely is the sare of iis fdeo'ogy.  Ttdevelops into an ideology
in the course of its applivation to the various aspeets of their natural
activity as 2 group of human boings.

The view of ideais as the mativaiing force of human activity is so
simple and intellisible, it in so well with the established facts of
hurman aatitve and human aistory and its vulidity has become so ob-
viots in this deological age. thut the human world cannot take long to
aceept it Its genera! aczeptance marks an inevitable stage on the road
of the intzHecrunl evolution of humaniiy, a stage which cannot be by-
passed or side-trugked =i will.  YET THIS VIEW HAS REVOLU-
TIONARY TMPLICATIONS,

Since an ideal is alwayy an dee of beauty or pericction. as it appears
to the lover ol the ideal, tus view implics. first of all, that man’s urge
for an ideal. the driver of the coach of his personality, can be fully
satisfied only by an ileal of the highest beauty and perfection. So far
nobody will disagece. But when it is asked what is the most parfect and
the most beautiful of"all ideals there will be many answers to this ques-
ton., Some will say it is Communism or esconomic cquality and economic
freedom others will sav it s Democracy or political equality and
political freedom und siill others will come forward wilh the opinion
that it is Hitlerism or Fascism or Mikadoism or Gandhism or English
Naticnalism or French Nationalism or Indian Nationalism and so on.
But if we aceepl Hegel's definition of Godd as Lhe Being whe is balicved
to possess all the imaginable gualities of beauty and perfection, then the
perfect ideal. capable of salisfving perfectly and permanently the
human urge for an ideal, can be only the ideal of God. Obviously, by
the very nature of this ideal, its practical realization will include the
practical rcalizulion of cconomic cquality and cconomic freedom and
politicul cquality and political freedom and of cverything else thot is
sood, beautiful or true in any other ideal. In fact, the ideal of God as
defined above, is the only ideal the love of which ean be a condition for
the perfect and perinanent realization of economic equality aitd economic
freedom and political cquality und political frecdom and of every otler
quality of beaury and perfection for which the nature of may has a yearn-
ing. The reason is that a quality of boauty, commonly known as a
value, can be realized as a part or an element of an all-bcautiful ideal or
it cannot he realized at all. Qualities of beauty or values support
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cach other in their practical realization and (o the extent a quality of
beauty lacks the support of other qualities of beauly, its practical
realization becomes impossible.

The view that the usge for an ideal i3 the motivating foree of all
nuinan activity implics further that history is an cffort (somctimes
mistaken or at other tinwes right) of the driver of the coach ol human
personality. functioning inthe individual and the race. to drive the coach
in the direction of the ideal of God. When this driver is not driving his
coach in the direction of the Right Idcal, e it driving it in the dircction
of & wrong ideal. H is enicring a blind alley and reaching a wrong desti-
nation from which he will have quickly Lo reirace his sieps or perish.
The political, etpical, cducational, legal. economie, philosophical, scienti-
fic, artistic and military activitics of the huwwan individual and society
can never be sighady oz fruitfully directed uiless their objeet is the realiza-
tion of the ideal of God. All activity which is not meant for the practical
realization of the idlea! of God is not anly wasteful of human energy and
definitely harmful but also fatal to  the eommunily that happens to
indulge in it Thisexpiains the disappearance from the face of earth of
c¢ozens of ideological vomammumidies or sulture-civilizations which did
not telieve in God or ceased to have a genuing belicl in God capabte of
being translated into action. [t implies stil! Turther that all the human
and social sciencas with their present secular attitude are wrong and
must be yeconstrucied and re-vriticn with a view to giving them a cor-
rect foundation inthe light of the purpose and destination of the driver
of the hunmn coach, Thusthe truth that THE URGE FOR AN IDEAL
IS THE MOTIVATING FORCE OF ALL HUMAN ACTIVITY is
the rallving molto of the world-wide inteilectual revolution of the
future—a revolution which is inevitable and irresistible and after
witich there can be no other intztectual revolution efequal magnitude.

On the one hand, Pikistan which is evelving into a perfect (heistic
state and I1s going to become onein the near future, is confronted with
the need to justify its political ideology bLefore the wotld Irom the
point of view of itellect and rationality, The reason is that in this age
of intellectual advancement no political ideclogy which lacks adequate
rational foundations can win the sympathy and cooperation of others
and hoge to maintain itsell for long. On the other hiand. the fact that the
urge for an ideal is the mativating feree ol all human activity provides
Pakistan with all the rational suppoit that it can ever nzed or desire
for its theistic ideology. This fact indeed ussures not only that the
ideology of theism is rationally justified but also that no other ideology
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can have any rztionul justification. This mcans that the people of
Pakistaa will be diiven 1o rely upon tlus fact not only as a light which
enables them Lo understand Lheir ideology cleaily and completely, intel-
lectually and scientifically, Liemselves, but also as an instrument to be
employed by their inforinational and publicity services for impressing
the outside world with the inteflectual justification of their ideology.
It is thus the destiny of Pakistan to play the role of the leader of the
silert and peaceful world-revolution of the future and the fact thal
the slogan of this revolution has first emerged in Pakistan is a pointer
Lo this destiny of our country.
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IQBAL—The Problem of Poetic Beliel
Jaose-vr-Renaas Tlorans

My purpose in writing this article is to have a look on Igbal's
dilemmma of being a poet-philosopher in the light of socme recent
observations made by some notable Western literary critics on the
priaciples of literany criticism, with particular reference to the problem
of poetic balief. I would give a brici” exposition to Eliot’s ielevant
theories of criticism such as the Impersonal Theory of Poetry, Form
and Martter, Poctiy and Religion and Poctic belief. 1 would then
endeavour to apply these canons of literary criticism to the works of
Igbal, with a view to finding out how far Igbal's philosophical pro-
nouncements could succeed in accomplishing the poctic assent; how
far Igbal succzeded in teing a poel in spite of his being a philosopher.
L shall have ulso to discuss whether any such problem does arise at all,
Is there any bar on a poet being a philosopher and vice versa? 1 have
asked a question to mysell whether Iqbal's poetic genius was hampercd
by his philesophy or whether his philosophy shaipened his calibre as
a poet. This qusstion picsupposes the ptoblem as to the function of
a poet whether he is there to give a message or simply to provide joy
10 his readers; or whether these two propositions are exclusive to each
other that is if he delights, he cannot instruct, er if he instrvers he can
not delight.  This leads us 1o the basic question of the nature ol Art,
whose interpretations can be many.  Our critical literature is full of
such discussions right fiom Aristotle to Eliot, including such great
names as Wordsworth, Coleiidge, Dryden, Arnold, Hali, etc. I do
not intend to discuss these theorics of Arts but it would be both in-
teresting and wscful to find out whether Igbal himsell had any theory
of Arts, or was it necessary for him to have one.

It is not necessary for & poel to know or have any sgecific theory
of Art on which to mould his creations; many great pocts such as
Dante, Shakespeare, Meer and Ghalib did not possess any such theory
of Art. A great artist does not bother to know or [rame any theory
of Art; at times he transcends all principles and canons of Art and
moulds and modifies the existing ones by his own poetic genius,
Coleridge has rightly observed that every great and original writer, in
proportion as he is greal or originul, sntst himself create the taste by
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which he is 1o be relished; he must teach the art by which he is to be
seen. A preat poet refuses to be judged by the existing principles of
criticiving it would be an unsuceessful attempt to judge Shakespeare
by a ready-made packet of principles of literary criticism. And. in
luet, 1L is nob always uselul and rewarding fora poet to have o theory
af Art of his own. At times, T, S. Eliot’s poetry and literary eriticism
seem to complement cach other and this may prove fatal to both, It
is also not possible for a hiterary system-maker to apply all his theorics
of Art on his own poetry and Lo achieve the desired effects.  We may
apprecinte and pay oor respeets to the soundness of the theory of
puetry propounded by Willism Wordsworth in his Preface (o Lyrical
Ballads but we are not happy to see its practical application on his
Iyeical ballads;  acither the balluds fully adhere to the principles nor
Jo they emerge as greal poetry on this basis ulune.,

[wantto point it vut that literary criticism iy not prior (o literature
irself.  Avistotle had propounded his ideas on drama in his Poetiss by
deducing such principles from the works of Greek dramatists them-
selves.  His material was slready availuble: he simply analysed them
and generalized the principles, with no doubt some ol his own pro-
found observutions. 1 do not deny the importance ol likerary criticisyy
but the extent of its importance or otherwise is out of the scope of this
article. At the moment, we are interested to find out whether we cun
make out a plausible theory of Art from the poetry of Igbal or not.
1 submit thai Igbal has, in quite a few of his verses. put forth his own
Theory of Art: we want to judge it in the light of some current theories
of Art of notable Western Literary critics, with particular reference to
our problem of poetic belief.

Looking at the Urdu Traditior. we find Inat Persian Tradition of
Ghazul has played a vital and prominent role in its shaping and deve-
lopment. It is full of amorous emotions: love-poctry is. perhaps. the
most important part of our entire poetry. | do not claim that for be-
ing so. it is un inferior poetry; it has enriched our literature with very
beantiful and significant similes and mctaphors.  Bur wilh insistence
on this Kind of poetry and as an casy frame and model for the new
poets, Ghazal degenerated to a great extent as we find in Daag and
Ameer Meenai; ir fact. to u great extent. it had lived ifs life and
had its culmination in such greab pocts as Meer and AMomin; 1 do not
still hold that in the hands of a great poet, say like Hasrar Mohani ¢
Firague Goraklipuri, it would not flower into greatl poetry; but as a
tradiion. love poeiry with exuberant and abundant decorative but
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off-beaten metaphors and monotony of emotions, which were at times
insinceie, had lost its grip, and barring a few great poets, it was heavily
condemned by such recognised critics, as Hali, Azadetc. Asa revolt
against it, a departure from this tradition took place in the works of
Hali and it found its culmination in [gbal.

To my mind, [gbul is a shatp departure from the Urdu tradition
of Ghazal. Bariing a few notable exceptions our poets were not pre-
occupied with socicl, nutional or philosophical problems. T huve no
intention to say that poctry with social, national or philosophical bius
is great poclry, though in the hands of a great poct. it can be. [ also
do not say that we do not have great j:cets in ow language; there had
been poets who had philosophical flashes, had deep insight inte hvmen
nature, and were po.sessed with religious lervour: there were mystic-
pocts in our language; but, [ submit, that such rocts do not lall into
the major tradition of poetry: T furrher submit that love-poetry witha
deep print of Persian Tradition. with ll its metaphots and mechanics
has been our major tradition; Jgbal bas been a departure from this
tradition: and has heralded a new era of poetry which we sce in the
post [gbalian era which include such poets as Faiz.

Kalimuddin Ahmed remarks aboul Igbal's theory of Art: He
has something to assert and he belicves that every artist as well must
have tomething to assert™. As a poct. he assumes a new role; he
refuses Lo be simply a provider ol joy: he belicves that a poet has a
definite function to peiform and he voluntecred himself to fulfil that
function —~to give &n inspired message 1o the sleeping world to awaken
it to action. In the words of Shelley. Igbal considered the function
of a poct to be a “trumpet of a prophecy™.  He helieved :

e I LIRS

Poetry is a part of Prophethood

We can substitute [gbal for Shelley when he, addiessing to the West
Wind, indentifying himscll with i, says:

Drive my dewd thoughts over the Universe
Like withered leaves ro quicken a new birth!
And, by the incantation of this verse,

Scatter, as from an unextinguished hearth
Ashes and ¢parks, mv words amoag mankind!
Be through my lips to unawikened earth
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the trumpet of a prophecy! O Wind
If wincer comes, can spring be far behind?

Igbal never celicved in the common place theory of *“Art for Art's
sake’; we can find a number of veises in igbal’s poctry in which he
warns his readers nou to take him a poet ia the usually accepiled dero-
gartory sense of the word that iy an enterlainer:

G0 G e us e T e i sl 5 Ol 2 1 (5 e
Do not consider my anxious ultetancss us Poetry

1 share the seciers of the inner abode.

Igbal wanted poetiy wo work; he wanted the sleeping humanity
to awaken (o act. While once comparing himsell with Tugore. Igbal
said that “Tagore preaches rest; Tgbul preaches action™.  Thus it can
be obscrved that Igbal believed in a purposive poctry. Igbal took
poetry as a powetful agent to quicken the sleeping eneraies and Jatent
powers to act. He whole-heartedly condemas the poct who is sitting
in an ivory tower, who escapes from the grim rezlities of life, who secks
refuge in an escape to the romantic world, one who oanly arouses our
aesthetic responses; in his ($35> )l (Secrets of the sell) he tells
the poet about hi. function and exhorts him to aciion:
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IT thou hast the coin of pcesy in thy purse.

Rub it on the touchstone of life;

For & Jong time thou ha.t turned about on the bed of silk:
Now accustom thyseif to rough cutton!

Now throw thysell on the butning sand.

And plunge inro the fountain of Zemzem !

How long make thiae abode in gardens?

O thou whose auspicious sharc would do honour

Build a nest on the high mountains to the Phoenix
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That thou myst be fit for life’s batile,
That thy body and soul may burn in life's fire!

The poet according to Igbal is a parl of battle going around him.
He is an inspired person with a mission and he wishes to inspire and
enthuse others to take part in the stroggle; thus he is a vehement be-
liever in the theory of ‘Art for Life's sake” and has a message to give 1o
humanity.

There eoters the plilosoplher who waits Lo communicnte his ideas
10 the people and he has chosen the medium of poctry Lo Jo so.

With some caution. | wish to submil that he wis a philosopher
first and poet luter: as I have said that this proposition is capable of
being grossly misunderstood, 1 would like t6 explain this position al
some length.  Igbul as @ human being had 2 particulir point of view:
he was a religious man and considered the salvation ol mankind 1o lie
in the fulfilinent of the commandments of religion.  He tried 10 ke
his inspiration from the Holy Quran and wanted people Lo foliow the
dictums of the Holy Book. From his own reading and cspericnces in
life. he developad a religious mysticism as scen in Rumi and his own
philosophy of Seiff which he found not only comgatible with Islam
but also a very effeetive means Lo lulfil men’s mission in the World as
propounded in [slam. I suggest that Igbal had a missionary zeul for
his belief and wanted to communicate this beliel to the humarity;
his first and foremost motive wus to communicate his message, which
he loved so much. He was an inspired person.  Any such person
who is so inspired, having a refined sensibility as he had, would have
chasen the most bafitting medium that is poctry. To quote Kalim-
uddin Ahmed again: AL times, Igbal disclaims any desire to he
considered a poet.  Philosophy calls him and his main concern is to
give cxpression to his philesophic ideas  ideas 1hat appeer valuable
to him. He is no poei, he says. He has something (¢ say and he uses
poctry merely as a vehicle of expression. because probably, il enables
him to express his thoughts in a coneisc. emphatic, concentrated and
memorable fashion. 1 am not writing poetry’; 1 am not aware of
the finer points of art’;—such sentences occur frequently.”  Whether
he succeeded in his attempt of pulting his {houghts in i*s emotional
equivalent is vet to be seen.  Wihether what he suys i verse is simply
philosophy or is it poetry in its real sensc of the word, that is the basic
ques.on; has he been able 10 achieve poetic assent for his own philo-
sophical ideas? Could he have a harmonious blend of philosophy
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and poeury? Did he possess a unified sensibility? Can a philosopher
be a poet? Docs he lose his poetic value if he has a system of phile-
sophy to propound? Can we suy that in spite of his philosophy, he
was a great poet? These are the questions which we have to answer
in this paper.

Before we go on to answer all these questions in the light of the
western canons of literary criticism, it would be fruitful if we may also
have a look at [qbal’s process and mode of writing poctry.  Itis alway.
very dilicult to know the mechanics of writing poetry; even a post
would find it difficult to explain how he wiites poetry. No doubt this
question will reccive inore attention and investipation. when we come
to describz and discuss Elot’s Tmpersonal Theory of Poctry.  How-
ever, we have some first hand account of Igbal's process of wiiting
poetry. Tn a recent hiography of Igbal (.8 ;b752)) it has bxn
claimed that Tgbal himsell described his mode of writing. He was
not & crafltsman te put his thought in the form of verse whenever he
wanted or whenever he was asked to.  He had rare Nashes of inspiri-
tion, say twice or se in a year, when lie could write vene at length;
whenever he was inspired to write, he would seck seclusion and would
be nervous, as i something has been revealed upon him,  As claiined.
he said. he would not S¢ getting the idea first, but the entive verse dawned
upont it suddenly in dts finel form. [t is said that his famous poem
“Masjid-c-Qartaba™ (the mosque of Qordova) dawned upon him in
theshape of a praver afier he had performad “the Namaz ™ ar the lamots
and historical mosque of Kordovit, This shows that Igbal was an
inspired poer.  In the words of Shelley, Iqbal is a hicrophamt of an
unapprehended inspirtion: the miiror of the gigantic shows wiich
futurity cast upon the present: the words which express what he under-
stands aot: the trumpet which sings o battle aad feels not what he
inspiics, the influence which is moved not, but moves. This, if this
explanation is authentic, creates a very difficult question for us 1o solve.
A poet who was inspired and obsessed with his missionary idea was
not a deliberate versifier: it were at the sudden flashes of inspiration
that he propounded his ideas in peetry that no deliberaie and painful
craftmanship entered into hus poctry.  This paradox has to be exploin-
cd if we have to answer any of our questions satisfactorily.

I

As said above it is my endeavour lo evaluate Igbal's poetry in the
light of Eliot’s critical canons as propounded from time to time. with
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our busic problem of Igbal’s success or otherwise of achieving (he
status of great pocetry lor his philosophical thought. I, then, becomes
necessury to have a look at Eliot’s ideas on such major issues us ire
relevant Lo our problem, [ have chosen Ehot s he is the critic of the
age tor the West. He has been responsible for the reshaping ol the
taste ol the contemporary world and atso of the generations 1o come.
He has been declared as one ol the best arbiters of taste of our gene-
ralion.

As curly as 1921, Eliot had propounded his Impersonal Theory
ol Poctry.  Flis early criticism has o stamp ol his being an inteflectual,
He lad at least twe important suggestions to make: fiestly jie would
coisider the role of inteflect in the processes of puetry as important,
He liked the poet “‘to have a direct sensuous apprehension of thought,
or u recreatton of thought mto feeling™ or o quote another of his
remark:  *"to feel their thought as immediately as the odour of a rose” |
This logically leads o the eliminution of thought or idea as such in
poetry,  He considers. at this oceaston, the use of personal ideas and
philosophics in postry as undesirable,  He did not like the poel o
have u concepl.  According to him. the poct should replace e phito-
supher.  Lle is. however, confronted wirh o great problem: how is lie
aoing to puss judgments on such great philosophic poets as Lucretius
and Dante, whereas Suniavana in an caglicr work (1910). declares that
the poet is never greater than when he grasps and expresses tlie philo-
sophic vision of his universe, as Lucretius. Dante, and Goethe did for
suceessive ages.  Eliot has a solution for his Gilerama.  “Lliet finds™,
remarks Kristian Swidt, “phlilosophics justifiable in poctry only if, as
with Lucretiuy and Dante. they serve. not their ewn ends. but those of the
poetry.  Therefore it is safest for the poct to borrow his ideas. so as not
1o fall into the temptation of subvrdinating pocisy 1o speculation”™.  Thus.
1o put it inte fewer words, it is not the function of a poet Lo argue. per-
susde, teach or speulate. “Accordingly. the poct can deal with phifo-
sophical ideas. not as matter for argument. but as a matter of inspec-
tion. And for this purpose traditional ideas are better than original
ideas”. This logically Icads to the idea of the pocls suppressing his
own personality.  To quote him again: The progress ol an artist
is a continual sclf” sacrifice, a continual extinction of personolity. It is
in this depsesonulization that art may be said to approach the condi-
tion of science “The most perfect tije artist. Lhe more completely sepa-
rate in him will be the man who suffers™.

