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of an expression, nor is the speaker always conscicusly aware of
the purpose of his uterance. But when we reflect on lrow we use
our ianguage i becomes hard not to recognise the important
-vole played by purposes and stil harder to explain our linguistic
behaviour without referring to them. The importance of purposes
is overlooked because many of ocur expressions have become, in
usage, stapdardised vehicles for certain purposes. When anyone
iz pormal circumstances makes the factual statement ‘Nehru was
the Prime Minister of India’, his purpose is to convey informa-
tion about Nehru, or India, or both. When we bave before us
such sentences which are in standard usage almost always used
for a particular purpose, we take it for granted that they are used
in this or that way and do not care ot need to iook to the pur-
pose invelved. In all such cases purposes are there, but they are
so commen, or habitual, that we do not nzed o take note of
them explicitly. Fhere are also some occasions when we uiter
something only to let off steam. One may say that no purpose
is involved in the use of such utterances. I do pot want to deny
this fact, but would say that these utterances are not made for
communication. They are on the level of physical sighs or groans;
they arc not on the proper linguistic level about which { am
tatking. T have been talking all along about janguage ds used in
Jhuman communication; the role purposes play in the various
uses we make of it cannot be denied.,

e pitnsr b et

GOD HAS NO PLACE IN MY
PHILOSOPHY '

C. KUNHAN RAJA

o ME the world is what I know or at least what [ can pos?.ibiy
ﬁmow. Te say that there is an objective world absolutely inde-
pendent of me is 8 contradiction in terms. When I say that there
is a world, it presupposes that the world is knowa to me. It may
not be a full knowledge and a final knowledge of the entire facts
in the world. Such a knowledge is what is to be designated
*Omniscienee’. The question has to be considered whether t%ﬁ‘:l:ﬂ
is a factor called ‘Omniscience’. in every knewiedgf: t_‘here:‘ is
shining, a part of the universe in a partial way. There 18 pothing
in the universe that is absolutely beyond the scope of knowledge.
There was no condilion when the paris of the world were aot
known, when there was no knowledge to comprchend the parts
of the world,

In the same way there cannot bea knowledge in an absolute
siate, in itself, without an object to be compreimlnded in ti}at
knowledge, There is a knowledge because there s solnethlzig
that is known. Everything is not always being known. There 1
knowledge sometimes, and sometimes the same thing does not
come within the scope of that knowledge. That means ihlat there
is g process known as knowing, the process of bringiﬁg into the
séopc of that knowledge whai was not within the scope of that

* knowledge and leaving off what was within that scope after some

time. The thing remains within the scope of a knowledge C{niy 80
tong as the process of knowing continues, A process requires an
agent, an intelligent agent. ‘
Thus there are four elements that are self-evident in our iife-
experience. They are the object, the subject, the knowledge and
the process of knowing. The guestion arises whether they are
four distinct elements that come into mutual combination and {
or that gct themselves separated. It is to be understood that
243
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man has no experience of any of the four factors being separated
from the others. The four elements as a unity is what is experi-
enced. Every one feels that he, as the agent of {he knowing
process, continues whilé the process and the knowledge and the
object known change. But there is no knower without a process
of knowing and a knowledge and an object that is known. To
this extent there is a change cven in the knower; at one time it
is the knower of one object, as the agent of a particular knowing
process, as the seat of & particular knowledge and at the other
time it is the knower of another object. The permanence felt in
the matter of the knower is no more valid than the permanency
of the object too. An obiect remains while its knower changes.
A particular process continues while the agency for that process
changes. A particular piece of knowledge continues while its
iovus as the knower changes.