As the concluding part of his czlebrated essav on ‘Tradition and
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the Individuu! Talent’, Eliot says that poetry is not a turniag loose of
cruotior, bul an eseape from gersonality,  But, of course, oaly thosa
wio have persenality and emotion know what it means to want to
cscape from these things.”  Lliot dees not, perhags, have the faith io
the spivitual nature of man.  He thinks that the poet is only u parti-
cular medium in which ‘impressions and experiences combinc in peculinr
and unexpected ways.'

This leads us to the question of the poetic processes.  Eliot de-
clares that the poet’s mind is a recephucle for seizing aad sloring up
numberless fealings, phrases, images, which remain until all the particles
which cun unite 1o form a new compound are present together. Al
which moiment the mind aoty as a catalyst and there oceurs a spon-
tancous fusion with the effect of creating & new art emotion. Awnd ir is
n ol the greamess, the intensity, of the emotions, the components, but the
inteusity of the artistic process. the pressure, so to speak, wrder which
the fusion takes place, that counts”™, This theory of the poetic pro-
cesses brings Eliot very near to the concept of supernatural inspiration.
It is no more a matisr of conscious technique. 1t seems that Eliot,
at the moment, believes in a kind of acsthetic mysticism.

I we analyse the above observations, we come to the following
conclusions: (a) The poet must avoid ‘the expression of his persona-
lity"—that is he must avoid ideas and philosophies, and if he does ex-
press, he must serve the end of poetry and not his own end: he has to
avoid the dangerous situation of *falling into temptation of subordinat-
ing poetry to speculation’; the poet must escape from his personality
and emotions. In fuct he must avoid being deliberate and conscious
in the expression of his philosophics and ideas. (b) Eliot very nearly
belicves in the theory of supzrnatural inspiration. He insists upon
the value and impartance of the ‘intensity of the artistic process’ rather
than on the intensity of emotion and that leads him to a kind of “aesthe-
tic mysticism®™. In short. it approaches the same theory of Shelley
that he propounded when he says that ‘Poets are the heirophants of
an unapprehended inspiration’. His above theory that is the Imper-
sonal Theory of Pocty was a very impressive one and its echoes were
heard around twenties in the works of contemporary writers both
creative and critical, but such a position was difficult to be maintained.
Whatever the case may be, in poctry, no doubt, according to Eliot,
these parsonal emotions were (o be reshaped so as to be objectified
having a universal appeal.  In fact, what Eliot was trying to do at that
time was to check the unrestrained emotions that the Romantics be-
lieved (o play upon their poetry.
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Later on Cliol had to madify Tis position; while speaking of Ben
Jonson, he says thai we can’t fully understand him unless we know the
poet, Ben Jonson, us a person, In 1940, when he was lecturing on
W. B. Yeats, he thouahit that *the kind of impersonality which was
more that of the mere skiliul craftsman was achieved by the malure
poet “who, out of iniense and parsonal experiences, is able to express
a general truth: refaining all the particularity of his experience, to
make of it a general symbol’. We can now sec¢ that Eliot does not
himself insist on his views of 1919. In fact Eliot is neither simply
individualistic nor traditiosalist alone; he is both; he believes in the
harmonious blend of the both. Even psychologically, it will be im-
possible to depzrsonalize poetry complately. The poet’s own cxperi-
ence directly and passions aroused thereof have a vital role to play in
the creation of poetry. It is one thing to demand an escape from
personality, aad another thing to do it. Tt is an impossible ideal.

As far as the use of ideas in poclry is concerned, it also passed
through modifications and changes. What he was trying to do in 1919
was the result of his beliel that Art or Literature is merely presenta-
tion; it is not an cxploration. e can, however, sec that his own
poetry such as ‘Four Quartets’ is mot prosentation but exploration,
Lucretius and Dante are poets whose works are of permanent value
though thzy are ‘unashamedly didactic' full of poets’ ideas and philo-
sopiizs.  His original view on the nature of poety wis that great poctry
must be Universal. In the October 1932 issue of ‘Criterion’, he said
that “All great Art is in a sensz2 a dosument of its thine; but great art
is naver merely a document, for mere dosument is not art.  All great
art has somzthing permanent as well as changing...... And as no great
is explicable simply ro the Society of its time, so it is not fully explicable
by the personality of its authar; in the greatest poztiy theve is clvays a
hint of something behind, somsthing impearsonal, something in relation
to which the author has been no more than the passive (if not always
pure) medivm™,

Theabove statement, particularly his assertion of *a hint of something
behind® alludes that Eliot believes in the divine inspiration of the poet.
As has already been discussed about the poetic processes, he secms o
believe in the aesthetic mysticism. The only explicit statement that
he makes on this thesis while he was broadcasting on Vergil and the
Christian:...... “if the word ‘inspiration’ is fo have any ineaning it iiust
mean just this. that the speaker or writer is uttering soinething which he
does noi wholly understand———or which he may even niisinterpret when
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the inspiration has departed from him.  This is certainly true of poetic
inspiration.  As poet may belicve that he is expressing enly his private
experience his lines may be for him only 2 means of talking about him-
salfwithout giving himsell' away; vt for his readers what he has written
may come to be the expression both of their own seeret feelings and
of the exultation or despair of & generation®

Eliat. on the hasis of his progble icory ol inspiration does not
deay the poet his sovinl role. particularly with reference to the use of
language by the posic hiowever. this discussion 15 out of the scope of
the present article. T would now like to sum up his ideas on this parti-
culartheme and to sec it in the light of Santaya’™s observitions on philo-
sophicul poetry before moving on to his observations on his important
theory of *Form and Matter’,

[t must have been noted that there has been an cvolutionary pro-
cess in Eliol’s critical thougiits.  We cannot consider Lis carlier state-
ments final without taking into account what he had to say later. No
douby, he insistd on the complete deparsonalization of poet, but he
had to allow that the pael’s own emotions are impoartant; he did not
like that post should express his ideas and philosophics. but he had
o yield before Lucretius and Dante because they primarily served the
cause of poatry. He believed that there was unconscious activity in
the poctic process but he had also to accept that there was much cons-
cious activity pressul koo whils the poet was writing a poem.  We have
to ask a question what is he trying to say alter all.  Eliot seems to say
thut poetry is poetry; cvery other thing is irrelevant whether ft Juss
plulosophy or not; whether it is didactic or not; whether it is intui-
tional or deliberate: he is ull the time occupied witle Universal and Per-
mianent poeiry; in facl, at times he has been unconsciously trying Lo
axplain his own pootic works,  While writing absuat *Poctry and Philo-
saphy” he savs “we say, in a vague way, that Shakespsare, or Dante,
ur Lucretius, is 4 pogl who thinks even that Tennyson is a poct who
does not think,  But whal we really mean is not a difference in quality
of thought but a difference in quality of emotion.  The poet who *thinks'
is merely the poet who can express the emotional equivalent of thought™
or the sole judge of the poetry which is philosophical or which is loaded
with thought. is the success or otherwise of its bzing able to “express
the emotional equivalent of thought or the philosophy which the poet
is aiming Lo express. It is nol necessary that the poet himself, pre-
ferably, bz not interested in the thought itself; he may be. Tn order
to claborate his ideas further, he iilustratesy  his point by discussing
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Shakespeare: *“Champions of Shakespzarc as a great philosopher,
have a great deal to say about Shakespeare’s power of thought, but
they fail to show that he thought to any purpose; that he had any
coherent view of life, or that he recommended his procedure to follow.”
This statement can also bz irue to Ghalib but this can not be true to
Igbal. Shakespeare and Ghalib did not think to any purpose but Iqbal
did, and we have to see whether fqbal vwas capable of expressing  the
thougltt (fo some pirpose) in its emotional equivalent or not.

Eliot’s bius [or poetry is so greal that he seems to dream of a pure
poetry and a pure poet Lthat s a poet is post and nothing else. Tt scems
that his study of Coleridge and Shelley afTected him very much to come
1o this conclusion.  To him, they should have been greater poets had
they not bzen having their own philosophical and critical opinions
about art and life. Guoethe did not impress Eliot much because lie is
ton didactic and philoso;hicel.  He would not belicve that Dante had
a philosophy; it was Saint Thomas who supplied him a ready-made
philosephy as did Seneca to Shakespeare; neither Shukespeare nor
Dante did any real thinking—that was not their job; and the relative
vadue of the thought current at their time, the material enforced upon
cach to use as the Felicle of his feeling, is of no importance.” It seems
that thought is only a vehicle of the poet’s feelings and the value of
thought is of no importance. 1In fact, what he is trying te say is that
thought particularly the poet's own thought is deadly to poet. It is
only when the poet is able to express bis orothei’s thought into its emo-
tional equivalent. that we pardon him of his crime ol using thought,
bacause our response to such poetry would then be emotional and not
intellectual since what the poact is conveying 1o us is an emotionalised
thought; and that can only serve the purpose of poetry. Eliol very
emphatically says ““Poctry is not a substitute for philosophy or theology
or religion; it has its own function. But this function is not intellec-
tual but emotional. it cannot be dJefined adequately in intellectual
terms’.

While discussing aboul the three philosophical poets ol Europe
that is Lucretius, Dante and Goethe, George Santayana, after giving
a brief account of the three main currents of Europzan philosophy
that is Naturalism, Supernaturalism and Romanticism wonderingly
remarks: “Can it be an accident that the most adequate and probably
the most lasting expositicn of these schools of philosophy should have
been made by the peets:  Are poets, at heart, in search of a philcsophy?
or philosophy, i the end, nothing but poetry?™.



34 lgbal Revicw

Georze Santayana has raised a fundamental gusstion and we have
to see what answer does he give to sush 2 problem, and to wiat extent
it was satisfuctcry. If philosophy is “an investigation into tiuth’ cr
‘reasoning upon truths supposed 1o be discovered’ then there is nothing
in philosophy akin to poetry. There is nothing poetis in the works
of philesophets. Even in the poctry of Lueretius, Dante and Igbal.
there are some passiges where it simply presents philosophy as suger-
coated bitter tablels, which have ne poclry.  Santayana says: “Pootry
cannot be spread upon tlungs like butter; it must play upon them like
light and be the medium throuzh which we sce them™.  In Lucictius,
it is not a sugar-coated pill; in his prefasc, he addresses his reader ...
if happily by such means I migit keep thy mind inlenl upon my verses,
until thy eye fathoms the whole structure of nature, and the fixed form
that makes it beautiful.

George Santayana has brought oul o vital fact when he says that
“in philosophy itself investigation and reasoning arc only preparatory
and servile parts. means to an end.  They terminate in /esight or what
in the noblzst sense of the word may be culled theory—a steady
conlemplation of 2l things in their order and worth.”  Thus we find
there is a common clement in Poctry and philosophy. FHe further
adds: “Such contemplition is imaginative. WNo one can reach
it who has not enlarged his mind and tamed his heart. A philosopher
who aftains it. is for the moment a pozt; and a poct who turns his
practised and passionate imagination on the order of zll thing. or on
anything in the light of the whole, is for that moment a philosopher.
Thus a harmenious blend of a philosopher-poct exn be found in a per-
son who has ¢ vision, an insight, a theory and can apply his practicee
and passionate imagination to it. But still a joct who is a philosopher
has a great diffivulty in achieving this end becuuse ‘philosophy
is something reasoned and heavy; poetry somsthing winged, flashing
and inspired. There is a danger that the inspiration is lost in tha sand
of versification of an idea. Long poem has to be delibzrute and cun
not boast of poelic inspiration all through; that was. perhaps. the
reason that Eliot considered philosophy and ideas dangerous to poetry;
the flashy inspiration would not be able to carry on its wings the heavy
and ponderous philosophy to 2 leng way and postry would lose its
value; the poct would then serve the purpose of philosophy or of him-
welf and not of poctry. What znswer Santevapa has to give to (he
substantial danger?

Santayana analyses as tc why long poems do generally fail, when
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he says: “If it be a fact, as it often is, that we find like things pleasing
and great things arid and formless, and if we are better poets in z line
than in an epic, that is simply due to lack of faculty on our part, lack
of imagination and memory and above all to lack of discipline.”” Suntayana
has a psychological explanation to his thesis.  Why is it after 2l that
‘the short-winded poct himsellexcel: the common unimaginative person
oris it so that he feels more.”  “Rather [ suppose, in that he feels more;
in that his moment of intuition though [lceting. hat a vision, a szope.
a symbolic something about it that renders it decp and expressive.
Intensity, cven mementa.y intensity, i it can be exprersed at all com-
ports fullness and suggestion compressed inte thatl infense moment, ...
To this flecting moment the philosaplier. as well a5 the poet, 15 con-
fined...... What makes the differeuce between @ moment of poetic insight
and a vulgar moviten! is that the passions of the poctic momwiit have more
perspective . Santayana further adds: “Even the shorl winded post
selects his words so that they have a magic moment in that which
carrics us, we know not how. to mountain lops of ipluitions. Iz it
not the poetic gquaiity of phrases and images due to their concentrating
and libsraling the confused promptings l2ft in us by a long expericnce?
When we feel the poetic thritl, is it not that we find sweep in the concise
and depth in the clear, as we might find all (he Jlights of the sca in the
water cf a jewel. And what iv a philoscphic thouglt but such an
epitome™.

Sc il & poet has a vision of the Universe, develops a system of
thought and thinks to purpose. gives models of things, speaks about
all the things we care for. What would be his problem? In such a
case, the poet would be requiring much more poetical vision than the
poel wio suggests v few things which en account [ nis poetic vision,
*Stretches our attention and makes us rapl and serious’.

To bring out this cxplanation fully, I will have 1o uotle Santavana
at some length: “Form a like experience, give some scope and depth
o your feeling, and it grows imaginelive. give it more scope and more
depth, focus all experience within it, make it a philosopher’s vision ¢f
the world. and it will grow imaginative in a supcrlative degree, and be
supremely poctical. The difiiculty, alter having the experience lo
symbolize, lies only in having cnough imagination to hold and snspend
it inn @ thought; and further to give this thought suel verbal expression
that others may be able to decipher it, and to be stirred by it as by a
wind of suggestion sweeping the whole forest of their memories. Poetry,
then, is not poetical for being short-winded or incidental, but on the
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contarary, for being comprehensive and having range.  If too much
matter renders it heavy, that is the fault of the poet’s weak intcllect,
not of the outstretched world. The picture that would reader his larger
subject would not be flatter and fechler for its extent, but on the con-
trary, decpar and stronger since it would possess as much unity as the
little one with greater volume.  As in a supreme dramatic crisis all over
life seems to be focussed in the present and used in eolouring out con-
siousness and shaping our decisions, so for cach philosophic poct the
whole world of men is gathered together. and he is never so much a
poct as when, in a single cry, he summons ail that has affinity to him
in the Universe, and salutes his ultimate destiny. It is the acme of
life to understund life. The height of poctry is to speak the language
of gads™.

ft is therefore clear [rom Santayana's claborale psychological
analysis that philosophical thought or a system of thought of all things
around us is not fatal to paetry; on the other hand. in the case of a
rerson who has strong intellect and greater imagination with discip-
line, philosophical ideas would make liis poetry great as he wounld have
comprehensive view of life and not a cursory onc:. Greas poetry
depands upon the depth and greatness of the poe.'s vision and perhaps
a great poet has to have some scheme of things. though at times he
may not always be able to succeed to make nis vision fully dawned
upon his readers.  We have to see how Igbal succeeded in achieving
this end and under what circamstances. Bul before we proceed to
examine Igbal, we have to deal the other problem that is con.erned
with ‘Matter and lorm’ for being equippad fully for our discussion of
Tybal's success or otherwise of his achieving the poctic assent for his
philosophical ideas.

[ have already inlerred belore that Eliot seems to give us an idea
of pure poetry. Hescems to impose upon us a conception of poetry as
some sort of purc and rure sesthetic essence. There are several of
Eliot's utterances which go to suppert this idea. He once emphaticaily
said:  “Not our feelings. but the pattern which we make of feelings, is
the centre of value™. Spzaking about the use of language in poetry,
he says: ‘What is poetic aboul poetry is just the invention or dis-
covery or claboration of @ new idiom in verse’. Insisting on the formal
qualities of verse, he remarks: *‘Poctry begins, I dare say, with a
savage beating of a drum in a jungle, and it retains that essential of
pzrcussion and rhythm™. To the problem of communication that
what is communicated in a poem. Eliot abserves:  **If poetry is a form
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of ‘Commuanpication’, yet that which is to bz communicated is the
pozm itself and only inzidentally the experience and the thought” which
are init. Eliol has repzated that iaterest in paztiy is  ‘primarily a
teshnical interest’.  There nas to be somethingin the poem which keeps
the reader's mind ‘diverted and quiet, while the poem does its work'.
About s own poetry, he says that he did invent some poctry out of
nothing because they (certain passages in his poetny) sounded well.

Should we then infer that Eliot believes in the doctrine of art for
arl’s sake. What we mean by the phrase ‘art for art’s sake' is pure
enjoyment.  Eliot should not be mistaken, though he allows strong
suspicions, to be an aesthetician in the sense of believing the  doctrine
of ‘art for art’s sake’. While talking about the art of Milton, Eliot
says:  “The music of verse is strongest in poetry which has a  dJefinite
meaning in the properest words.”

In a way form seems to b2 subservient to meaning. If we study
the external influenses on the poet which proves as motive floree  for
him to write verse, it is the meaning he wishes 10 communicate, “Any
radical change in poetic form is likely to be the symptom of some
very much deeper change in society and in the individual’. says
Eliot.

These statements taken together are contradictory. Eliot cannot
carry on consistently with his theory of the primacy of form. How-
ever, if we study him further, he seems to believe in an integral view
of the relation between form and matter.

{1 seems he belicves that the poet’s meanings were being worked
up for a long time: by the time, he is writing the poem, his meanings
have erupted outl: what is [cft now is 4 conscious art to dress it into
form, but not exactly so because Eliol has already said in his cssuy
‘Tradition and the Individual Talent that if feeling, phiases and images
are stored vp together and finally fused that they are, 7hix can only
mean that form and maiier are born together in a single creative act. and
that they are equally important and valuable components of the poetry
that is created’. In fact Eliol is not so obscure as he secems to be.  He
takesa poem asa whole and does not bifurcate it into form and matter.
No doubt, there would be imperfect matter. and imperfect poem where
form may look separate from the meaning but in worthy poetry they
are the same things. A masterpiece is created when in a poem
‘medium and material, form and content, are indistinguishable.” We



38 lqbal Review

can't possibly have poetry ol ‘great musical beuuty which makes no
sense”. ‘What matters, in short, s the whole poem’.

T.8. Eliot is a carcer. He outgrows the views  he held on or around
1921. On the whole he maintzined that philosophical ideas are of
no importance to the poet, that *art is independent and supreme in its
own sphere’. He criticized Mathew Arnold for defining literature as
‘criticism of life’, He scemed to agree with Jacques Riviere in his esti-
mate of the usc of poetry as it was entertained by Moliere and Racine
that they wrote for the entertainment of decent people.

This thieory of "Art for Enjoyment’, perhaps, was the main ides,
when he said in his “The Music of Poetry' that the end of under-
standing poetry is enjoyment and...... this enjoyment is gusto dis-
ciplined by taste’.

Any didactic poetry is inferior, according to T.S. Eliot but he
said while writing on “The Lesson of Baudelaire™ that “all first rate poetry
is occupied with morality”. In his ‘After Strange Gods’ he considered
it desirable to subject poectty to the rule of religion by deliberately
applying the criterion of Christian orthodoxy to a number of writers
as the supreme test of the value of their works.,

How does Eliot reconcile such contradictory observations? The
basic question posed to him is whether poetry has a culiural function,
whether it is capable of saving us. or he showd agree with Jaeques
Maritain that it is deadly error to expect poetry to provide the super-
substantial nourishment of man. Eiiot, that too the later Eliot who
outgrew liis earlier ideas, agrees with Maritain’s Thomistic aesthetics.
Eliot would consider it now valid that all beauty cmanates from God
and thus belongs to the transcendental order. Fine arts assume
now greater importance as cxponent of beauty. It means that they are
completely to be disinterested ; they cannot perform any cultural func-
tion; they cannot save us; they cannot be didactic. Fine arts are an
end in themselves; they are the works of beawoty. Letting the human
element enter into it, we come to have some moral bias as it would
emerge in the spiritual struggle of man. Maritain believes in the good-
ness of human nature; while Eliot does not fully agree with him.
Kristian Smidt brings a comparison in Eliot’s and Maritain’s ideas on
the possible ascendance of pure poetry. He says: *Form in poetry is
the pattern of metre, sounds, images, ideas and the pattern of lines,
colours, etc.. in the images called up: it is harmony, correspondence,
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symmetry, balance. the static reality. Jacques Maritain by his emphasis
on pure form suggests that these lines can reach or enable us to reach
the high realms of the spirit. And Lliot seems to express a similar idea
in BURNT NORTON :

Only by the form, the pattern.
Can words or music reach

The Stillness

Eliot does not [vlly reject the idea of the cognitive funclion of poetry.
“Poetry may, occasionally, be related to mystical apprehension. The
poet may be groping for the inexpressible; he may be “occupied with
Jrontiers of consciousness beyvond which words fail, though meaning
sull exist™, Though Eliot is diffident about the entire problem, yet,
writes Kristian Smidt, “Eliot is very wary and non-committal on this
point, but when he says that there is a relation (not necessarily noetic,
perhaps merely psychological) between mysticism and some kinds of
poetry, or, some of the kinds of state in which poery is produced, he
at least admits the possibility of a noetic relation™.

Discussing the tendencies of the modern writers, particularly the
fiction writers, he declares that we have completely separated literature
from religion, but “the separation’ is not, and can never be complete.
It is incomplete on the unconscious plane., There seems to be conflict
in Eliot himself. He wishes to sce the end of poetry served and docs
not at the same time, being v religious man himself, want to exclude
religion completely from the purview of poetry. He would be very
happy if poetry, over and above of its own purpose, could serve the
purpose of religion. It would not be out of place to quote him on this
point: “Poetry is of course nof 1o be defined by its uses. If it commemo-
rates a public accasion, or celebrates a festival, or decorates a religious
rite, or amuses a crowd, so mucl the betier, It may affect revolutions
in sensibility such es are periodically needed. It may make us from
time to time a little avware of the deeper, unnamed feelings which form
the substratum of our being, to which we rarcly penetrate”.

Let poctry be poetry, and let it also serve religious purpose; Eliot
would not mind it “Eliot admits that these things are compatible with
the greatest poetry, provided they comply with the conditions set by
the work of art and do not intrude as foreign clements." Great pocts
transcend the limitation which may be deadly for lesser craftsman.
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They possess. or we expect them to possess a ‘general awarcness’, which
cnables them to move freely and  sccurely, whatever subject matter
they choose or find. In fact, Elier has feiled 1o define exactly the rela-
tions between poetry and religious belief. What he recognizes and what
is so very natural, is the practical neeessity of the two; he docs not
conceive of them, as being placed in ideul necessity. He wants ‘a litera-
ture” which should be viconscicsly, rather than deliberately, and definite-
lv religious.
H11

We ar2 now approaching the final stage of our exposition. that is.
of *Poetic Beliel™.

When a Muslim reads Dante or a non-Muslim reads Igbal, he s
confronted with a diflicult situation. How [ar can he enjoy poetry
comeving beliels contrary to his own belielf? Should a reader believe
what hie reads? Whal would be the difference in his enjoyment if he
does not believe in what the poet says, Should a poct believe in what-
ever he himselfl says 7 Should he believe fully or can he live by the par-
tial helief in what he says? Can't a poet or his reade; fully enjoy writing
or reading what  he does not, at afl, or partially, believe? What is the
essential relation between our enjovment and beliel while we ure read-
ing poetry?

Eliot frequently discussed these questions of belief and tells us tha
neither the poet nor the reader is obliged to belicve in the ordinary
way in the ideas which have been assimilated into the poetry or on
which the poctry more or less tacitly rests. Tt is not very hard to find
how Eliot must have come to have such a theory of Poetic belief. As
a young agnostic, he read Dante and cnjoyed him without believing
wholly what Dante says. He thought if Jie would be compelled (o be-
lieve in all what Dante says. his pleaswre of reading lim would diminish.
He. therefore, conveniently tailored his theory of poctic belicl. He
c¢ven thought that a poet aso nceds not believe what he says in his
poctry, and it is better if he does not: he, then, would not serve the end
ol his belicf; he would keep the flag of poetry high. Eliot found this
theory a lavourable defence for his own poetry. In 1927, when he
entered the Anglican Communion he had 1o change some of his ideas
but not fundamentally. Jt scems that “Eliol’s point of view is psy-
chelogical rather than dogmatic (actually he fails to distinguish bet-
ween beliel as personal conviction and belief as impersonal dogma)™,
and from this point of view it is natural to regard matters of oeliel as
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peing in a state of flux determined by individuality and historical cli-
mate. This way ol looking at belicl makes it a kind of constantly re-
peated interpretation of dogma in relation to the spirit of the age. And
for such a task of interpretation the poet, we may conclude, is pecu-
liarly fitted for it demands a great deal of intuition and sympathetic
imagination. Thus, by what he implics, perhaps, rather than by what he
actually says, Eliot relates the psvchological nature of belief much
more closely than is vsual to the nature of the poetic imagination.

Eliol remarks: “We are forced Lo believe that there is a particular
relation between the two, and that the poet -means what he says'.
17 we learned for instance. that De Rerum Nataur was Lalin exercise
which Dante had composed for relaxation after completing the Di-
vine Comedy, and published under the name of one Lucrctius, 1 am
sure that eur capacity for either poem would be mutilated. Mr. Rich-
ard’s statement (Science and Poetry, .76 footnote) that a certain writer
has eflected a complete severance between his poetry and belief is to
me incomprehensible™,

Christian Smidt has ably poimed out three  possible *particular
relations” betwezn poetry and belief:  First, there is the poetic use of
phiiosophical ideas as a kind of game...... The game consists in making
a kind of pattern of ideas, and for this purpose it is evident that borrow-
ed ideas (and emotions) may serve the poet's turn as well as his own.
Since every thing is proffered in play, the question of sincerily docs
not arise. Secondly, there is the emotional rendering of the poet’s
philosophy, which, as in the case of Lucretius or Dante, appears as a
Jusion between the philosophy and his natural feelings’. Eliot thinks
that poems in which such a fusion has taken place were not designed
to persuade the readers to an intellectual assent but Lo convey an emo-
tional equivalent for the ideas......... The third possible legitimate re-
lation between poetry and belief is that of poetic illustration of a philo-
sophy which is alreaddy existent and moreover really accepted, so as to
need no rational presentation or justification™.

Whatever the objects of a poet may be in using a  beliel of what-
ever kind it may be according to Eliot, great ideas or valid ideas do not
simply themselves make poetry great; even ifthe poet’s ideas are accepi-
able to us; because his idcas agree with ours, it does not make by
itsell great poetry. But it shoud also not be considered that belief is
quite immaterial to the post; the belief is a kind of alloy to him, from
which is derived his true material,
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Now as far as the experience of a reader is concerned, one would
very much like the reader to “recapture the emolion and thoughts of
the poet”, but Eliot likes him to enjoy poctry in his own way, “provid-
ed his appreciation is not too one-sided™. He weould suggest that “what
a poem means is as much what it means to others as what it means to
the author”. The reader, therefore, has a certain scope [or finding his
own beliefs in what he reads and colouring it with his own view ol
life. But ir many cases he comes up against ideas or beliefs which are
obstinately explicit and must be either accepted or rejected. And this
brings us to the centre of the problem of the reader’s poetic assent.

We are thus faced with the problem how [ur the reader can go along
with the poet. He has to make his choice. This is a very important ques-
tion and we have to see how Eliot solves il. In his famous essay on
Dante, he says, and hero, 1 have to quote liim at some lengtli: “If there
is literature, if there is pceiry, then it must be possible to have full
literary or poetic appreciation without sharing the belicfs of the poet.”

“If you deny the theory that full poectic appreciation is possible
without belief in what the poet believed, you deny the existence of
‘poctry’ as well as ‘criticism,” and if you push this denial to its conclu-
sion, you will be forced Lo admit that there is very litile poctry that
you can appreciate and that your appreciation of it will be a fuaction
of your philosophy, or theology or something else. I on the other
hand, I push my theory to the extreme, 1 find myself in & great diffi-
culty. T am quite aware of the ambiguity of the word ‘understand’.
In onc sense, it means to understand  a view of jife (let us say) without
believing in it, the word "understand’ loscs all meaning and the act of
choice between one view and another is reduced Lo caprice. But if you
yoursell are convinced of a certain view of life, then you irresistibly and
inevitably belicve that if any one elsc comes to ‘understand’ it fully,
his understanding must terminate in belief. It is possible and sometimes
necessary, to arpue that full understanding must identify itscll with
belief. A good deal, it thus turns out, hangs on the meaning, if any,
of this short word *full’

In short, both the views 1 have laken in this essay and the view
which contradicts it. arc pushed to the end, what I call heresies (not
of course, in the theological, but in a more general sense).

So 1 can conclude that [ cannot, in practice wholly separate my
poetic appreciation from my personal beliefs, Also that the distinction
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between a statement and a pseudo-statement is not always in particu-
lar instances, possible to establish.........

Actuslly, one probably has more pleasurc in the poctry when one
shares  the beliefs of the poet; on the other hand  tere is @ distinet
pleasurc in enjoying poctrv as pociry whea one does not stare e belief,
analogous ro the pleasure of “mastering’ other men's phitasoplical systems.
[t wourd appear that ‘literary appreciation” Is an abstractivn, and pure
poetry is phantom; and that both in creation and enjoyment much
alwavs enters which is, [rom the point of view of *Art irrelevant,

If the belicfs presented by a poet do pot agree with our beliefs,
it should not hamper the capability to enjoy the pocm itsell since en-
Joyment arouses from its uaderstandirs™.

If Eliot can’t enjoy Shelley’s poetiy, it is not because he dogs
not have the same beliefs but because Shelley’s poclry is not cohe-
rent, mature and is not founded on the facts of life. Let the poet pre-
sent any theory or doctrine but for us a5 readers, it must have requi-
site qualities  to reach our understanding fully. Eliot does not insist
that a poet or a reader should completely shut his mind from all ideas;
after all, poeiry uses ideas, sometimes deliberate ideas. He advises
the readers to suspend their belicf or disagreement, for if they want to
Snjoy a poctic picce they must give poetic assent fo the peem temporarily
forgetting their own ideas and beliefs.

He candidly says It j5s wrong 1o think that there are parts of the
Divine Comedy which are of interest only te Catholics or to mediae-
valists...... You are not called upon to believe what Dunte believed, for
your belief will not worth more of understanding and appresiation:
but you are called upon more and more to undersand it. If you can
read poetry as poctry. vou will ‘believe’ in Dante’s theology cxactly
as you believe in the physical reality of his journey; that is you suspend
both belicf and disbelief. T will not deny that it may be in practice
casier for 2 Catholic to grasp the meaning, in many places, than for the
ordinary agnostic; but that is not because the Catholic believes, but
because he has becn imstructed.”

1t is not only in the regions ol Lthought that the problem of poetic
belief arises, but also in the vcalms of feelings. 1. A. Richards, while
agreeing with Eliot that the reader may not strictly and necessarily be-
lieve in the ideas of a poet, divides belief into two categories, “intellec-
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tual belief* and ‘emotional belief” but this distinction does not fit in
Richard’s own obscrvation in ‘Principles of Literary Criticism’, where
he considers aesthetic and any other experience as similar; in fact, he
believes in the Psychic Unsty, Eliot would not agree to such a distine-
tion; according o him the response of a reader to a poem should be
taken as a whole. But, however, it dees nol mean that only rational
analysis of a certain verse can carry us Lo Lhe poetic assent. It is not
only intellectual but emotional assent, a matter of sympathy with the
poet’s idezs, but whatever their contents may be, they have to be taken
as & whole. a unity. Besides. beliel can vary from mood to mood; when
we dre in a strict scientilic bent of mind, we accord belief only to those
things which arc demonstrable; but, if we are in a romantic mood,
we can sympathetically respond to a fairy land story. It is the tone of
the poem which givesus an inrtiarive, which carrics to a particular direction.
A poem which satisfies both our rational and cmetional responses,
gets, however. greater poctic assent.

m

Now. our first and foremoest question that arises from the lengthy
discussion we have had before is why at all there is a problem of poetic
beliecl im Igbal?

Why netsuch a question arises in the context of Ghalib? | have
already said that our major Urdu tradition is Ghazal and in this genrc of
poetry, cach verse has a different theme, and there is no urity of theme
or thought or emation in one single Ghazal; no doubt we may talk of
a mood or a tonc of a particular poct from the reading of his entire
poetry but gencrally with a Ghazal Poet, this is very rare except the
one like Faiz whose Ghazal moves like a Nuzam.

It is not roo much to say that the problem of poetic belief does not
at all arise before Igbal. The reasor is that, perhaps, it is for the first
time in Urdu poetry that Nazam gets a firm footing and flowers into
an important tradition, No doubl, wu have long poems like Anis’s
and Dabir's Marsias, Nascem's, Shawq’s and Mir Hasan’s Masnawis,
Zaug's and Savdas Qascedas, but these can be either recognised as
narrative poetry or nature poetry or the ghazal-poetry. In fact, when
I speak of a Nazam® I mean a poem laden with ideas, with thought, with
ante consistent theme, one tone. Such a poem is not found in Urdu
pcetry before Igbal; and it is not found in Igbal as an instance, in fact,



1QBAL—The Problem of Pociic Felicf 45

it comprises the major part of Igbal's major Poetrv. The art of writing
this kind of poem has not only began but also matured in Igbal.

Igbal's litcrary products provide a very intcresting study of his
mental development and the change in attitudes and finally the censoli-
dationof his ideas into a firmer theory of life. Now I would suggest that
Igbal hegan as a poet, it wos much later that he becamea poet | hiloso-
pher. His early poctiy does not offer any sericus problem. He had
astray ideas and started as a poet of naturc and patriotism. It is caly
after the publication of Bal-e-Jabril in 1935 and Zarab-e-Kalim in 1236
that he emerged as a philosophic peet. Cn their basis, his Payam-e
Mashrigue, Asrar-e-Khudi and Ramoze-e-Bekfdi strengthened  his
stand as a Philosopher-poet. At the moment we have no concern with
his philosophical prose writings. Our main purpose is to find cut what
happencd to Ighal’s poelrv when he developed a common theme in
his poetic works.

I hove no doubt that a poet without a systene of philosophy has
betler chances of success as a poet. The reason is, in such a case, the
poot is not cut off from cther streams of experience. A poet who has
a philosophy 1o convey, deliberately ignores all other experiences,
which, in no way, are inferior 1o his philosophic ideas, which may be
as valuable as any other. Besides his art is civcumscribed by his patent
thoughts. Perhaps for that very 1easons, Akbur Allahabadi and Nizeer
Akbarabadi are not as great poets as Meer znd Ghalib. Now in order
1o transcend these difficulties, the poet has ro have greater intelleci .nd
deeper anid concertrated vision of life as Santayana holds. There is also
much truth in Eliot’s remarks that Philosophy is. in a way, dangerous
to a poet, because, he ther serves the purpose of philosophy ard not
of poetry. Bul therc are in this case, twe important matters which we
must take izLo 2ccount. It should not be accep.ted 1hat the poet expiessey
his own feclings and ideas alene. Secondly with a great intellect and a
arcat soul, a philesophy may become life-philosophy, thet is, it may
became a part ef his persenality, that it is imbibed by him. that Fe
has pot te think it every time, that it has become a part of his emotions;
in such a cese (o my opinion. his philosophy should not hamper his
poetry. With a gieat mind. philosophy show!d assist tie poet in becoming
a greater poet; il is with an inferior mind ifar philosophy becomes
o precarious thing. As Santayapa says. il is not the stretched world
which is at fault with our nanow and diffused vision.

Granting that a poct may not necessarily believe in what he says.
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it may be confidently said that a poet with great and disciplined intellect
and a concentrated and deeper vision. believes in whatever he says and
may produce great poetry. Igbal is one such poet, who believes in what
he says because e is man of vision; he thinks to purpose, he has a sys-
tem of philosophy which he has absorbed into his emotions and life:
he has a deeper und pervacive vision of things around ; he has a compre-
hensive view of life; ke is an inspired person. Now with Igbal of forties
deliberate attempt is out of question; [qbal would have an inspiration
and he would have content and form together. No doubt Eliot insists
at times that it is a poem as a whole and not its ideas which are com-
municated but he finally submits to the lact that neither of the two is
prior; form amd maller are integral to cach other. That seems to be i
perfect truth in Igbal

It is only when that Igbal fails to comprehend a particular idea
deeply that he fails as a poet; or where he makes deliberate attempts to
explain his philosophy that he does not achieve poetic arsent, for exam-
ple at places in Asrar-e-Khudi and Ramoze-e-Bekhudi. And this is not
unique with Igbal; Goethe also [fails at time as a poet where he is not
inspired ; wheve he is deliberately wiiting. An inspired poet, at an inspir-
ed moment writes great poctry retaining all his philosophy without any
loss to his poet1y. I think that borrowed ideas can never become a part
of a poet’s mental and emotional contents to the extent that he expresses
them without thinking.