On account of the very intimate and indissoluble nature of

the combination amoeng the four elements, what one can postu.
late is that all the four together become 2 fact in the universe;
not one of them is a fact independently and separated from the
others. The facts of the universe are the combinations of an
agent, a process, an effect and an object. There are other such
combinations too that are indissoluble. Take the object of 2
- knowledge. A thing is known as something in a state of move-
ment and change and in a ceriain aspect. Thus some activity and
some attribute are indissoluble from the combination that we
cali an object in our knowledge. - If we look at arose, it has a
colour, a smelf and a form and so on; it has also some change
in it and also some movement in it. At least there is the change
in time ; what was before is stifl there. There is a growth which
is in the form of a movement. The object of our knowledge s
not any one of the three factors; it is a combination of all the
three. ) :

A thing is there in the universe only as known to us. There is
noihing in itself independent of a knowledge. When we analyse
our cxperience we find that there is pothing in the universe as
an independent fact and that everything in the universe is relat-
ed to somsthing else from which it cannot be dissoived. Yet

o
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when we do not make such an analysis, it is our experience that
there is this distinction between the knower, the subject, and
the object that is known. We keep the two separate and we keep
their atiributes foo separate, For example when we see a rose,
there is no rose independent of cur knowledge; vet we never
confuse the rose with ourselves or its cojour and its shape and
ks smell as belonging to us who see the rose; nor do we attri_
bute to the rose the joy that we have when we smeli the rose or
appreciate its beantiful form and colour, In this way our expe-
rience does not vield {o us the entire fact about what we expe-
rience, It is a further analysis of the experience that yield
details not known in the act of knowing 2 thing,

But there is no uniform method of such an analysis and the
results of such an analysis are not also uniform in the case of
the different persons who have attempted such an analysis to
know the real facts in the experiences. But I think that there is
some agreement on ceriain points in the matter of such an
analysis of the experience of man. There is postulaled a dualism
between the subject, the agent, that experiences and the object,

_ the matter, that is experienced. Life is associated with the agent

that experiences, and the material object that is experienced is
accepted as in itself lifeless dead. The world is primarily divided
into two constituent factors, the life and the matter. But there
is no sort of agreement in the case of the relation of the two.
In modern science, matter is dead by its very nature, and it
evolves, and a phenomenon. ¢alled *life” appears in the course of
such an evolution. Matter is primary and carlier, and life is
secondary and later. There must have been a stage when there

‘was no change, no evolution, in matter, and matter was uniform

and in a static state. Then evolution started, and there arose
the diversified world, {tis in the course of this diversification
that the factor named ‘life’ also made its appearance in the
dead matter, and the result was the production of a certain type
of matter now known as the ‘cells’. The condition in which the
‘celis” made their appearance in the course of evelution, has
vanished and will aot, at least may not, reappear. It is those
primary cells, cells producing new cells that continue 4ife’. But
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neo new cell produced can be independent of another cell.

That dead matter acquired life is a theory that is found in
mos{ of the ancient patterns of thought. But how did this first
change, the change of dead matter into living matter, occur?
Here again there is a great difference of opinion among the
various thinkets the world has known. The presen{ theory seems
{0 be that there is a natural force in the dead matter and that
there is alse & natural law, and that on account of this natural
force in matter and according {o the natural law, evoluiion staris

“and proceeds, There is the theory of a ‘Primary Aiom’ which

burst and which expanded into the present workl, and it is still
expanding. There is also the theory that the whele of the world
cannot be traced back o a single ‘Atom Point’; the world has
to be considered as in a state of continuous change, Evelution
did not start at a single poini, it slaried in a vast area. These
two theories are according to the principle of the world having
evolved from the pfimary, dead matter. There is another theory,
according to which the dead matter is jtsell an evolute and is
not primary in its nature ; it evolved from ‘Electro-magnetism’,
Tf what is primary is a pre-material, electro-magnetic field, then
what is'called matter is an evolution from this primary, pre-
matter field. But in the secoad theory, we are sinply goingas
siep farther than the position taken up in the theory that the
world evolved from dead matter, that the world of diversifica-

tion is a product of the dead matier of uniformity. 1 starf on

the postulate that the world that we experience staried from the
pniform, dead matier. What { have 1o say on this point wiil be
applicable 1o the theory of matter itself being & product from
the eleciro-magnetic field. The point that ¥ discuss is just this:
How did the first slir come into the uniform dead matier {0
evolve and to change and to get diversified.