Igbal at a time of his life was two persons, one. a philosopher, and
the other a poct, but later the philosopher dominated. He thought and
thought to purpose, and to such an extent that his thought wholly be-
came the part of his feclings and cmotions. Now when the poet and
philosopher became so intermingly one in the maturing integration of
his personality he wrote great poetry that can guide the philosophers.
thinkers and the makers of history.

Now, if a poet philosopher is such a unity. with him should not, in
fact, arise any such problem as of poetic belief, because as a poet,
lthe rational and the emotional blend in him so marvellously that
his philosophy is his passion. On this very basis, I contend that sl
his poetry which does not reflcct his well settled attitude of life is an
inferior one as compared to his philosophic poetry. In fact, this looks
strange; il has been generally believed that a poet who has flashes is
a greater poet, for example Ghalib. No doubts can be cast on the great-
ness of Ghalib, but he is great not only because he has flashes, but on
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other grounds (oo which cannot be discussed in this article. Why does
this phenomenon occur with Tghal?

What we find in Igbal's verse is the emotional equivalent of his
thought and since his major passion was his philosophy, he is 2 great
poet, when he writes philosophic poetry. Now here, we should not
misunderstand the term philesoplic poetry; by it I mean the poetry
which expresses the well-settled passion towards life and things. The
reader, after ail, does not read his poelry, primarily to receive instruc-
tion; it may incidentally be there, but his primary response is emotional
and he readily gives poefic assent (o il and sympathises with it. Empodoc-
les has written his philosophy in verse; it is not poetry because it is only
a way of writing with him.

To sum up, 1 would submit that a poct like Tgbal is an inspired
person, he writes poetry when he gets an inspiration. He has a vision o!
life and he imbibes it 1o the extent that it becomes a part of his persona-
lity. He thinks and thinks only, but when he writes. he does not think
beoause by that time his thinking has become a passion. Such a poet
does not cenvey ideas; he conveys the emotional transformation ol
the ideas. And such peotry must achieve poctic assent. Igbal’s major
poetry was such a poetry in which the distinction of form and contert,
meaning and expiession. thought and medium are transcended, and
therefore it is the Master Passion identical with the Elan-vital, that was
Tgbal.

I would suggest that a full-lledged Passion is emotion and thought,
concept and image, content and form all together. It stirs up thinking,
sentiments, motives, in short, the whole personality of the reader at the
same time. And Iqgbal’s poetry is an all-embracing passion which by
itself evokes poetic assent and suspends the beliefs of the reader.







NATURE OF ART ACCORDING TO IQBAL

ZIAvDDIN ABMAD

Igbal has discussed the nature of art which we may gather from
his different writings and poetic works.

In his introduction to “MURAQQ-I-CHUGTAL", Igbal wrote:

““The spiritual health of a people largely depends on the Kind of
inspiration which their pocts and artists receive. But inspiration is
not a matter of choice. It is a gift, the character of which cannot be
critically judged by the recipient bafore accepting it. It comes to
the individual unsolicited and only to socialise itself. For this rcason
the personality that receives and the life-quality of that which is re-
ceived are matters of the utmost importance for mankind. The inspira-
tion of a single decadent, if his art can lure his fellows to his song or
pictures, may prove more ruinous to a people than whole battalions of
Atilla or Changiz............ To permit the visible to shape invisible, to
seek what is scientifically called adjustment with Nature is to recognise
her mastery over the spirit of man. Power comes from resisting her
stimuli and not from exposing ourselves to their action. Resistance
to what is with a view to create what ought to be, is health and life.
All elsc is decay and death. Both God and man live by perpetual
creations”.

These lines very briefly summarise Igbal's views about the nature
ol art. There is abundance of studies and thinking behind these lines.
Igbal was a keen student of art and literature and when he rose to be
a great philosopher these studies were deepened in meanings and saga-
city. He was aware of the great philosophies of art. As he was him-
sclf a superb artist, he was directly in commune with the artistic spirit.
In order to explain, what does he want to convey in his infroduction
to the Muragqg-i-Chugtai, 1 selectively reproduce from the writings of
the great art-philosophers and artists.

It was Hegel, whose philosophy of art has great influence upen
the theories of art as they are prevalent nowadays. Therefore, [
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start with his views. He believes that only when it has attained its
appropriate freedom is fine art really art; it cannot [ulfil its highest
function till it has established itsell in the same sphere with religion and
philosophy and has become simply one of the ways of expressing. or
presenting to consciousness, the divine, the deepsst interests of man,
the most comprehensive spiritaal truths.. ... This character art shares
with philosophy and religion, but there is this difference: that art ex-
presses even what is highest by sensuous form, and so brings it nearer
to natural appearance, to our senses and feclings.

The universal and absolute need [rom which art. in it general
character, springs, originatesin the [act, says Hegel, that man is a think-
ing consciousness; that is that he makes explicit to himselll by means
of his own nature, what he is and what the world is. Natural things
arc simply there and that is the end of it; man, baing a mind, gives
himself 2 double existence, since hie not only like naturzl things, is, but
also realises hiis own cxistence. parecives hiimself, hus ideas of himself,
thinks himsell, and only by this active realisation ol himself'is he a mind.
Man altains this sclf~consciousness in a two-fold way. First theore-
tically, so far as he had to bring his inmost sell belore consciousness—
every movemend of the human heart, every storm that sways it. In
general he has to contemplate himself, to picture himself, to fix before
himself what thought discovers as his cssential character; he has to
recognize only himself both in all that is called up in him and in all that
he assimilates from without. Sccondly, man realiscs himself through
practical activity, since he has the impulse to express himself, and so
agiin lo recognize himsell, in things that are al first simply presentezl
to him as externally existenl.  Fle altains this end by altering external
things and impressing in them the stamp of his own inner nature, so
that he rediscovers his own character in them.  Man dees Lhis in order
that he may profit by his {recdom to break down the stubborn indiffer-
ence of the external world to himsell, and may cnjoy in the counten-
ance of nature only an outward embodiment of himself.t

How beautifully William Wordsworth cxpresses nis ideas on
Poetry;

“All good poetry is Lthe spentuncous overflow of powerful feelings
oo What is a Poct? To whom docs he address himself? And
what language is to be expected from him? He is a man speaking to

1. Hegel's Aesthetics.
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men: a man it is true, endowed with more lively sensibility, more
enthusiasm and tenderness, who has a greater knowledge of human
nature, and more comprechensive soul, than are supposed to be common
among mankind; a man pleased with his own passions and volitions,
and who rejoices more than other men in the spirit of life that is in
him, delighting to contemplate similar volitions and passions as mani-
fested in the goings on of the Universe, and habitually impelled to
create them where he docs not find them. To these qualitics he had
added a disposition to be aflected more than other men by absent
things as if they werc present; an ability of conjuring vp in himsclf
passions, which arc indeed fur from being the same as those produced
by real events, yet (especially in those purts of the generul sympathy
which are pleasing and delightful) do more nearly resembic the passions
produced by real cvents, than everyibhing which, from (hic motions of
their own minds merely other men are accustomed to [eet in themselves:
Whenee and from practice, he has acquired a greater readiness and
power in expressing what he thinks and feels, and espzeially those
thoughts and foclinas which, by his own chicive, or from thc strusture
of his own mind, arisc in himy without imumediate exteraal cxcitement.

“The poet writes under one restricsion only, namgzly, the necessity
of giving immediate pleasure to a uman being possossed of tat infor-
mation which may bz expzcted of him, not as o Juwyer, a physician,
a mariner, an astronomer, or a natural philosopher. but as a Man.........
He considers man and nalure as esseatially adapted to each other, and
the mind of man as naturally the mirror of the fairest and most interes-
ting properties of naturs.

“Poctry is the breath and finer spirit of all knowledge: it is the
impassioned cxpression which is in the countenance; of all Scicnce
vierereaee oo .CATTYING sensation into the midst of the objects of the science
itself’.........The Poet is chicfly distinguished from other men by a
greater promptness to think and [eel without immediate external excite-
ment and a greater power of expressing such thoughts and [eclings as
are produced in him in that manner. Bui these passions and thoughts
and feelings are the general passions and thoughts and feelings of
men®.

Shelley in his “Defence of Poetry™ rightly thinks that poetry acts
in another and diviner manncr. It awakens and cplarges the mind

2. Preface to Lyrical Ballads,
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itself by rendering it the receptacle of a thousand unapprehended com-
binations of thought. Poctry lifts the veil from the hidden beauty of
the world.

Igbal also 1hinks:
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“The Spring has only put the scattered [eaves together. It is my
eve which has given the poppy colour and sheen™.

The same views have been beautifully expressed by Tolstoy, Walter
Pater and Genlile.

Tolstoy believes that “To cvoke in oncsell & feeling onc has ex-
perienced, and having cvoked it in oneself, then by means of move-
ments, lines, colours, soundsor forms cxpressed in words, so to trans-
mit that fecling that others may experience the same feeling—this is the
activity of art.— —————|t is a means of union among men, joining
them together in the same feclings, and indispensable for the life and
progress lowards well-being of individuals and of humanity™?

Wilier Pater thinks that just in proportion as the writer's aim,
consciously or unconsciously, come to be the transcribing, not of the
world. nor of mere fact, but of his sense of it, he becomes an artist,
his work fine art; and good art in proportion to the truth of his present-
ment of that sense; as in those humbler or plainer functions of litera-
ture also, truth—truth to bare fact, there.—is the essence of such
artistic quality as they may have. Truth! there can be no merit, no
craft at all, without that. And further. all beaury is in the long run
only fineness of truth, or whal we call cxpresston, the finer accommoda-
tion of specch to that vision within.

Literary arl, that is, like all art which is in any way imitative of
reproductive of fact.——form or colour, or incident,——is the repre-
scnfation of such fact as connected with soul, of a spzcific personality,
in its preferences, its velition and power.

Such is the malter of imaginilive or artistic literature——this
transcript, not of mere fact but of fact in its infinite variety, as modified
by human preferences in sl its infinitely varicd forms.

3. Tolstoy's What is Art?
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Good art, then if it be devoted further to the inerease of men’s
happiness, to the redemption of the oppressed or the enlargement of
vur sympathies with each otlier, or to presentment of new or old tratn
abont ourselves and our relation to the world as may ennoble and
fortify us in our sojourn here, or immediately. as with Dante, to the
glory of God. it will also be great art, if, over and above those qualities
I summed up as mind and soul—that colour and mystic perfume. and
that reasonable structure, it has something of the soul of humanity in
it, and finds its logical, its architectural place, in the great struoture of
human life.!

Gentile espresses his views with clarity &nd verve. The form of
art, which every man recognizes fiom his own experience, or Lo speak
more exactly, the form of certain products or expericnces of the spirit
which have arfistic value, is the form of the Lgo as pure subject. But
if tried to lay our nands on this form as a concrete existence, it would
be a vain shadow. Yet it reveals itself in experience in the medium
of the whole creative uct of thought. which besides bzing pure subjecti-
vity, is also pure objectivity.

The form of art is not identical with the form of thinking. for urt,
as we have seen. iy not thought but prior to thought.  Art is the soul
of thought, not the body. that pure soul which we distinguish as being
the principle of life, out of which the living thing draws its whole being
and makes itsell our actual bodly; the principle in which and by which
we really live.  This soul in itsell, prior to the body which it animates,
is the unigne form in which art consists.

Art is not the expression or intuition of feeling but feeling itself.

It was a mere result of adding the intuitive form 1o the subject
matter of feeling. First there was the feeling and then the vision of
this feeling; as if such immediate vision could be possible. o1 indeed
any spiritual activity could be directed upon an object alrecady existent.

What is called a work of Art (poemi, symphony, picture. stualue),
just so far as it is a work of art, is closed within itself, incomparable
with any other. For its artistic character is to be found in the feeling
that animates it, in the soul that governs it and that makes us feel some-
thing inwardly alive. for which our hearts beat with that secret passion

4. Walter Pater’s “Appreciation™,
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which is the very passion of life.  This feeling, which underlics every
distinction, is distinguishably one and without parts.  Yet at the same
time il is the whole.  Nothing is outside it and all that comes to light
in the lile of the spirit must be a form of it and be its off-
Y] 411 1. SO

Art docs not consist in thought, but in that moment when the
mind returns to the thrill of simple feeling. ... and we find that in the
end we are all of us men.

The artist, like the critic. must rise above his subject matter and
come into confident possession of his technigue so that, when he sings,
or paints. he simply translates into objective representations (in self-
consciousness) nuthing else but his own fecling. in which all the rest
is united and fused. When he has succeeded in dissolving the world
in his pure subjectivity, that is to say in feeling it, then only can he ¢x-
press it, drawing from himscll what has flowed into him and analysing
in the light of consciousness the dim and formless matter within him,
the mere fecling...ooeeveees

Art is the foim ol a subject-matler; it is the fecling which has a
definitic being of its own as the subject experiencing a certain world;
it is the feeling of a personality which, as beddy and thought, includes
everything within itselr.

Where there is feeling there is everything; it is universal and infinite
as the soul whose essence it is. And this universality and infinity of
fecling is the humanity of true art, which, in expressing the most secret
hicart of every individnal, turns out to be what is most intimate to the
Tearts of all men. without limit of time or place. Thus it makes all
men brothers by uniting them in a single soul.’

Iqbal says:—

“The ultimate end of all human activity is Life-Glorious, power-
ful and cxuberant. All human art must be subordinated to this final
purposc and the value of everything must be determined in reference
to its life-yielding capacity. The highest art is that which awakens
our dormant will-foree and nerves us to face the trials of life manfully.
All that brings drowsiness and makes us shut cu1 eyes to Reality around,

5. E.F. Carritt, Philosophies of Beauty, p. 323-330
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on the mastery of which alone life depends, is 2 message of decay and
death. There should be no opium-cating in Art. The dogma of Art
for the sake of Art is a clever inventior of decadence to chicat us out of
life and power.”
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Igbal believes in man’s powers for limitless developments and
creakive activitics and is wide awake to his high and sublime position
in this Universe:

Igbal is an Artist as well as a poet of Nature. He has the eye of
an artist and interprets all the fine shades of colour in Nature. He
is @ minute observer of its doings and a keen student of its manifesta-
tions. Clouds, sturs, mountains, trees, flowers and streams attract
his imagination most. He catches a glimpse of the landscape, an
outline of the mountain peak or a momentary gleam of the Sez and
busies himself with his impressions. His imaginative impressions are
remarkable and supzrb.

S A dF = v bl an
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(If the petal of a flower reczives a shock from the breeze, the shock
will drop from my eyes as a tear.)

Coleridge in the same strain, writes “Art is the reconciler of nature,
of infusing the thoughts @nd passions of man into everything which is
the object of his contemplation; colour, form, motion and sound, are
the elements which it combines and it stamps them into unity in the
mould of a moral idea.

“By Excitement of the associative power passion itself imitates

6. A melody must be nourished on madness of Love,
It should be like fire dissolved in life-blood.
A melody that has no meaning is lifeless,
Its warmth is only from a dying fire!
The skil{ul master improves upon nature
And reveals his secret to our gazel . .
He creates a new world -— and gives a new life to our being.
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order, and the order resulting produces a pleasursble passion, and thas
(poetry) elevates the wind by making its feclings the object of its re-
tdecrion.?

[ybal with delicacy has theown Turther lght ou lis are aod pocuy.
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(If thou hast not the vision of love then thy being is merely a
dissipation of the heart and the eye.)
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(Universe-conquering passion does not arise in the hear
Ii" the eyes do not first produce the manner universal.)

What docs the thinker Benedeite Croce say about Art?  Accord-
ing to him art is a vision or inttition. The artist produces an image or
a drecam; and those who appreciate his art turn their eyes in the diree-
tion he has indicated, look through the loophole which he has opened
and reproduce in themselves that image, ‘Inluition’, “Vision’, ‘Con-
templation’. ‘Fancy’, ‘Imagination,” ‘Pattern’, *Representations' and the
like are almost synonymous words. continually recurring in discussions
about art, and all lcading us to the same concepiion or systems of con-
ceptions, a clear indication of universal agrecment.

This character of art which distinguishes intuition from conception,
art from philosophy and history—that is to say, from both the éssertion
of the universal and the perception or narration of the events,—has
also been called ideality.  And ideality is the very essence of art.

What gives unity and colierence 1o intuition is feeling. Intuitions
are truly such because Lhey represent feeling and only thence can they
arise. It is not u thought but a feeling that sives Lo art the airy light-
ness of its symbolism. Art is an ideal within the four corners of an
image.

He further says: "What we seek and enjoy m art, what makes
our hearl leap up and ravishes our admiration is the life, the move-

7. Carritt. Philosopiies of Beanty, pp, 134-135
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ment, the passion, the fire, the feeling of the artist, that alone gives us
the supreme criterion for distinguishing works of true and false art,
inspiration and failure.

lgbal has envisaged Ius ideal of wrt in the following strain:—
Wbea 093 Gl a2 U e M amee Wl Oy s S

(Do not lake my distressed voice as mere verse,
For I am the knower of the innermost secret of the winz-shop)
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The world takes Intellect as the light of life; who knows
That Madness is also percipicnt )
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(The world needs that vightful Guide, Whose
Eye is an earthquake in the world of ideas)

In the words of Prof. M. M. Sharif “Itis a hidden treasure, a con-
served dynamic wealth, super-abundant in the case of a zenius, that
finds an outlet in Art”.8

Igbal has profound predeliction to believe that all fine art is pro-
duct of intuition. The main component of poctry is the ‘cye’, the
Nazr. That poelry is intuitive and revelationary and that the tiue
art is presentation of the moods and style of the essential reality, scems
to be the main streem of thought in Igbal. This theory ol the nature
of poetry and art requi.es the concepts of ‘eye’, ‘sight’, *mirror’, etc as
its logical foundation.
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“The affairs of the world arc seen transformed if the seeing
15 accompanicd by the vision of love”.

8 Beauty, Objective or Subjective, page 63,
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(“If thy cye is clean, thy neart is clean; for God has made the
Heart the follower of the eye™.)
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(The lesson of the Philosophers has given me a headache,
For I have been brought up only in the lap of the eye that sees).



DYNAMIC CONCEPTION OF THE WEST AND THE
PHILOSOPHY OF SELF

S. MoHAMMAD Tao!

Although Galilco and Newton gave Mechanistic Foundations to
human knowledge the development of scientific idcas has gracually
drifted away from Mechanisim to Dynamism, and it scems that the
idea of ‘movement’ ¢t ‘change’ occupics central position in our know-
ledge of the universe. As a consequence of their evolution in science
western thought in our time shows more and more leanings towards
the dynamic interpretation of reality.

But close cxamination reveals thal the contemporary western
philosophies of Dynamism are subject to dormant contradictions and
have implications that the philosophy of self is bound to encouater
in order to consolidate its own dynamic world-view on unmistakable
footings. The philosophy of sell which has been propounded in Inde-
Pak sub-continent since [gbal claims to reveal a dynamism in the nature
ol reality, which in all its essentials is something different from tha
sort of dynamism these western theories project in the structure of the
Universe.

Dynamical conception of the world as it wers advocated by the
leaders of science and philosophy in the contemporary west is closely
associated with the reality character of the appzarance. They believe,
to put it in general terms, that the world consisis of sense-dala, ideas,
or impressions and since these flecting presentations arc never sta-
tionary, the world in its essence is not static. This dypamical concep-
tion is based on the concept of the ‘Temporai’ while the dynamic view
of the theory of self is raised on deeper bases, it is grounded in the
concept of the ‘Duration’. It is therefore quite necessary for a philo-
sopher of self to expose hollovnsss of the concept of dynamism as it
pervades the current western theorics according to whom the only
reality which this impzrfect and mortal man can ever reach or hope
to deoipher is a ceaseless flux and boundless vacuum. Becoming
supreme in the whole realm of scicntific thought, this theory has thrown
into disrepute the history-long quest for the underlying reality behind
the fleeting phenomena.
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The distinstion in philosophy between appearance and rcality—
the phenomenon and the noumenon,—is an old one. Appearance
consists of motion and change. This appearance or change is what
Dewey and Russell and many others believe to be the ultimate reality,
with which we have, willy nilly, to bz content, as human knowledge
is restricted and cannot overstep the boundaries set up by appzarances.
To them appzaiance is reality and there is no need of further ground
for this reality.

The doctrine of the roality of phenomena or appearances fits in
casily with the dynamical conception of the universs as proponnded
by the leaders of modern ssicnee which regards motion as the ultimate
and final reality.

This idea of the world as appearances and phenomena is, to my
mind, a heinous logical fallacy which has had the effect of retarding
philosophical enquiries and sapping the basis of higher strata of con-
ceptualization.

Appearances and phenomena age, in the terminology of modern
science, four-dimensional continua which consist of time as their car-
dinal ingredicnt. Now, time equates fully with motion. This means
that appearances and phenomena consist of motion as well as space,
The question of space doss not concern us at the present stage of our
inquiry. But so far as motion is concerned, it is obvious that motion
and appeoarance arc coextensive and the fact that they are co-extensive
clearly means that appzarance can, without any loss of meaning, be
substituted with motion. Thus, the whole discussion revolves round
the fundamental notion of motion. Bul motion, in turn, is co-termi-
nous with energy which is convertible into matter. The logical way,
therefore. to begin our discussion would be to make energy our central
point of investigation.

At this stage of our discussion, the question which suggest them-
selves are: firstly, is energy appcarance or reality? Secondly, does
energy have any relation to space; if so, what is the nature of this rela-
tionship? If energy is accepted as the final reality, space would na-
turally have to step down to the second general genus in the heirarchy
of genera, leaving the place of the most gencral genus to energy which
would then be considered as the highest generalisation the hwman
mind is capable of.

But if space. as abstracted [rom energy and matter (which have
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become co-extensive), is regarded us the most gencral genus, the dlier-
native of appzarance would altogether vanish intu thin &ir  In this
cuse, space would become thie only eternal nod everlasting reality ia
the cosmos. [t is necessary to emphasise here the fact that the word
*space’, as employed in the present discussion, denotes a complete
abstraction from enzrgy and matter. Thus, conceived as above and
bzyond the clutches of time and energy, space is, 1 propose, the only
reality behind the fleeting phenomena and appearances. It is infinite
and existent cternally, its infinitude being all rational and on all sides.
Time, motion and change denote similar, one-directional activity . In
this uni-directional activity, ‘before’, ‘herenow’ and ‘after’ are three
essential stages. ‘Before’ is merging in ‘herenow’ while ‘herenow'
is in its turn bocoming ‘after’. This process of becoming ‘before’,
‘herenow” und ‘after® presupposes continuous nothingness left over
behind every *before’ bacause every ‘bafore” leaves nothingness behind
at its merger with ‘herenow®. This condition of bzing is a situation
in which nothingness precedes ‘bafore” and it is what is described as
contingent. Thus, ‘balore’, *herenow’ and ‘afier’ are all contingent
as all of them leave nothingness in their wake. But the contingency
of all these threz necossitates the contingency of lime itself since time
is composed of these three units only. Now, time is co-terminant with
motion and change; motion is co-extensive with energy and energy
is convertible into matter, which shows that all these four, along with
time, are contingsnt. But if time, motion, energy, change and matter
are all thought to bz contingent, they cannot be considered as the ulti-
mate reality.  Ultimate reality, I dare say, is changeless and timeless.
It cannot change as otherwise it will lose the peculiarity of being the
ultimate reality.

Change, which is the essenes of time, encrgy and motion. has some
peculiar qualities of its own which deprive it of its right of the ultimate
eality.  Firstly, bzcauss every change prosupposes the existence of
space prior to itself, space has 2 greater rieht 0 be called ultimate
reality. Sccondly, change by its very nature, is finite. Change denotes
the finitude while the ultimate reality cannot bs * finite. The third
reason as to why change cannot be regarded as the ultimate reality is
mare important than the former two.

Change, by its very nature, has three states as its fundamental

* ‘The Finite Universe™ in the Proceedings of the Forth Session of the
Pakistan Philosophical Congress, PP 143-148.
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units. These are ‘before’, *herenow’ and *afier’.  Betwezen these three
states (a,b.¢) two more states intervens, The state coming between
g and b covers innumerable possibilitics.  Also, the state y which
intzrvenas between b and ¢, has innumerable possibilities too. Then
again, a third state z comes after ¢, having an infinite ficld of innumer-
able possibilitics.

These six states, a,b.c and x.y.z are all the possible and conceiv-
able stages through which every change has somchow to pass. Now,
if change is consilered as the final reality, the question would arise as
to whizih one of the six states is the final reality. Change as such is
compriszd of only first three stages a. b and ¢. The question is: at
what paint in a,b or ¢ the motion becomes real in the ultimate sense
of the word? Is 1 rezlity at a,b or ¢ or at all of them collectively?
Whatever answer this question may have, the fact remains that the very
existence of these states cxcludes the possibility of reality. Of these
three states, everyone las something more or something less than the
other bwo, as it were very clzacly shown by the fact that these are three
states, not one.  Here, the famous principle that no two things in the
world can in all respacts be jdentical, applies very aptly, as otherwise
they would bz one, not two. Thus, everyone of the three states of
changz has some excoss or diminution in relation to the other two.
If, therefore, the three states of change are considered as the final reality,
they would naturally consist of something more or something less than
raality sincz all of them are severally considered realities.

Therefore, the diminution or excess of reality at every stage in
comparison with the other two stages is unavoidable, But this makes
reality unreal as neither more nor less than reality is to be considered
reality.  One is more and the other is less than reality and, therefore,
both of them are a little bit different from reclity. And this is reduc-
tion to absurdity.

Thus, changd alongwith motion, time, encrgy and matter cannot
be considercd as reality. But in the case of space, the situation is
altogether different. Space can be abstracted away from time, motion,
etc.  Thus abstracted. it can be regarded as the final reality, acting as
it does as the final resting place of 21l our notions and external motions
in the universe. The view that time can be merged with space. as
Einstien innocently believed, is quite inadmissible. Time is essentially
an activity. The serious mistake that Einstien commits in regard to
he merger of time and space in his theory of relativity is due ro a con-
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Jusion between the rmeanings of the words ‘space’ and ‘place’. The word
‘place’ has a significance of very limited applicability while space is
the most general notion the human mind is able to conceive. Inter-
preted thus, space as distinet from place is a kind of conception which
cannot be equated with the concept of activity.

Indeed some very obvious and clear differences exist between the
conceptions of space and time. A very apparent difference is that
space can be abstracted from time while time camot be con-
ceived of as existing without space. Metaphysically speaking, the
very notion of time requires that it should not be regarded as anything
more than a contingent entity. At the same time, the view that space
is contingent is patently ridiculous. The idea the word ‘space’ con-
veys is the widest possible notion a human mind can comprehend.
This widest possible notion is comprised of what is termed as the Uni-
verse and the non-activity preceding it and reigning beyond the farthest
conceivable confincs of this universe. Space thus defined and the
idea connoted by the word “time’ as explained above represent two
quite diffcrent categories. One is completely fundamental while the
other is a mere auxiliary.

Space is the ultimate reality while time, along with other similar
processes, is simply a deiivative of it. Tt is only a particular manifesta-
tion of the Ultimate Reality whick is infinite in all directions, ubiquitous,
and all-inclusive.

The weslern theorists of the preseni age universalize time, and
thus make the whole concept of reality supzrluous. Time cannot be
ultimate. It is space which is presentation of the ultimate reality.
The philosophy of sclf, as it was propounded by Igbal and leading
thinkers internalizes this truth in the concept of ‘spzcious presence’.

The category of ‘sp2cious presence’ with which the ultimate ego
is omuipresent in objective terms is projected in the category of space.
The dynamic aspact of this objective consciousness is posited in the
notion of ‘Duration’. When Igbal disowns the ‘time as a mechanical
concept’, hie was in fact visualizing a higher order of reality inthe idea
of Duration.

This ‘Duration’ is reality without succession. A reality which is
without succession is supratemporal, which provides the ground for
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the fleeting temporal things, the appearances and the presentations.
As an abstract concept this duration is space.

I have alrcady pointed out that the notion of space loses its signi-
ficance when it is used in the sense of a “place,” Iqbal has this sensc of
the word “space’. when like Bergson, he spzaks of the spatialization of
time. But when the word ‘space’ is restored to its full meanings as the
infinite boundless objectivity, the human mind can cver comprchend,
it transcends the ‘localizations’ and in the order of consciousness is
reproduced as the ‘spzcious presence’.



LOGIC SOCIAL OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF SELT
AH. Kamau

Modern Social theory, since its very inception with a bold posi-
tivistic programme, has been irreconcilable to the basic demands and
dimensions of the social reality, (or its uncritical formalization arourd
the category of “*Nature™; Nature idealized as a field of linear causation
or that ablind and relentless transaction of forces, the one yielding en
evolutionary image, the other a mechanistic model of the universe.
Whatever picture of the universe, evolutionary or mechanistic, a social
scientist adopts, one finds him internalizing the idea of ‘Nature’
in his thinking. Internalization and attendant unjversalization this
idea seeks in social science of our time, arc hinderances to the
adequale access to all the lacets of the societal syslem. The
positivistic programme fails on that account in several respects.
Its failure is most conspicuous, when it tries (o theorize about
cthical, acsthetic and other associated phenomena in the [ulds of the
social scicnces. Whenever one tries to understand a thing in terms
of the compositive forces which are responsible lor its genesis,
continuity and growth, one is just in possession of a hall truth, The
other half is its value-dimension, The thing carries some importance,
bears upon its shoulder some value, or represents a motif, orembodies a
meaning in its presentativeness. Perception of the contents of experi-
ence, when follows the logic of Nature, and advances on the techniques
which are relevant to causal and interactional analysis, simply natura-
lizes the whole of the phenomena. To such a complete “*naturaliza-
tion,” i.c. perception of everything in terms of the vector of forces, the
philosophy of sclf cannot agree, for its complete neglect of the percep-
tion of value in the actual process of the world. Max Weber, by his
guiding definition identifies sociology with a “worth-free science”
and thus as a methodological principle naturalizes its theoretic frame
of refercnce. It means that sociology is bound to perceive every instance,
or piece of social reality, in the category of “Natural Growth™. This
may go on indefinitely; but it should be clear that from this mode of
vision, the urge for ideal, which is innate to the life of the self, and con-
tributes some important clements to the societal system, becomes
completely oblivious,
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Value consciousness is as much a ‘positively’ given fact as the
natural origin of an cvent. The logic of the Natural Sciences cannot
mect the objectivity of this positive fact, And thercfore Sociology, as it
adopts the methods and techniques of the natural scicnces cannot
assimilate the data, which constitute the value dimension of the Society,
hence need for a new Science,

The new Science which may proceed on Lo objectily the value-
aspect of Lthe societal system i.c. the cultiral system must have a logic of
its own. Its lcgic must be adequate enough to sclect those contents of
expericnce which somehow or other represent the pervasion of value
in the category of the social reality. Such alogicis the demand of the
philosophy of self. When the logic of natural scicnce appreach is sup-
plemented by this new logic, then alone, we may have an adequate map-
ping, and theoretical formulation of the Totality of the social system,
which is at once, a cultural system ard a natural system,

Following paper is an attemgt in this direction. It takes into ac-
count the germinal social scicnces, Anthropology and Sociology, which
try to claim the whole area of socicly ir their domain. It tries to
clarify their logical intents, by propounding the present state of affairs
and their logical meanings; then, it goes on to distinguish the laws of
structure and the laws of culture, as basic groups of theoretic intents
in the field of social inquiry. This attempt results in two kinds of logic
for social reality, to be incorporated as necessary tools in the philosophy
of self for the domain of positive rescarch so as (o lead 10 a compre-
hensive theory about man, universe, and the whole of rcalily.

It is of interest to examine Anthropelogy in the background of
Sociology, for itis in this examination that inconsistencics and equivo-
cations of the modern social theory are thoroughly cxposed. The
monopolarity of social thinking i.e. its fixation only on onc pole of
perception (Nature), rather than on the two polcs, as the social reality
is itself axialized, produces one of the most stariling situations ever
conceivable in the basic sciences. Either there is only onc science; or
anthropoligical researches are merely @ phase of the sociological re-
search. This situation can be harmonized by logical determination of
the category of culture as posited against or over and above the cate-
gory of Naturc. It means that the logic which guarantees the indivi-
duality, distinct survival and growthof anthropolegy has a locus standi
quite differert from that of sociology. Our task is to develop that logic.
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The conclusions are veritable aspects of the philosophy of self,
as it transforms into the philosophy cf socicty, philosophy of science,
and philosophy of culture.

I

Anthropology, as its ctymology suggesis, is the ‘Science of man’.
But, its very nomenclature is provocative and breeds confiict, for the
lounders of sociology already anticipated in their own science the cul-
mination of all knowledge ibout man. Comte’s heirarchy of sciences
assigned to sociology the function of total study ol man; Astronomy,
Physics, Chemistry, Physiology and Social Physics all drranged in a
historical as well as in a logical order, exhausted for him the set of scien-
ces. Spencer conesived in Sociology an all-embracing synthesis of the
entire human phenomenit. Thus, beyond Sociology there was no pros-
pect of any Anthropology: Sociology itself was Anthropology. Crowned
as the queen of all seignces at the hands of W.F. Small, it expected that
all departmental science would submit, 10 its high office, fruitful con-
clusions. All known phenomena and partial theories would be then
reproduced and synthesised in a coherent and comprehensive know-
ledge about man in the development of this scicnce.

Now, appearance of Anthropology was to institute a challenge to
its high authority. But there were other factors which delayed the un-
avoidableconflict, latent in the development of the former side by side
with that of the latter.

Although it was bound to an empirical content i.e. to human
society, sociological science was fashioned on ‘apriorism'. Some major
premise about human nature in general combined with a minor premise
about the dynamics of life was thought sufficient for deduction of the
entire course and structure of human organizations. and societics. There
were obvious limitations to this approach: it is practically near to
impossible to exactly deduce the total determinations of a concrete
event, a here and now, from some general premise. Theoretical socio-
[ogist must always remain at the level of abstraction. But, it is impor-
tant to grasp that from *Apriorism,’ sociological thought moved to-
wards the models of physics and chemistry; and as the Neo-Kantians
put the matter, the latter group of scicnces being ‘generalizing’ in
essence as they were by their very technique, arc unfit to deal with the
‘individualized® reality. We may agree with the Neo-Kantians or not,
it is, however, bevond doubt that sociology, from its very inception, had
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a definite orientation to deal with generalitics. It is also a historical fact
thal sociology was classed in the group of the natural science in as much
as il had to discover the universal laws of human socictics. Physics and
chemistry s Scicnces were supposed to discover general laws of the
inorganic nature,

Anthropoloay on the contrary had its origin in the company of
such disciplines thut were not enlisted with sciences. Foremost among
them was history. Those who were interested in narratives and fine
arts took history, literature and archacolegy. But, Modern Philoso-
phers of Science, Leibnitz and Descartes, never took them scriously.
[t should not go unnoticed that Kant's work was primarily a philosophy
of physics: and his philosophy of categorical imperative was the culmi-
nation of whal could be said about man. Literature. poetryand history
were conccived of as artifacts, not scicnces. And Anthropology had
its origin in their soil,

Historical narratives have Lo stop afler many intervals at last on or
about 2400 B.C. and cannot prosced further. Anthropology made ils
appearance, primarily as an investigation in pre-history. Archaeology
was also digging the past, but Anthropology came with a different pro-
gramme.

An Archacologist digs the carth to discover the remains; samples
collected from a site are serivitzd in accordance with the layers of the
deposits in which they arc found: then they are seen in the ensemble
of the remains of the same layer. The types of the artifacts. the typical
characteristics of the ensembles determine the type of the people living
there and Seriation determines their order of existence in time. Definite
principles of stratigraphy have been evolved to bring to record the pre-
historic past. Now, the important difference between history in general
and archaeology may be noted : history in general orders the seriation in
accordance with chronology; it has to record cvery particular cvent
(historically relevant) on the cross-szction of space-time continuum
il is a systematic account of the singular happenings. But, archaeclogy,
has a differentdirection; in accordance with the documentsit has 1o rc-
construct the past. These dosuments are ‘externalitics’, ‘presentations’,
and ‘artifices’ of the people: their pottery, vessels, ruined dwellings, and
streets. Archacology cannot know more than the stare of their know-
ledge in technoiopgy, the ‘manner’ of their arrangements and decora-
tions, the plans of their ccological settings. To such a kind of know-
ledge, which is unable to record singular events, but can reconstruct
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the manners, the sivies, the arts and techniques of people is given ihe
name of ‘Cultural History'. A cultural history is a programme deler-
mined by the nature of the ‘contents’ yielded inarchacology. [t can sim-
ply discover the outer linings of a people, their abstract weys of living;
theit “material” expressions, Historical inquiry can be extended over
to thz oblivious past in the form of this chequered discipline. ie. the
Cultral History. Tylor, the founder of anthropology remarks,
“if the field of inquiry be narrowed from history as 2 whole to that
branch of it which is here called eulture, the history. not of the tribes
or nations, but of the conditions of knowledge, religion, art, custom,
and the like among them. the task of investigation proves to lie within
far more moderate compass®............ ”

And to s moderate compass, Tylor and Morgan add a4 new
muode of inguiry and area of research. Tylor formulated his conviction,
basic to his new mode of research, in 1888 as follows: “the institutions
of man are djstinctly stratified not unlike the earth on which ke lives.
They suceeed cach other in serics, substantizlly uniform over the globe™
And Morgan, another lounder of Anthropology expressed: “like the
successive geological formations, the tribes of mankind may be arrang-
ed, dccording to their relative conditions. into successive strata. When
thus arranged with some degree ol certainty they reveal the entire range
of human progress from savagary to Civilization.”* These quotations
round off the whole progranime and technique of anthropology as it
wias visualized by its founders. Tt was definitely a branch of historiogra-
phy addressed 10 prehistory. but with more concrete advantages over
and above archaeology as its field was given in the form of the living
socictics; the data taken over from them could fill the general outlines
provided by archaeological research:

Ir

The new mode ol inquiry in pre-history by studying the small
socicties scattered over different regions of the globe, cachexhibiting a
level in the history of mankind, presupposed a linear theory of humean
evohition that mankind is at diflferent levels at different places of the
same ladder of evolution. The *aboriginals’ and *primitives” are remini-

1. Primitive Culture, p. I,
2. Ancien! Society,
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cents of the earlicr stages of the evolving humanity which has touched
its highest mark in the unfolding of the Western Society.