The answer given is that there is a force in the dead matier
and that this force set the dead, motioniess, unchanging matter
inte a state of motiion and change and also into a siate of living
matter. Now, the question has to be considered what this patural
force in dead matier is which started the motion and change in
the dead matter. Was it always in dead matter or did not come

i g
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dnto matter at a certain stage ? If it had been there, why should
there be a beginning and why did not the change and motion set
out even in an earlier stage? Reason demands that the change
and the motion had been there without a beginning. 1f there is
@ beginning, what is it that determines that beginning ? Why did
the force operate only at that particular stage and not sarlier ?
I the force came into matter at a certain stage and if evolution
started at the stage, where was that force before ? Whence did it
oome and why and how ? If the force had been ever there and if
its operation started omly at that stage, what is it thaé déter-
mines (hat stage 7 Did such a determinant appear at a certain
stage and did the evolution start on account of the appearance
of that determinant? Where was that determinant prior and
whence and how and why did it appear at that particular stage ?
in this way, it is difficuit to satisfy reason with a theory of a
start for the evolution. Theology asserts that (jod created the
world and that there was a stage when there was no world
and no life in the world, The present scientific theory of a first
start for the evolution is only an acceptance of the theory of
Creation by God, eliminating God from that theory. It is neither

rationalisiic science nor rationalistic philosophy. If we accept a

beginning, then we must explain the cause of the beginning at
that special moment, If God js that cause, then God cannot be
questioned ; it is His Will. Now if such a God is eliminated and
if a natural cause is postulated then we must have an explanation.
We cannot say, ‘1t is the will of Nature’, Nature, being dead,
has o will, : :
When the dead matter starts on its course of evolution and
when there is the production of organic matter, the celis, then
what is the difference that is brought about in the dead matter
when it becomes living matter? The characteristic of living
matter is that there js movement and there is growth from
within itself, without that matter having to depend on another
agency for its growth and its motion. We can make a plant with
paper and it can have all the features of a plant in appearange ;
it can have branches and leaves and flowers and froits. But
there is no life in that plant; the branches and the lsaves and
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the flowers and the fruits did not grow and they will not fade
away also. That scheme of paper became a plant through the
activity of an organism, of aliving matter io the form of the
maker of that paper plant. But if a seed is put on the ground
that seed grows into a plant, grows branches and flowers and
fruits, and in course of time there is also decay in it by its very
nature, .

The umpire in a foot-ball match or i a hockey mateh can
place the ball in the proper position in the play-field. But that

ball will not start rolling until the players give it a kick or a hit.

But a bird can fly without an urge from another body and an
animal can run and a map can walk, in the same way because,
there is life in the bird and in the animal and in the man. There
may be diiferences in the matier of the quantity and guality of
the force found in a living matter. Thus a plani cannot move
from its position while an animal can. An animal cannot change
its environmeni while 2 man can. Butan animal and man cannoi
continue to grow and to move, cannot continue fo live, if certain
parts are cut off, while a tree can. The tree can continue its life
in one part while another part is cut off, and an injury done to
one part is not felt by the other parts. But if in the case of an
animal, a fly settles on its body, the tail comes {0 its rescue, and
if a thors pricks a man his hand is there to help him, to pluck
out the thorn. Such differences do not make the living matter diffe-
rent in kind; there is only a difference in gradation in the same
kiand. _
©If it is not Hfe force that started the evolution then what is
it If it is the lfe force that is at the back of evolution, we need

not go in for any agency outside of matter to be accepted as the .