In spite of Questionable validity, the hypothesis of linear evolu-
tion gave tremendous fillip to the study of primitive societies in the
hope of providing missing links of social evelution comparable to the
researches to find out the “fossil man® and ‘primates’ to complete the
seriality of biological cvolution. Ethnographical expeditions were,
conscquently, organized with all seriousness; the ages of dependence
on tourists’ diaries, explorers’ narratives, and missionaries accounts
were gone with the first hand collection of facts about the conditions of
natives and savage socicties,

Ethnographical expeditions could not be handicapped like those
of the archaeological excavations to be limited only Lo the state of arts
and conditions of dwellings, styles of temples, images and other arti-
facts. Full-fledged, living and moving human communities were before
the gaze of the ficld-worker. He could collect all types of human data,
social, inter-personal.institutional, economic, and political without any
restriction,

This could be a source of conflict between anthropology andso-
ciology, but the linearity hypothesis was accomplishing a division of
scope batween them. Anthropology seemed 1o occupy a seat between
biclogy and socivlogy, specializing in the borderline regions lying
bztween the “‘primates™ and the mature ‘social systems’ of mankind,
‘Primitive Mind was being delincated into a speciic category filled with
a distinguishing content of its own in the upward trend of human
evolution. Comte’s evolutionism with mythological—Metaphysical—
positive stages, Tylor's Scheme of movement from Savagery, Barbarism
to Civilization tended towards definite categorization ol social and
intellectual evolution of the mankind, Identified with the study of primi-
tive mentality, with the pre-civilized phases of human evolution, An-
thropology could be differentiated from Sociology in respect of its
empirical content thereby avoiding the always inevitable conflict with
the latter. Malenesians, Zunis, Todas, Eskimos came to prominence as
worlhy objects of studies relevant for this scicnce.

The idea of static human nature meanwhile was subjected to
sericus strain by Beard. Veblen and Dewey in the United States, and the
German thinkers were gradually moving towaids dynamic Conceptions
of human reality. Max Weber vonchsafed that the Categories and the
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struzture of mind are also subject to Change. Durklieim and Levy
Bruhl conceived Quantitative change in the evolution of nature, Pre-
logical mind and logical mind, collective consciousness and evolving
individual consciousness, mechanical solidarity and organic selidarity
in these and similar binary concepis, these thinkers and others including
Westermark and Hobhouse defined the whole range of human and so-
cial cvolution. Primitive mind and savage society werc thus conceived
of as conditioned by mechanical solidarity, pre-logical consciousness
and collective morality. This is the story how a qualitatively differenti-
ated content was singled out for the jinior science of anthropology.
Now it seecmed possible that Anthropology not only in respect of
tendency but also in respect of objective reality could occupy a domain
discriminable [rom that of sociology. Both the disciplines were further
differentiated [rom one another on the basis of distinctions in metho-
dological convention. Theoretical orientation from the general to the
particular in the case of sociology and direction from particular to
the general in case of anthropology contributed to their peculiar dis-
tinctiveness from each other. Anthropology was attached to ‘ideogra-
phic method, and sosiolegy to “genero-graphic’ method.

11

Distinctions in contents combined with separate methodological
conventions would have been sufficient (o muke Sociology and Aathro-
pology really separate and mutually auwtonomous Sciences, but for
some vital cross-currenis that worked for their cementations, Empiri-
cal tendencics in the sociological scicnez had never been completely
subdued : with the development of theory, problems of its empirical
evidence and its readjustment to the r2quirements ol observation
necessitated increasing borrowing of fuctual material in its corpus.
Methodological programme of many sosiologists enunciated priority
of ficld observation, and by way of abstruction establishment of gene-
ralizations. It is gencrally agreed, “that the late W.1. Thomas ol the
University of Chicago, with his publication of the ‘Source Book of
Social Origins’ in 1909 was the first sociologist to introduce new foun-
dations of scientific thinking, stressing the necessity of Concrete, Ob-
jective, detailed studies of simple societies which wouldthrow light on
the more intricate behaviour patterns and on the development of So-
cial institutions in modern complex societies”” Franklin H. Giddings,

9 Young Pauline V and Others:
Scientific Social Surveys and Research ,Chapter IV. P. 86,
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Stuart Chaplin, E.W. Burgess and LS. Bogardus were among ihe tigst
to organise ¢lassroom courses (1912-1918) in the U.S.A. providing
training in concrete field methods of Swudy? This development was
bound to have far-reaching consaquences, 1t meant field techniques,
social surveys, mass inlerviews, group tests, and switch over 1o statjs-
tical motel. Sociological approach came gradually in this way closer to
the anthropological. But anthropology itself could not remain at the
planc of mere observation; its cxponcats felt a tendency towards
generalization, Its descriptive propositions were (0 be assimilated in
rerms of the explanatory propositions, This resulted in heavy borrowing
of soviological theories, and explanatory models from all other sciences,
easily acuessible to ethnographers. Classifisation of sociological con-
ceptions and examination of the nuture of sociological inquiry resulied,
although gradually, in a new development. It moved from the ‘secon-
dury status of a synthetic science to the position of a basit science,
Now, it began to appropriate fundamental and universal modes of
sociation; and its subject-matter became co-cxtensive with every
phenomenon of “social formation®. This change of outlook made the
anthropological content, i.e. primitive mentality, a part of the subject
maltter of the basic science of society.

In fuct, the two sciences were never separated in France. Huber
and Maus accomplished excellent works difficult to categorize as An-
thropalogy or Sociology, Durkheim refused to admit their division,
and took them as part of u singleinquiry”, with the same concepts amnd
operating on the same material: Ewpirical side cthnography and
Theoretical side sociology. Important contribution to the study of reli-
gious phenomena by the French Scholars® were puncluated by theo-
retical conclusions on the basis of ethnographical data. These works
demonstrate the mergence of one content with the other; accession of
anthropology to sociology.

Emergence and wide use of analytical procedure, realized in the
reduction of complex social phenomena to simple components, accen-
tuated by the methodological inventory of ‘Social types” in the design
of *The Elementury Forms of religion” one of the masterpieces o Durk-
heim, led to new models of sociological construction with very
far-rcaching implications. Primitive socicties in the new models were
treated as expressions of the simple forms of social developmients and
therefore an inquiry into their simple structures—the forms of the

o —

4 Ibid P. 87.
¢ Mauss, “Essui wor le sagrifive”,
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savage life—became indispensable and fundamental part of sociological
scholarship. Maus was thoroughly in the steps of Durkheim in dis-
allowing alienation of cthnography from sociology. His work ‘Les
variations saisonniers dans les Societies eskimo’, is both ideographical
and theoretical.

British scholars, in the meantime were labouriug under the linear
cvolutionary hypothesis. Westermark was always iaterested in the
general science of the (developing) social phenomencn; and his “Ori-
gin of Human Marriage’, and ‘The Origin and Development of Moral
Ideas' were hailed as contributions to sociological litcrature while they
could also be assigned to the vaguc science of anthropology. The
Britishers as it has been said above, till the late thirtecs always revealed
an evolutionary outlook of social phenomenon which was amenable to
one single science of Sociology without delineating an anthropological
science within its general limits. Hobhouse's ‘Mind in Evolution’ pro-
vided schematic organization of the human and sociological material
for the British academic circles. Along with Wheeler and Ginsberg,
Hobhouse prepared “the Material Culture and Social Evolution of
the Simpler People”. Profusely documented, as it were, this work vn-
cquivozally demonstrated that anthropology could never bz scparated,
in the British tradition, from sociclogy. Hobhouse was convinced that
sociology is a synthetic science, and Ginsberg always takes it to be a
synoptic science.

v

Historical scholarship is a distinctive quality with the German
researchers in almost all the fizlds of humanitarian thought and
ideographic work in economics, politics, mythologics, linguistics and
religion forms their outstanding contribution. But, Dilthey showed the
path of structural approach, and psychology was already a-historical
since long. George Simmel, Ferdinend Tonnies and Max Weber were
moving towards formalism. Sociology was bzcoming a study of all the
forms of sociation. The gencral category of sociation as has been told
carlier was conceived to have associative and disassociative process in
it5 classification. Max Weber's innovation of ‘ideal types® applicable
to all the fields in socii! inquiry meant that all the possibilitics of as-
sociations and disassociations must be constructed, and Appiied So-
cinlogy should have to operate with theoretical constructs yielded there-
by, Ethnography in represeating the actual structure of communities
was intellectualized as an extension of the applied sociology, and so
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could not be logically established as a new fisld of inquiry. Thus in
Germany, also there is no discipline that could be identified as Anthro-

pology.

In Britain, however, Anthropology has enjoyed a distinction of
its own in spite of theoretizal failures to differentiate it from sceiclogy.
There have been piofessional scholars entitled as anthropologists.
The distirstion lies in the divisica of labour, without & *logicaidivision’
of cither object matte; o of mode of inquiry. Work c¢a the remote
socictics needs a full time jeb; and those wiio @re in this businuss are
casily ideatified as anthrorelcgists. Codrinton, Scligmar, Rivers, Mali-
nowski, Forces, Firth and their students did fickd work but as ar cssen-
tial phasc towards theoretical sociology.

v

All the above developments lead to onc general conclusion: If
there could be an autonomous science of anthropology, it would have
been possible only on the linzir hypotiiesis of evolution, on the bzsis
of which it could be allocated those forms of sosicty for study which
are substantially and qualitatively lower than those studied by socio-
logy and have been remarkable [rom that point of evelution where-
from individual consciousness and organic uaification grow out from
the collectivistic cohesiveness of the c.rlicr modes of life of man and his
socicties.

But, the hypothesis of Linear Evolution, popuiar in the Hegelian,
Spenverian and Murxian thought and strengtnencd for a time by the
Darwinian Evolutionism could not hold ground for long even ia Bic-
logy. Juliar; Huxley writes, “A century and a halfzgo, it was generally
accepted, even by professional naturalists that nature represented a
single scale culminating in man. There existed, they supposed, a ladder
of life, cach rungz of which represented by a different type of animal,
with humanity as the highest of all. Fiom chis point of view, each
kind of living ureature repicsented merely a step on the way to man,
its nature and incomplete realiza.ion of human natuie. But, with
farther study, especially after it was illuminated by the theory of evo-
lution a wholiy different and more interesting picture emerped. The
varicus types of animals—insects., fish, crustaceans, birds and the
rest—could not be thought'of as the rungs of one ladder, the steps of a
single staircase, they now appeared as the branches of a tree, the ever-
growing tree of evolving life...... It might still be that man was the summit
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of the whole; but he was al the top of the tree oily by being al the top
of one partictlar branch. There existed many other branches, quite diff-
Sferent in their nature, in which life was working out its ends in a diffe-
rent way from tha: she had adopted in the human branch®”.

Represeatation of this new picture of human life carries with it
the image, as a logical correlate. that social evolution is branching,
evolving autoaomous socisties, unique in their cha;acter, spreading
outwardly according to their own forms of movemeat and developing in
their own way s the several branches of a tree grow and flourish.
Eskimos, zunis. Toda. Gunds, Assyrians, Babilonians, Egyptians,
Greeks ared Modern Western Society cannol be arranged i one line
¢f evolution. This conception shakes to foundation the viry subject-
matter of Anthropolcgy so far as it is conceived of as dealing with the
carlier forms of social evolution. The socicties it studies, the so-called
‘primitives’ are not in comtimity with the contemporary societies
but are spzcimen of same other societies, now extinct. They may repre-
semt somz points of evolution of the socictics of which they are ins-
tances hence no more primitive in character. Repudiation of lineor
theory deprives anthropology of its individuality, of the unigueness of
its subjsst-matter that it studics the ‘Collzctives” composed of ‘pre-lo-
gical minds’representing as it doss, the earlior stages of theso called uni-
dirsoted singly oricated social evolution,

Sorokin remarks,“......... in order for a lincar motion or change
to be possible, the changing unit must either be in an absolute vacuum,
frec from interference of external forces, or these forces throughout the
whole process of change must remain in such a *miraculous balance
that they mutuoally and absolutely neutralize one another at any
moment and they permit the changing unit to move for ever in the
sama inain direstion......evidently both of these hypothesis are factually
impossiblc. ......even material bodics are under the influence of at
least two main forces: inertia and gravitation, which change their rec-
tilinear or uniform mction into a circular or curvilinear mation......
When we consider that man, sosiely and culture are much more com-
plex ‘bodies’, that they are subjzct to the influence of inorganic, organic
and sosio-cultural forces, their lincar change throughout the whole his-
{orical tim= bzcomss still improbable. Add to this undenizble fact that
each of these ‘Units of change’ itsell incessantly changes in the pro-
cess of its existensz and thus tends to upset the direction of the change

%, “Upiquencss of Man": *“The [atelligence of Birds”,
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and theassumption of eternal linearity of change becomes impossible™.
Theselogical observations strengthened by Sharif's observations® also
prove threatening to Anthropology if it tries to justify its claims on the
basis of the concept of lincarity.

VI

fndependent (lines of) development of different societics leads to
the principle of Socictal Pluralism as the main stay of all scientific
constracts implying work on the classification of all ‘social species’
2s there 15 a classification of bic-species which exist in nature contem-
porancously.

There are changes, evolutions, and variations within the species but
the species ‘themselves’ ‘exist” side by side, and have no ‘temporal’
connection of succeeding cach other. Therclore, the evolutionary model
of social theory must yield to the non-evolutionary model of structure
analysis. Specics being contemporaneous, demand non-evolutionary
but dynamic “formen™ in their approach. Chances of change in a spe-
sies of any given order of cxistence submit to various alternate or parti-
ally alternate sets of combinatory patterns of variation; a casc indeter-
minate ontologically and unpredictable epistemically.

Behaviout of a natural system as subject to exact measurement in
its future course presupposes an irreducible general conditior that it
would abide by the requirements of an already known pattern conti-
nuously. Generdl conditions of its patterning are onticin character and
constitute a novel fixalion in the nature of an opzn system hindering
so far as they exist the growth of those future developments, which do
not accord with them. If the fixation of a pattern of events is not
predetermined, howevet, in the initial nature of the system to which
they belong. it conslitutes & uniqueness, an irreducible designation in
nature. The cvolving structure splits itself up into rival fixations
simultancously emerging and grewing into lurtheér alternation and
uniqne determinations. Cousequently the hypothesis of evolution is
modified by the principle of irreducible developments that do not admit
explanation in terms of the former states of the system.

*. Socio-Cultural Dynamics and Evolutionism™ by Professor Sorokinin *“The
Twentieth Century Sociology™ edited by George Curvitch and Wilbert E. Moore.
P. 104—105. Philosophical Library N.Y.

*. Symposium on the Philosophy of History, Pakistan Philosophical
Congress Proceedings 1954,
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Historical course of life as it passes through the emergence of
‘unigue’ patterning implies that the analysis of a given state of the
system not only involves (1) the component fiactors but (2) the a-his-
rorical principle of unique patterning such that it cannot be scarched
out in the precedent condijtions for its pre-determination in the nature
of ‘evolving reality. At every stage of nature, at the becoming cf
every pnovel formation, a *break’ in evolutionary continuity is witnessed
and it should be taken into consideration independent of the evolution
itsell. This regvirement jnvolves that a Philosophico-Scientific
approach must include in its empirical orientation a model of the specific
orginization of the system that has emerged.  This sort of approach
shall necessarily be morphological rather than cvolutionary and shail
represent the ‘emcrgent’ structure or organistion that has appearcd
at the plane of natural actuation. [t1s methodological device shall be
factorial analysis. If in a chain of evorution, every link is uniquely
designated and is manifestly inexplicable, then it is mercly an a-histori-
cal juxtaposition arranged in an order of temporality.,  An evolutionary
model shall bz broken into non-evolutionary models replacing each
other in a2 Temporal Succession, Many simultancous models of
arrangements of the same set of agents give rise 1o let us denote it,
comparative morphology, or the science of comparative forms .

What has been achieved in comparative biology or comparative
psychology is simply this:  the skeleton, physiological-stiuctures,
nervous organization and behavioural patieris of the organisms, all
raralleled discontinuities indeed, can be arranged 00 2 graduation scaie
with lacuna here and thaie.  But that A in the scale of complexity is
at a lower place than B does not demonstrate that ontically A has its
genetic origin in B. Although jt may be said that there is nothing at
present to resist this conclusion, but it may also not be denied that the
researches do not pompel us (o accept the evolutionary hypothesis of
genetic origin, Comparative Biology simply points out graduation
and continuity in compiexity and cven after the reclamition of the
missing links whicl are supposed to fill up the gaps, the idea of con-
tinuous evolution of one species from the other will not be demonstr-
able with logical certainty. Tt will equally show continuity of dis-
continuities. Beyond that as to the genetic origin of a particular species,
whether biological or social, this will not enlighten us any more than
we are used to now.

It scems that (1) Comparative studies of the forms and  (2) mgy.
phological analysis are the only scientifically relevant approaches wWhich
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seem to be philosophically valid and put a check on uncauntioned hypos-
tatization.

Socijal order is unigque determination in the world: it constitutes
a specific category. But to conceive of it as a formation from a certain
point of cvolution continuously developing into levels after levels in
lingarity is not a correct judgement. Oa the other hand, it means 2
direct fall in the clutches of the dogmatic evolutjonism of the nineteenth
cenlury. Morphological conception demands that diffcrent socicties
must be conceived of as novel determinations open in the very possibi-
lity of the emergence of the Social Category of Being,

Developing into alternate forms, socictal systems are mutually
differeatiated in respect of their unifjue and unprecedented patternings-
They exist and are contemporancous. Contemporality does not mean,
however, thal they occupy the same geo-pliysical moment of time on
the globe, Toynbze makes a dubious case for contemporalily by
placing it on the fact that all civilizations have sprung up during the
last six-thousand yearswhich is so small a span in relation to the natural
history of the earth stretching to billions of years that it is almost equal
to a pin-point or the ‘one single day’. Contemporality has deeper
meanings; it indicates that the existence of the serial moments in succes-
sion on the Geophysical temporal system is accidental to socicties and
must bz abstracted away. Then, they are contemporancous in real
sense of the word; and even though they have agpeared one after an-
other in the Chronicles o mechanicul time it does not change their
essence for they are not in the logical relation of mutual succession.
This analysis leads to a decisive refutation of the division of empirical
contents between Anthropology and Sociology. Breakdown of the
evolutionary linearily into comparative morphology of societies means
repudiation of the so-called distinct ficlds of these sciences based on
evolutionism.

vir

‘Structural analysis’ so characteristic of physics and chemistry
not only begins to reshine in biology, but re-cmeige in social studies,
In the form of history-writing, it has been ahnost everytime present in
dealing with human affairs; but as a philosopaically justified mode of
approach it has come with Dilthey, who felt Socictal Pluralism appa-
rently indifferent to the propagation of evolutionism. He tried to
outline a typology of society, with the obvious intention to use the
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‘basic type” of a socicty as the law of patterning unique to that society.
Typological schemes of different societies like that ol Dilthey’s Lebens
systeme, Nohl's Stil, ‘Euclidean Man’, Danilevskey's ‘Solitary types’
and ‘Transmittable Types’, Spengler’s ‘Appolinian Man®, ‘Faustian
Man' and ‘Magian Soul’, Sorokin's prototypes of ‘Idealional’ ‘[dealis-
tic' and *Sensate” Soicties all are cfforts towards 2-historical broader
formulations of *Social Species”.