cause for the start of evolution. Lifeforce is in matter, and there
is no matter without the life force. Thus we can explain that the
evolution started from within matier itself, Just as the change
and growth and movement in the organic matter is from within,
the change and the movement in the whole universe is from
within the material world itself. The primary force in matter
which started the course of evolution operates exactly in the
same way in which the life force functions in Hving matter. Why:
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chould we draw a distinction between the primary and the laler
forces that bring about changes and movements in material
bodies from within? ! can understand a difference in gradation,
but nota difference in kind. Just as the later changing and moving:
and evolving matter is the product of the primary, unmoving,
unchanging matter, the life force in the evolved matter is also a
product of the primary force that started the evolution, Just as
matier changes during the course of evolution, in the same way,
the force too changes in its funciion from what it was in its-
primary stage to what it became in its later stage. This will mean -
that what is called iife force in all matier and that ultimately
matter. The difference is only in gradation and not in kind. What
is called inorganic matler is matter in which the life force is so
faint that it cannot be properly detected, and may be ignored.
The force that started the evolution in dead matter and the
force that we calj life force which differentiates dead matier from

- organic meatter in the evolved and diversified matter have the

same function, that is, effecting changes and movements in matter
from within itself without an agent outside of matter. 1see no
rational ground to assume that there is no relation between the
two and that they are entirely differcnt from each other; that the
force that started evolution is primary and abselute and perma-
nent while ife force is an accident that came Jater and that may

come to an end. I can very well accept a position that the func-

tion of the primary, absolute force initsstage as a life force is
4 later phenomenon and may come to a stop. That is another
matter. What I am thinking of is that what appears as life force
in matier in the phenomenal world is an evolution of that same
primary force that set the dead matter in a staie of motion and
change, and is an aspect of that same primary force; it is not a
new factor in the universe, absclutely different from the primary
force, . '

1f Tife is an accident, the position of the scientist will be that
what is called knowledge Is an accident and that science is know-
ledge in an accidental man. The scientist and the science are in this
case both accidents. If matter is absolute and primary, how can

" an accident grasp an absolute? How can we say that primary
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matter was dead, except in so far as in our own knowledge that
matter should be s0? If it is not known to be dead in nature can-
not be dead or it may be otherwise. It is only knowledge imme-
diate that determines its nature, and matter and its nature have
mo reality except as they are known to man. To say that science
is an accident in the universe is g contradiction in terms. We dis-
tinguish a science from a casual knowledge bzcause there is
something that is fundamental and absolute in the nature of

‘what is called science. How do we say that the knowiedge which.

man had at some earlier time that the earth is flat and stationary
was false, casual, not based on the true facts of the universe, and
‘that the knowledge now that the earth is round, turns on its axis
and moves round the sun is correct and scientific, if knowledge
by its very nature is casual? If knowiedge by iiself is casuval, then
a distinction between casual knowledge and scientific knowledge
itself becomes an absurdity, '

Again a scientist understands a fact as scienlifically established
only if the establishment of the fact is in itself scientifically
carried out. The position that ! take up is that intelligence can
understand a fact as containing some order within, only if the
fact is planned and arranged in an intelligent way by an intelli-
gent agent. [t is on account of the distinetion between the plan
and the arrangement haviag been intelligently made that a scien-
tist is able to say that this is scientific and that that is casual, 1f
there is a science and if there is a scientist in the world, then that
requires the position that there was intelligence behind the oti-
ginal start in the process of evolution in the world. Why should
it have started, why should it have started along a certain line?
Evolution is not mere change and movement, It is change and
movement of the nature of a progression. A progression requires
a destination and a method. Without inteiligence there is no pos-
sibility of fixing a destination and a method, the very fact that
we call the change and movement in the universe by the term
‘Hvolution’ also demands an intelligence at the start and during
the course of such changes and movements. A satisfactory posi-
tion can be recognised only in the acceptance that what we call
life or-intelligence in the evolved world is the same fact in kind
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which was at the back of the start and course of the evolution.
A life-function in the evolved world may be different fzt.om the
primary function of the intelligence, just as the moving and
changing matter is different from the primary matter lzhat star?-
ed in the course of evolution. What I want in my phzloso.?hy is
that both matter and life are primary and fundamental in the
URIVerse. o _

is there a dualism betwesn the primary maiter and the primary.
intelligence? Or is there only one? If there is only one as funda-
mental and if the other is a prodiict of that one fundamental,
which is the primary and fundamental and which is i‘he product?
1f there is an absolute dualism between matier and life, then the
question again arises why the two came together. T will take up