These approaches integrate typical ethnographical methodology—
in the form of historiography of peoples—vith the general sociological
approach of theoretical treatment. Every unit of study is an irreducible
sein like larva in biology; its morphological changes are studied;
some larvas are three-stage, others are five-stage and still others are
seven-stage developments.  All these developing larvas exist in a-his-
toricity in relation to each other, exhibiting their own prototypes.

Use of singulur propositions in the broader compass of General
propositions cuts across the division of *theoretical science’ and ‘fietd-
work studies’ and makes constant reference to the unit of studies. Not
the individual persons, nor even human relations, but the whole society
as a ‘Type' has to be kept in the focus of investigation. This type of
approach is essentiarly a revolution of the type of comparative morpho«
logy in biology afler the atmospheric blight of evolutionism in theore-
tical seiences about man.

Boas, Malinowsky and their colleagues performed tasks similar to
that of the philosopher-historians as they studied whole societies in
their ethnographical works. The unit of study was the whole ‘socizl
structute’; all data were collected to fit in the Totality ¢f social organi-
zation; the concept of linearity was discardud to study every protctype
of sociely in its givenness and for its own sake.

Now the real sitnation was: those who professed themselves as
anthropologists were diffeyent from the sociologists cnly so far as they
were primarily concerned with specific phenomena; their method was
‘case-study’, in the formulation they indispensably included the singular
propcsitions; while the sociclogists were not bound to this approach;
specific phenomena thay cited only for iastantiation and nothing else.
Anthropologist’s primary frame-of-reference was social whole, but
sociologist’s primary refereace was the forms of “Sociation’.

Tt was Malinowski, who introduced the term of ‘functional whole’
in the ethnological works and since then social structure has become
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the central frame of reference with British Anthropologists, Brown,
Lloyd Warner, Evans-Pritchard, Fortes and many others have exten-
sively utilized the concepts perlaining to sociological inquiry in their
inlensive studics of single societies, and this variety of science is called
by them ‘Soscial Anthropology”. The idea of ‘social wholencss' has
been the leading heuritsic concept with them. But it does not give a
distirctive <haracteristic to anthropological approach; for a social
strocture ic exhaustively reducible to social relations also; if pot tc
primary, to sccondary reiations . Consequently, the coastiuct of social
whele or social structure js not a distinguishable categery in its own
right, and as such there is no scoe for the development of a new science
within its formulations. Scciology and sociology alone is capatle of
grappling with the complexity of its existence. Moceover, alt the
particular social processes and interpersonal relutions are te be con-
siructed out of the theoretical progositions of sociology. Theretore
an sthnographer recording social structure car bc none other than a
sociological field-worker.

VIII

The problem of search fo. a distinguishable objective content to
justify its autoncmous survival encounters anthropology almost every
time. Direct initiation of fizld-studies, introduction of projective
techniques, group surveys. aad case study methods have besn tuken
over by the Socielcgists and thus has come 1o an end the only mark
of distinction that could bz had by the ethnologist.

But. in the United States, however. anthropc-logy does not admit
an open mergence with sociology., The origing] archacalegical res-
traint to study such transmitable sysiems as arts and state of know-
ledge, technology and styles ¢f arrangemert has always been there in
the American develcpment of the Stience. [t has always developed
there in close contacts with archacology. and more or less has beea a
part of historiography. Evolutionism was violeatly disrupted Ly the
philosophy of Tunctional whe les of Malinowski and Brown to introduce
a-historical time-less character in the structural analysis of the Brish
Sacial Anthropology. but, in the U.S.A. overthrow of lincar evolu-
tion meant a more faithful archacological and ethnographical rescarch,
“In short™. expfains Beas, “the method we try to develop is based on a
study of the dynamic changes in society that may be ob.erved at the
present time®™ Boas stated theoratical principle of the cultural an-

U Raee. Lagéuagc and Culture: pyp. 288,
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thropology in the {ollowing words: *““If we iy to understand what the
people arc at the present time, we have to inquire into their descent.
We must consider the climatic and geogrephic changes that have
occurred,  All these have no sclations to the laws that may govern the
inner lifc of socicty. They ave accidents. Culture ¢an be understood
ony as an historical growth. It is determined to a great extent by
outer coouriences, that do not origimate in the ianer life of the
pcople o,

Therc are two important factors to be reckoned in the whole
United States tradition of anthropological studies: (1) The interna-
lization of the archacological dcterrant as a regulative principle; (2)
understanding Socicty and its present functioning by referring it back
to the past. The present is conceived of as a natural growth in the
course of time, and therefore a naturalistic and causal explination of
the “present’ is an inevitable requirement of the methodological tech-
nique of anthropology. Lowic and White stress on the uniqueness of
the historical ocourrence and Boas was typically anti-theoreticill although
was never  against generalizations based c¢n the comparative studies
of dilferent people.

Historical reconstruction in the light of the regulative principle of
archaeologisal restraint necessitates selectior  of data that are persis-
tent and repetitive. Unigueness of historical episodes integrated with
the emphasis on permacent and recurrent events yields the notion of
the patterns of society. The American anthropologists are not inter-
ested in events but in the patterns of events. The idea of culture com-
prises of the repeating patterns of events in the history of a people.
But, the entire phenomenon of recurrence and continuily of patterns
and the oosurrence of unique events has been scen by and now in the
light of natural growth zs an outcome of historical series. This view
implies that culture and socicty arc somewhat identical and should
be explained by the same sct of cavsal line.

The causal explanation takes the route of histericgraphy (Lowie
and Boas) or directly grounds itself in the bio-psychic structure of
human organism (Malinowski and Brown). The approach is one or
the other, it makes no difference, for in every case it is basically causa/
and “naturalistic'. American Cultural Anthropology and British Socm!
Anthropology have beer thus naturalistic, and their naturalism stems
from seeing the evolution of society and culture as from the basic human

, jbid
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propensities and the laws of mind—the flux of natural tendencies of lne
man orgenism. Consequently, it is also of little difference whether the
social institutions are studied in their structure or the institutionalized
behaviour—the responses of persons as they are stratified is studied.
Therefore, when the British Scholars like Firth remark thet ‘there is
no essential difference  between contemporary British Social Anthro-
pology and the best American work?, they arc quite correct. Firth
says, “Society emphasizes the human component. the people, and the
iclations between them; oculture emphasizes the componcnt of
accumulated resources, non-malerial  which the people through
social learning have acquited and use, modify and transmit",  This
aspect of Social inheritance to be sure has never been absent from the
works of the ‘Social Anthropologists” as they have alreedy grasped the
accumulated resources of socicly under the concepts of ‘repelitive
behaviour', ‘Social organization’, ete.

X

A real break occurs in the naturalistic tradition as with Kroeber,
Cluckhohn and their followers, in whom American Anthropology
plars to become real Culturalosy in intention. The break has been
remarkably expressed in these woids. “Behaviour is never Culture”,
says Cluckhohn, “rather, concrete behaviour or habits are part of the
raw data from which we infer and abetract Culture™?3.

At another place he writes, “the most specific quality of anthro-
pological research arises from its preoccupation with Cutture. This
concept (in the technical anthropological sense) refers to those selec-
tive ways of feeling, and reacting that distinguish onc group from an-
other—ways that are socially transmitted and learned (with of course,
some change through time) by cach new generation. In the strict sense,
we can speak of culture only when there are two or more cbjectively
possible and functionally effective means or modes of mecting the same
need (for example shelter, choice and preparation of food, weaning of
children), and a given group exhibits s consistent and stylized prefer-
ence forone path to the goal among a number of alternatives that are—
from the cbserver's point of view—all open. A culture is not merely a
congeries of customs.  One cznpot grasp the network of sclestive prin-

%, David Bindey: “Theoretical Anthropology™ pp. 100
B, Ibid.

'*.  American Journal of Sociology, L I (1948) p. 336,
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ciple unless one understands the core values, Lhe cognitive assumptions
and what the logician calls the “primitive Categories’ ™.

About the range of cultural data Krocber says, “Sociology, econo-
mics, povernment and jurisprudence investigatce  social, economic
political and legal functionings. particularly in our own or other ad-
vanced civilizations. Anthropology tries to formulate the interactions
of these more special activitics within the total culturc of which they
form a part, and cqually, so, whether the culturc be high or low, pre-
sent or past'*............ w

Following theoretical puints arc thus clarificd :

1. Cultare does not refer o the bio-psychic bases of behaviour
and their crystailization ir hubitual activities, but rather to
a new order—the system ol values.

2. All the conteats of the worki can be seen in the light of the
cultural problem. from the stand-point of choice and alter-
nate possibilities.

Every event, activity, habit or performarce is accompanied by
approval or disapproval. This phenomenon is unique, and presupposes
an order that in some sense must be above natural order. Human
O1g4anIsIms seem to possess a sensitivity which stimulate them  to accord
with the requirements of value in all the phases of their life. This re-
quirement is a selected and centrolled pattern of activity in face of a
particular problematic situation,

Recurrence and repetition of pattern, persistence of  particular
organization, and abiding by some determinate rules of action define
the culture of a people. It seems to be above naturc in the scnse that
it does not form part of the natural growth, and natural causal explana-
tion is out of place in dealing with its manifestation.

But, Bidney calls it a culturalistic fallacy, and denounces it as
super-organic theory meaning thercby a theory of culture which does
not admit the reduction of Culture to the structural givenness of the bio-

M. *Common Humanity and Diverse Cultures’ in the “*Meaning of the Socul
Sciences" edited by Daniel Lerner, p.247,

1%, Introduction to ‘Anlhmpology Today' An Encyclopcd:a prepared under
the Chairmanship of A.L. Kroeber; p. 2. o
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psychic organism, and docs not scek its origin in its propensitics.
“Ultimately Culture is not intelligible by itself, for the simple reason
that culture is a correlative phenomenon, always involving some re-
ference to nature, including man and his geographical environment,
Onc may distinguish at lcast [our variables in the cultural process,
namcly, human nature, society, geography, and social ecxperience,
Any cultural explanation is an attempt to indicate the limiting condi-
tions of a given cultural phenomenon or pattern by reference to the
interrelations of these [actors'®”. Although Bidney trics to mark out
a distinction between deduction and explanation, yet it cannot save
‘cultural phenomena’ from reduction to  ‘naturalistic’ standpoint,
which again transforms Anthropelogy into a paturalistic synthetic
Scicnee.

Bidney says that his position has influenced Kroeber and has led
to the modifications of his view. This claim is abundantly confirmed in
the ‘Introduction’, Kroeber has wrilten to the Eneyclopedic Inven-
tory, ‘Anthropology today': *It is cvidemt that anthropology—
however specific it may ofien be in dealing with data—aims at being
ultimately a co-ordinating science. somewhat as a legitimate holding
corporation co-ordinates constituent companics™, This was the dream
of Comte, Spencer and Ward about Sociology; and now it is that of
Krocber. The latter undoubtedly assigns to the motion of Culture
the role of the ultimate synthetic principle as he says ““there is one
principle that anthropology already has in hand to serve towards a
larger synthesis of understanding: the concept of culture.” But, like
Bidney, White, Lowie, and the Social Anthropologist, he reduces it to
the natuvralistic perspective of happenings: “This is the idea of cul-
ture—of human civilizations, whether rudimentary or advanced—as
something cntircly a part of nature, wholly an evolutionary develop-
ment within natute, and therefore to be investigated by the methods of
fundamental natural scicnce, but an unprecedented, and richly ramify-
ing development of nature™’,

This position is quite hazardous. The content of anthropology is a
complex cvent composed of the fundamental data investigated by
different sciences, by virtue of which again it becomes a2 mere natural

synthesis.

® «Thoeoretical Anthropology"”: ‘Society and Culture': pp. 85-124.
17, Ibid p. 112
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Unigueness and logical Autonomy of anthropology as the stady
of culture solely depends on the logical fuct whether the culwural system
is unique and irreducible or not. I it is reducible to the Nature, there
remains no business for anthropology; it becomes a lcisure time
hobby to construct a synthesis like that of Scientific cosmology on the
basis of informations yielied by other sciences. If this status is what it
yearns for, it has no place among the basic natural sciences. hence
cannot use Lhe methods of those science.

This struggle for a subject matter hus not come to an end, It is
open. But, one thing is clear; existence ol anthropology is compromised
with the essence of Culture. which constitutes its objective foundation,

X1

Although, Anthropology internalizes the category of Culturc as
the objective field of its activity, yet the unforiunate failure to observe
the distinction between Nature and Culture epitomises the massive
confusion which shakes this discipline to its very foundation.

Tylor grouped together “knowledge. belief, art, law, moral customs
and all other capabilities and habits acquired by man as a member of
society™ in the idea of Culture, and Malinowski also emphasized that
it ‘comprises inherited artifacts, goods, technical processes. ideas,
habits and valves™. These words are suggestive: they refer to the ‘whole-
ness’ and ‘totality’ that belongs to this phenomenon and also to its
generality, Culture is not 2 random mass inheritance but a compact
entity. It is related in some intrinsic manner to the variety of its
conlents as unity in multiplicity.

Malinowski used it «s the central ordering principle in the mush-
room of his cthnographical data. His observational procedure was
regulated by the study of facts in the background of the whole Culture.
It was his main thesis that every aspeet of activity, every complex of
traits can be intelligently grasped only in relation to its function i the
totality of culture, wherefroni is obtained its significance and rationality.
But, there is no distinction between ‘cultural structure’ and ‘Social
structure’ in Malinowski's model of explanation. They are one, and
denote, in their unity. an orderly growth of responses that satisfy
biological urges of the human organism. Accordingly, Society is pro-



86 Igbal Review

duct of bio-psychic structure; and cullure is structural configuration
of society, a web of persistent, inherited action patterns.

Identification of Society and Culture is conspicuous with Sorokin
also, who conceals the vageness of differentiation between society and
culture by putting into use a compound term “Socio-Cultural" to denote
concretely found human societics and their ways of cxistence. *“The
totality of the immaterial meanings-values-norms, not objectified as
yet through the material vehicles but known to humanity; the totality
of already objectifiecd meanings-values-norms with all their vehicles;
finally, the totality of mindful individuvals and groups—past and pre-
sent; these inseparable totalities,” remarks Sorokin, “make up the total
Social Cultural world, superimposed on mankind’s physical and
biological worlds'®™, Since the ‘Social and Cultural’ seem to denote the
same objects, their alternate use is made feasible by the Compound
term. Anthropologists like Malinowski and Clifford-Brown by using
*Social structure’ and “‘Culture’ as integrative models have also employ-
ed them as denotatively equivalents. It is, in my opinion, a scientifically
permissible procedure in an arca of study. where the connotative
cortradistinctions have not been yet fully grasped. Sorokin brings to
focus the quality of the ‘Cultural’ as follows: *In contradistinction to
the inorganic phenomena that have only one physico-chemical compo-
nent, and to organic phenomena that have two components—physical
and vital (life)—the Cultural or super-organic phenomena have the
‘immaterial' component of meaning (or meaningful value or norm)
super-imposed upon the physical and/or vital components. Iis presence
radically changes the very nature of the inorganic or organic phenomena
upon which it is super-imposed.'"" This definition though points out the
perspective inwhich the cultural realities may be found, yet it dangerous-
ly edges towards the unhappy identification of the Cultural with the
Social. Sorokin, explicitly rccognises only two levels of infra-cultural
order of existence (i) inorganic phenomena and (2) organic phenomena—
physical and vital, and therefrom directly goes to the Cultural pheno-
mena itselfl as a ‘meaningful’ paraphernalia raised upon them. This
means that social relations are outrightly cultural in their connotation.
It means not less than a logical failure to distinguish between the
Social and Cultural, reinforced by indiscriminate use of the term
‘cultural data” fer ‘social’ and other *human’ data.

Znaniecke is also not different. He employs only two broader
categories: (1) natwral system and (2) Culrural system; ‘humanistic co-

™s. Social Philosophies of an Age of Crisis: P
v, Ibid: P
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cfficient’ functioning as the criterion of discrimination between them,
“The difference concerns the part which human experience and activity™,
says Znaniecke ‘ play in the real world...Natural systems are objec-
tively given to the scientist as if they existed absolutely independent
of the experience and activity of men...very different appear such indu-
bitably cultural systems as those dealt with by students of language,
literature, art, religion, science, economics, industrial technique and
social organization. Generally speaking, every cultural system 15 found
by the investigator to exist for certain conscious and active historical
subjects, i.e. within the sphere ol experience and activity of some parti-
cular people, individuals and collectivities, living in a certain part of
the human world during a certain historical period”*. Connotative
identification belwcen cultural data and any data given in the human
world is thus made complete. Child-mother, leader-follower, and other
inter-human relations whether one calls them Social or Cultural, it
causes no difference in their shades of meaning, according to these
thinkers. This mutual substitution of the Cultural and e Social as a
linguistic device, would have been accepted but for the storm of confu-
sion in its vagaries, between Yaer’ and “value’. “All actions writing a
letter,... a house, building a railroad, fighting a war, are dynamic
systems ol values organized by an activity... the whole existence of a
cultural System as a system of values is essentially founded on those
series of actions by means ol which the system is being actively cons-
tructed”™™. These Considerations presuppose a distinction between
‘fact’ and ‘valuc’.

When it is said that human personalities “exist as value, which
active subjects experience and modify" and that “*a group is composed
fundamentally of individual members, each of whom is a social value
for all the rest, the object of the collective assistance and control of the
group as a whole and all of whon co-operate in supporting the group
as their common value”, T feel that the problem of fact is confounded
with the problem of value. The idea of identity between a human content
and a valwe intention confuses the whole range of factual dimension with
that of the normative. This is why there is vagueness of distinction
between the Cultural and the Social phenomena, we confront right from
Weber to Sorokin and Znaniecke.

X1

It is quite evident that every normative judgement presupposes an
existential proposition: “X has value™ involves the givenness of ‘X’;

=8, Methods of Sociology: P 34 T
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cven in the most distorted form “X is value®, Consequently. a question
in its own right about the composition, essence, and structure of *X is
justifiable. Apart from its status as subject of a normative judgement it
is what it is. Logical priority of existential nature of a thing over its
normative determination clearly demonstrates that there is a distinctive
problem about the structure of things and that of the structure of the
systems produced as they were, when they are in interactions. Conse-
quently, primary and secondary rclations, social distance, hierarchy
in a collective, isolation, co-operation, individualization. introversion,
division of labour. compulsion, mass. group, crowd etc. are entities in
their own right prior to the judgements of their value that apply to them.
If socicty is a “mecaning-Component™ supcr-imposed on the homo-
sapiens, even then it does not outrightly entail the *non-material norm-
value’ component.  The latter is another superimposition, and in the
ideat of culture, reference is mmade to this component rather than to the
social component. A concrete human association or group is, undoubt-
edly, a socio-cultural phenomenon: yet the primary distinction bet-
ween the social as implying existential reference, and cultural as entail-
ing normative reference is not obliterated. It may be approached from
Jactual standpoint as a sociological object, and may also be approached
JSrom normative point of view as a cultural object. The directions of
investigations are different.

Culture is a superimposition of value dimension on the process
of becoming. It introduces a new order of meaning in the world of facts.
There are always two magnitudes of entities (1) in relation to becoming
and (2) in relation to value. Even the world of external nature is not
worth-free in the context of Culture in which the physical objects are
reproduced as parts of the spiritual world. The spiritual and human
world, a value world in the order of Culture, is, on the contrary, empty
of values, when apprehended in the context of becoming: Love, hate,
war. and accord all are value-less affairs in their pure existential causal
nexus. Only when they are reproduced in the order of values they occupy
a position in the configuration of Culture,

Karl Mannheim’s exposition of different modes of givenness* with
their respective cores of meaning is worth-mentioning here: “If' we Jook
at a natural object, we shall sec at the first glance that which character-
izes it...... it is taken as nothing but itself and is [ully cognisable with-
out being transcended...... Cultural product on the other hand, will

1. Objective, expressive. intentional, and documentary. Esssy on the Sociol-
ogy of Knowledge : Chapier 11 oo the interpretation of weltanschauung
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not be understood in its proper and truenieaning if we attend merely to
that stratum of meaning which it conveys when we look at it as it is
‘itself—its objective meaning; we have also to take it as having an ex-
pressive and documentary meanings are strata laid down upon the stra-
tim of ohjective meaning.” Now, every cultural product or manifestation
was such an objective meaning. “In science this objective meaning is a
theorctical proposition, and in our sociological example, it has at least
a consideiable theoretical component. In the Plastic arts......the ob-
jective meaning is itsclf a purely visual content......"" “Objective mean-
ing, that is, meaning to be grasped by objective interpretation, is rooted
in the structural laws of the object itself; certain elements and phases
of sensible reality here become necessary stage in the progressive reali-
zation of meaning®™”. “On this objective structurel (meaning) of an
event, that is, on its pure ‘naturalness’ is raised the second and third
layers of meaning that articulatesitinto a cultural object.” ~Now, how-
ever, it must be added that expressive meaning too is always embedded
in this stratum of objective meaning—a form within form as it were.®”
Mannheim very tersely itomizes here the aprieri givenness of the ‘fac-
tuality”. ‘objectivity’ and its structoral law before it is posited in the
higher order of cultural consideration. ‘Assistance” and devotion. sacri-
fice and friendship are all objective configurations of Social events
emerging out of the dynamics of the real at the human stage of cxistence.
They require objective vision, and epistemic hold of their constitutive
laws ie. the principles of their becoming should be grasped as we do
grasp for example, the colourless nature, its thermal systems and gravi-
tational ficlds. Cultural contextualization existing inits own right deve-
lops upon this stratum of grasp and when the natural things pass
through it, they are transformed into contents of cultural experience.

X1

To an experiencing subject, Cultural Phenomena looks like an
external cobweb of arrangements for the contents of Social interaction.
It seems to be a gigantic scaffolding which enfolds and sustains the
massive structure of the social system.

If you perceive social life, as a stream of events, a flow of inter-
personal acts, then Culture as a whole would appear to you as a chain
of highways, which regulates the traflic between individuals in the
social space. The stream of life must pass through it. The ‘must’ is an

2, [bid—50.
23, [bid—52.
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imperative, which is attached with every valve and turn of the Caltural
system. It must devour the Spontancity of human spirit, harness the
savagery latent in every individual, and civilize his behaviour.

Seen in relative isolation, emptly of the contents of inter-personal
life, it is but ancthercal being. a mere skeleton, an abstract outline, a
thin sketch. But out of nccessity, it scems, that social process has to
follow it; human behaviour reeeives the shape it gives, and collective
expressions exhibit the patterns, it imposes on them.

This phenomenon is amcnable to only one logic; the logic of
the forms and their reflections, Plato handed down to the posteritics,

The Platonists were certainly wrong for their attempt to under-
stand the logic of beeoming with the tools of the Platonic Sysiem of
concepls. The Hegelians and the life-philosophers rightly condemn
them. But an outright dismissal of Platonism is also patently wrong.
It one realm of meanings, i.c. in the domain of culture at least, the Platonic
Philosophy acquires relevance and due application.

Perception of the world as a phenomenon of reflections of the
cternal veritics is a valuc-perception, a recognition of the world as a
cultural phenomenen, in which the immutable forms shinc here and
shine therc.

The events arc discrete; they are waves of the universal flux. As the
forms are impressed upon them or as they display the form-Qualities
in their composition, they do not remain mere juxtaposition of forces,
congerics of cnergies, and veetors cf the field dynamics. They become
‘signs’, ‘mirrors,” ‘media’ and ‘carriers’ of meanings, eternal meanings,
acsthetic, moral, utilitarian ete. Plato’s problem is not the horse “be-
come’ in the laws of genetics, but the ‘model Horse', the horse which
determines the velue of cvery existing herse in the scale of perfection
and imperfection. Thercfore, Plato needs not return to observation to
get information ahout the contents. phiysiology and growth of the horses.
When he perceives a particular horse, it is mercly to notice the docu
mentation it has received of the *Model Horse'. Plato, however, was
wrong to conceive it of as the only end of knowledge. Cognitive intent
has several ends; Platonism is a response to only one end of the cognitive
inquiry. It is interested in the ‘documentation’, anything possesses as it
comes to existence. The ‘particulars’, besides being existing, have a
role in the universe; they are bearers of forms, carriers of meaning,
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media of norms, they are the stuff, through which some ‘eternal things'
are expressed and signified. It is to this aspect of the Realm of Existence
that Platenic Logic is addressed. Accordingly, the particulars, the mate-
rial things, the Facts of the world are phenomena of Significations.
They are significant. What they signily, in Platonic terminology, are
Universals. The world, we encounter in experience, according to this
mode of consciousness, is a documentation ol the eternal and unchang-
ing world of the Universals.

Universals, themselves, arc “determinate’ modes of expressions of
the Archeform—the form of the “Good™, the light of all the Lights.**
The world of forms is a reflecting system ol the Supreme Universal
in profused diversity and formulates multiplicity of expressions converg-
ing in the unity of the expressed. This is a spectacular model, a percht
built, and a complete scheme of that order of universe which operates
on the sign-significatum logic.

The sign-significatum context of experience does nol pierce, indecd,
through the crusi of facts and does not penetrate into their compositive
Jactors; it simply touches them and marks its seal upon their tissues, adds
a new dimension to them, crowns them with a new meaning, classifics
them according to Lhe rules of signification and puts them to the place
to which they are fit in accordance with their sign-function in relation
to thesignificata. This scheme does not possessa logic of factual investi-
gation; the universals do not belong to becoming, and it is useless therefore
to find their place in the sphere of becoming. 1 conclude, therefore, that
the whole tradition of British Empiricism and the Neo-posilivistic
movements, all engaged in the problem of becoming, are not correct
in their denunciation of Platonism for reification. In their denunciation,
they are supported by the life-philosophers blaming Platonism for escap-
ism. It could not however dawr upon them that the direction of their
problems is different from that of Plato; They arc concerned with facts
and their composition; Platonism with fact and their significance.
Rehabilitation of Platonism as scheme of this different order of reality
at onece convinces us of the Realism of “Forms. Universals are real; they
belong to a context not subject to the surges and rules of becoming.
They are incessanily beaming forth and are reflected in those facts,
capable of receiving them. They preserve their ineffable identity in their
reficctions, by virtue of which the facts that mirror them gain degrees

4, Most mature expression of Platonism, with ils rigorous apparatus of
schematization is delivered in Hakim Ishraque Shahbudin, Surharwardi’s Hikmat-
e-Ishraque. ‘Light of the Light' is the key concept of the *Ishraque Philosophics'.



92 Iqbal Review

of similarity, and form a community of reflection, expression or radia-
tion.

Now, to understand the structure of the world of Universals,
Ict us cnvision that the ‘Arche Form’® stands in the relation of reflec-
tion to the lower *‘forms’, which reciprocalte it, by the relation of mirror-
ing. ‘Archcform’ has onc lo one correspondence with its reflections
that is, with the lower forms, which in their own way display different
modes of its expression. These modes are but copies of the First Form—
the Model of the models. Every lower stratum is a limitation; it is a
restricted copy of the Ultimate Form, a determinate expression: All the
lower strata of forms are different limits but referring to the same Prime-
val Form, the Original Norm, the Ground Universal. The lowest stra-
tum of the forms is the same identity with the most narrow and definite
limits; it is the world of ideas; and it is this layer of “expressiveness'
which is adequatcly detailed to encompass ¢ven the minutest data-
conliguration of the incessantly varicgated world of becoming. Receiy-
ing the formal application. the world of becoming is revolutionized, it
becomes significant; in ‘idealization’, it signifies the eternal ‘ideas’.
The ideas are ever repeating, recurring reflections of the higher forms
in the world of facts which continuously mirrors them and is made
intclligible as an inexhaustible fund of documentation of the *‘Normal
World'. Beneath its siguificant countenance, the world is an oceanic
vibration of the structural dynamics, formative forces, synthetic processes
changing compositions of events intelligible in the procedures of sciences,
like physics and psychology, chemistry and sociology formulating each
in its own field the laws of vectors and interactions.

Thus, the rich world of ours is member of two different contexts,
with two different problems and necessitating two different modes of
characterization: (1) The logic of facts and (2) the logic of significance.

XII

Central complex of Platonic Realism is embodied in the notion of
‘Pattern’: it represents the ‘universal’ everything has to imitate; the
general ‘Form’” every figurc has to assume, premicr ‘Shape’ from which
none js spared.

The Arche Form, copicd in every form, by its impression and seal
on the flux of reality raiscs everything from bare existence to meaning ful
existence and is called pattern of the things. The Archeform is a self-
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contained Meaning. It exists in itself and bestows meanings on anything
which signifies it. It is not a tool to some end, because it exists for itself;
vor is it an end 1o some means, for it exists by itself; nor does it need a
Jjustification as it constitutes its own justification and for all sign-systems
it is the ‘law of sufficient reason’. Acts, affairs, conditions and contents
by following it as a model, by reminding of its image in their realiza-
tion and by possessing one to one correspondence with its scin become
meaningful, rational and significant. Urge for the idcal, unfolded in the
sell-consciousness of the self, is an ever renewed struggle for imita-
tion of the ‘Archeform’. This cultivation of the Supreme form, Meaning
of the meanings. reason of all rationality is what is meant by the life of
Culture.

Culture is the whole of life, but it lies in the Partern that pervades
everything of the human world. Functioning as the universal predica-
tion of all things of the human environment, it refers to their original
meaning and ultimate justification. Historians and philosophers of
Culture observe that “there is a law or the uniformity which operates
everywhere that uman culture is given.” The criterion of the cultural
data is posited in the Principle of Uniformity in the multiplicity of facts,
This uniformity inducted out represents their high Pattern of existence,
you may say, it is their habit that, -the term habit”, says Spengler, “is
used of a plant to signify the special way proper to itself in which it
manifests itself, i.e. the character, course and duration of its appearance
in the light world where we can see it. By its habit each kind is distin-
guished in respect of each part and each phase of its existence from all
example of its species. We may apply this useful notion of habit in
our physiogonomic of the grand organisms®® and speak of the habit
of the Indian, Egyptian and classical culture, history or spirituality.
Some vague inkling of it has always for that matter underlain the no-
tion of styfe and we shall not be forcing but merely clearing and deepen-
ing that word il we speak of the religions, intellectual, political or social
style of a Culture¥”, Apart from the Naturalism in the analogy between
Culture and biological (natural event) growth that goes with Spengler,
this point made by him leads to one of the most valuable clarifications,
and points out that the inquiry into the Cultural phenomena is oriented
towards the discovery of the ‘form” or style and ways the things have in
the flux of events. Kroeber speaks of the ‘fundament:| patterns charac-

4, Paul Legitie quoted from P. Sorokin's ‘Social Philosophies of an Age of
Crisis’ pp. 15. A&C Black Lid,, Bosien.
*_ ie. Cultures.

2% Decline of the West: Pp 104,
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teristic™ of a culture continuously preserved in the changing social
system. Consequently. the field of culture does not imply a reference o
the contents of reality but 1o the forms of reality. Ini this search Platonism
is already implicd. Hence the Superiority of the Spenglarian term ‘style’.
Charles G. Shaw comments*“...... the Spenglarian idea of style is so
unusval and so illuminating that it may receive the stress of another
paragraph. ‘Style’ says Spengler ‘is not what the shallow Semper, the
worthy contemporary of Darwin and Materialism, supposed it to be,
the product of material, technique and purpose. It is the very opposite
of this, something inaccessible to art reason, a revelation of the meta-
physical order, mysterious ‘must’a destiny™”, It is a destiny and a must,
because in the unrepetitive it is repetitive; in the perishable, it is abiding,
in the new it is the old; in the unprecedented it is the precedence;
in the uniyue emergence it is familiar profile; anc in the novel accumu-
Jation, it is recurrent crystallization. Its incessant cultivation in the stream
of becoming constitutes the permanent life of culture right now in the
cphemeral context of Nature. Corresponding to every natural eventr—
and note that fram physical to phychie, social and spiritual all events
are natwral—there is an immediately applicable particular “pattern’,
but it signifies the Universal Pattern or General Style, and the term Cultire
denotes the entire class of these patterns. They are counterpart of the
sensuous ideas of the Platonic system, most rudimentary and opaque Expres-
sions of the Ultimate Form. The natural processes by adopting them
are formulated as the Cultural system.

Xmr

World of nature in its immediate flow is a living process of passing
forms. Little fucts and their aggregates spring from its lorward drive;
many forms are made and undone in its thrust into the future. This is
the nateral origin of lorms; poor Samper, biologist Darwin and mareria-
list Marx are not altogether wrong in their percepiion of the forms as
ountcome of natural forces governed by the laws of composition. But,
these very ‘forms™ are sign-bearing. Consequently, the logic of analysis,
the one that breaks every Gestall 1o its causal components, is suspended.
New logic comes into force, the logic of Culture. This logic picks up simi-
Jarities and fits them into similarities of higher levels till all events are
fitted into the ultimate ‘similarity’. The same old inductive logic of Aristo~
tle is the logic of Cultural conseiousness not the modern logic of scientific

%, ‘Configuration of Cultural Growth’ 1944,
28, Trends of Civilization and Culture; P 644-1932
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analysis®® which studies structures. From the particular, the Aristotlean
logic moves to the general. It does not see the structure of things but the
Jorm (of the form) of things. Never made to grasp the constitution of
events, it altends to their forms. The events signify the form, in the course
of their becoming.

Two distinot laws: the laws of structure and the laws of culture
define the bipolarization of the Universe. The ‘World-forms' under the
laws of structure are one set of entities and under the laws of Culture,
another.

'Style’ designates the ultimate ‘similarity’ which operates univer-
sally in the whcle course of the events. Consequently, it is Central
Category of Organization under the second set of laws.

‘Principle of Uniformity’, cornerstone of the inductive logic, has
nothing to do with the constitution of events. It cannot grasp the structural
processes in their becoming. It is a Cultural principle: and criterion
of selection of the Cultural data.

The Logic of analysis, of experimentation is the technique of
structural analysis. It is this logic, we use in Science, whose main object
is not to discover uniformities, but to discover the inner composition
of the events, entities, and things of the world. Its basic concepts are
therefore ‘cnergy’, ‘interaction’, ‘collision’, equillibria and ‘tension’, etc.

The logic of ascription of a predicate to a subject, the movement of
consciousness in Aristotlean Methodology as an activity positsa con-
tentinto a form. It is thus fundamentally an activity akin to Cultural
Reason. The most ingenious plan of the nature of its formulation as it
maybecalled is propounded in the Critique of Pure Reason, which was
claimed by its illustrious author to be a general philosophy of what we
call science. This masterpiece, however, simply traces out the modes of
Cultural thinking. It is this thinking or Process of intellection which in
all essential is a synthesizing activity, and produces uniformity of the
experience, which in its process is regenerated inte the unity of an all-
comprehensive formal system, and discloses. ultimately, one law. one
order and onc¢ universal predication.

Many philosophers ol culture are prone to denote this Universal
by the word ‘Idea’, This word, liowever, cannot be taken in its subjec-
tive meanings i.e., equivalent to borne in mind or held in mind. 1t is
unconditionally an objective presentation before consciousness; and
every cultural product is apprehended through its mediation. Its imme-
diate grasp in the entities given in the empirical field of consciousness
may be known as Induction in the Aristotlean sense of the term; and

80 Used in Physics, Chemistry, Biology, ete.
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its immediate application on the objectivity &¢s formulation in the
Kantian sense.

The formulated objective experience witnesses its being as Such
and consltitutes its sign-system. Cultural system comprises of the sign-
system that exhibits the ‘Idea’ not only in the totality but also in each of
its partial presentation, AN the presentations before their formulation
insign-system are natural evenis; and with their formulation their natural-
ness is not divulged but subswmed in a new determination. Their structural
laws are not modified but are conserved 10 bear ithe insignia. Composi-
tional determinations are integrated with the ‘reflective’ or formulational
determinations. The basic distinction, we have maintained, between
the laws of structure and the laws of Culture remains untampered
with; and it is one of the most primitive distinction which should be
consciously maintained by every investigator who takes upon himself
to explore the field of culture.

XV

Anthropology as the science of Culture operates in a unique order
of cxistence which is sharply distinguished from Nature. It discovers
cultural laws rather than natural laws. Tts epistemological procedure
is inductive, and ultimately it is a descriptive science. Sociology, on the
other hand, is a Natural Science: its method is that of the natural science;
it discovers the laws of composition. It studies the dynamics of Society
in the pure category of transaction and field force, vectors and equilli-
bria.

These two modes of inquiry: One Cultural and the Other Natural
are integral elements of Social inquiry, founded on the philosophy of
self.

The social experience by itself is unable to suggest the articulz tion
it receives on the basis of the idea of Nature or that of Culture, Pure
Form of Sociation, therefore, is free, in its own presentativeness, fiom
being perceived as a Natural phenomenon or as a Cultural Reality.
When the cognitive Intention gives a push to it on Natural mode of
Reality, it becomesa Sociological Perception, but when the Intention
moves it on the basis of the Cultural mode of Reality, it becomes an
Anthropological Perception. Both of these Perceptions unfold different
kinds of Logic, and therefore Sociological Experience is differentiated
from the Cultural Experience,
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The readers are requested to heip us by sending to the Editor,
Egbal Review, in the form of notes written in Urdu or English
whatever they know about the Allama personally or through
their friends and relatives. OCriginal letters and manuscripts
of Igbal, facsimiles of his writings and cepies of his photographs
will be most welcome.