. this alternative presently. If matter is the absolute and if intellis

gonoe is a product, then the difficuities have been already 51}(?'}\7\?1.‘1.
To produce something from within itself is the characteristic
feature of what we term.intelligence and cannot be a feature of
matier without intelligence. But it is not atall against reason to
assume that there was originally only inteliigence a.nd that mat-
ter was prodaced from thatby itsetf, Inteliigonce i3 cgpal.ﬂe c:ff
such a production of matter from within ifself, Otherwise it
ceases to be inteltigence. The only difficulty is what rﬁ‘lazes ‘to the
origin, why there was no such production earlier. If intelligence
did not produce matter at an earlier stage: then there must be
soﬁze external ground for the intelligence to sigrt ‘that produc-
tion of matier at the stage and not earlier. Fhere is 4 szhool ?f
ihought in India according to which the absolute inteliigence1s
the source from which as the material cause, matier was pro-
duced and by which as agent maiter was produced, , .
A more reasonable stand seems to be that matter and mt‘elll-.
gence are both primary and fundamental, there being ’a'duaﬂsm
in the universe. Here also we have to accept the p‘osmon that
both were together and not separate and that there 1§ RO OCCa-
Sion for them to come together, If they were absoi}ltely ‘separate
and if théy came together, then the cause of such 1.soia£‘10n a‘né
later coalition has to be determined. One position found in Indian
thought is that they were always seperate and they never came
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together too. But matter received a reflection from the primary -

intelligence on itself and the change and movement are the
results of such a reflection. Thus, it is neither dead matter that

evolved nor did inteliigence function as an agent. It is the

reflection of the primary intelligence that functions as an agent
in the evolved world; the intelligence in the agenis in the
phenomenal world is not real inteiligence, but oaly a reflection
of itin the dead matter, It requiresa postulation of the existence
of a certain aspect in dead malter that can reflect intelligence.
There is a fundamenial difference boiween the force that isat the
back of evolution and the force that functions as life-force in
the world. We can as well equate the aspect of dead matter
which is capable of reflecting pure intelligence and intelligence
itself. But the position taken up is one which starts and conducts
the evolution in neither dead matter nor intelligence ; it is dead
matter becoming inteliigent through the proximity of intelligence.
Evolution is from within matter and there is no need for a God
or ény such external agent 10 start change and movement in the
matter. The only unsatisfactory part in this position is that what
is only apparently intelligent functions as if it were really
Jintelligent in itseif. The only way in which the difficulty can be
overcome is to say that what matter has got is not the mere
reflection of intelligence from an extrancous source, but that
matter is in itself inteliigent,
* If there is such an intelligence in matter itself, then, prior to

diversification, that intelligence must have had a universal cha-

racter. It is a universal intelligence which became differentig.
ted when, through its own agency, undifferentiated matier too
became diflerentiated. Does that universal intelligence still
continue in ifs wniversal nature even after its own differentia-
tion? If there isno universal intelligence remaining after diffe-
rentiation, how can there be co-ordination in the function of the
different parts inte which the matter has differentiated ? If there
is still a universalintelligence remaining and if along with it, there
are the differentiated intelligences too, then the question arises
why shounld we not recognise a dualism between the usiversal
intelligence and the individualised intelligences ?

GOD HAS NO PLACE IN MY PHILOSOFHY 253

This is the position taken up by another school of thought in
ancient Indis. According to this school matter was uniform in
appearance, inits primary stage. But the differences were there in
a latent and undetectable condition. In that primary condition,
there was oaly & continuum of material particles which did net
have even spatial extension. The universal intelligence gave a
motion to such particles so that they began to combine and
develop attributes, and the various facts of the world were pro-
duced with features that were common ameong a group of
facts, but different from other such groups. The uniformity of
the primary matier was that there was no common feature
between any two particles, and what happened in the course
of differentiation was that features that were commeon among
a few facts and different from other groups of facts were deve-
joped. Besides matter there were certain entities that were capa-
ble of developing intelligence, bt they did not have any intelii
gence in their absolute state. It was some sort of inscrutabls
factor in them that was also at the back of the start of change
and movement. Ia the course of such change and movement,
the entities too developed infclligence. The univcrsgl inteHi-
gencz too functioned as an agent right through the course of
change and movement in the world.

What is common in ali systems of thought in India is that
change and movement started in matter through the agency of
intelligence, There is another apparent feature common to all
the systems of thought, and that is tha there is no real begin.
ning for the course of change and movement in the world. There.
is no system of thonght that postulates an absolute beginning
to the course of changs and movemesnt in the universe. Though
the entire world of change and movemsnt is without a begin-
ning, a particular curreni of changs and movement may have
a final terminus, yet the whole current is eternal, As for the

sginning, what at best may be meant is that the currents in the
changing and moving world may recede back toa state of static
uniform and may restartin the course of change and movement.
At that termiaus of absolute freedom from change and move-
ment, there must be some agent external to matter to enable
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maiter to restart in the course of change and movement. Life in
matter is in the state of change and movement, and the force in
the state of motionless uniform is not life. It is to explain this
_position that a universal intelligence or an inteiligence cutside,
of matier is postulated. If a combination of particlesis accepted
then there must be an agent fo start the combination which
is in the form of a movement. But if there is no combination
of whati are parts, then there is no need for an external agent,
the change and movement being within matier itself. One
particle is external to another particle and as such for their
écmbina{ion, there is a need for an agent ; but if the whole of
the moving and changing matter is a single unit, there is no

change or movement external to itself. On account of this

difference in the primary postulate, there is a difference in view,
one being that redson requires an’ exiernal agent and the other

béing that reason does not stand in need of such an agent ;} there

is cither Theism or Atheism. : :
But there is another way of looking into the problem. If

matter is always ina state of movement, then reason demands

that there is no exiernal agent; this is rationalistic anti-theism,
What reason proves is that there can be no such-external agent.
If matter is always ina state of change and movement, that
change . and that movement is according to a law within them-
seives : it is only when dead matier starts in the course of change
and movement that we have 1o postulate an intelligence {o
determine the law in such change and movement. . In a dynamic
world, where matter is always changing and moving, an external
intelligence is not needed for the change and movement, The
changing and moving matter is in itsedf intelligence. Intelligent
man does not test the law in the dynamic world with the
standard of his own intelligence; he tests hisown infeliigence with
the law in the intelligent movement and change in the intelligent
matter, :
- There is the intelligent matter; men is only such ap intelligent
matter. Man is dynamic by nature. Man is peither a spirit nor a
mere material complex. Ife is either living matter or hfe in
matter. Life and matter cannot be isolated from each other;
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there is no matter withowt life and no life without matter. there:
may be a difference in the relative ratio of the life aspect and
the matter aspect in the various facts of the universe, the diffe-
rence being in their functional aspects. In some, the life element
functions more prominently and in others the matter aspect may’
be more prominent. All the same, everything is dynamic, with
the matter side, with the movement and change side, and the

intelligent side planning and effecting the change and movement

in the matter. The world is here, was here and will ever remain.
here. There is neither a creation nor a destruction. There is
always fuctuation, which is change and movement, Every fact
in the universe contains ihe three elements of 4 maiter: ifs
change and movement and the intelligent planning and execution
of the change and movement, We cannot isolate any one of”
the three sides from the others. I want no God. The worid
that I have presented above satisfies all my intelicetual needs.
I there is an outside agency for matter 1o come into existence-
and to function in the universe and if God be that agency, then
more difficulties are produced for the intellect than the diffi-

citlties solved, if at all God solves any difficuities of the inteliect.

There are two views regarding God’s agency in the matter of”
the facts in the world baving come into existence. There is an
Indian view that God created the phenomenal world from within.

himself as the material cause and by himself as the agent.

God must be infinite and omniscient and omuipotent, if it is to-
be a God, I cannot undersiand how an omniscient, omnipotent,.
infinite God could create from within himself what is finite,
Hinited in knowledge and limited in power. Are such limitations-
within God ? Then there is no God.  Did he create it ? Whence
could it be and why? How can limitations come out of some-
thing that has no limitations 7 Aad is there any source outside
of God whence such a Himitation could have come into what is
produced oui of the unlimited ¥ Then there was already some-.
thing in the universe besides God, not created by God. Why-
should we say that God created the world 7 The Universe could
be there already like those limitations. The world of limitations.
could not have come from God nor through God's-agency,
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If God crcated the world through his own agency, from
nothing, then why did he creats what was full of limitations ?
And God must be all-mercy. Why did bhe create s limited
‘world in which many of the fimitations function as evil and
suffering? If God is all-merciful his business is to alleviate
evil and suffering and not to create suffering through evil. 1f it
‘be argued that Geod created evil and suffering so that he could
help hamanity to find the way out, the more rational position
would have been that he did not create them at all.  There is
no meaning in kicking a man down on the road and then helping
"him ¢ stand on his own legs. Evil and suffering in a world
-created by the all-merciful God is a logical impossibility. The
‘position may be that Ged did not create evil and suffering,
“that he created a good world of happiness, and that man, after
‘his creation, produced evil and suffering through his own
misiake ; then God helps man to get out of the suffering whicl
‘man has created by himsclf, This does not at all improve the
‘position, Why did God create the man of imparfection in such
.a way that his imperfection would enable him tocreate evil, and
suffering through such an evil ? God with the attributes which
.alone entitle him to be a God, and {he creation of such a world
.are icompatible,

The only other position that Lean think of is that God i
-actually here and that there is no meaning in applying intellect
.and logicto what is here as a fact. s there really a God, or is

it only a beHef that there is a God ? We must understand that a
“helief in God did not origin‘ate in man an account of the nature
of man’s inteliectual bering. God was trust on man by conque-
rors and empire buiiders to maintain their position as conquerors
.and empire builders. They had the co-operation of some peopie
with intellect in this ¢fort, and such associates of conqueross
.and empire bailders are the priests. If the credulous peeple
.ar¢ told that corresponding to the emperor within his empire,
there is anpther Power in the whele world and that power is
-God, then the ordinary people are likely fo attach gome super-
natural clement in the person and authority of the emperor.
:Some teachers alse come up as messengers of that God, Religion
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did not originate from the suparstition of the ordinary prople s
it came from the ambition of conquerors.

Ta different countries different emperors set up different
messengers of God ; the God also thus became many, each God
being the object of worship for a separate empire, and also the
agent {o send a separate messenger. The emperors and the
priests arrogated to themselves the august position of being the
guardians of God, the custodians of his religion and the defen-
ders of his law; they rewarded and punished people in the
name of God. Every such emperor claimed that his own God
and the messenger of his own God were alone really a God and
a messenger of God.  Thus, God, installed as the creator of the
world and of humanity and the protector of humanity became
the cause for conflict and destruction among humanity.  Man
has suffered far more in the name of God and his messenger
and his religion than through all the other causzs out together
like diseases, wars and aberrations of Nature like fire and
floods. Religions did not unite; religions got split up into sects
and became causes for feuds and sufferings. If such are the
Gods who are guarding human happiness, such Gods shouid be
pulled down from their position. Fortunately all that is wanted
is only to pull down the beliefs about Gods from man’s mind.
There is no God in the world to be pulled down. The misfor-
iune of humanity has been that while the emperors vanished,
the Gods installed by them continue to create suffering among
men, Man will certainly be happicr if he is relieved of the malady
of belief in God. :

It cannot also be maintained that belief and faith in God have
made man nobler. That is not our experience. ¥ a man with
belief in God is also found o be a man of noble character, itis
70t on gccount of such belief that he has a noble character, it
is in spite of his belief in God. It cannot also bz maintained
that man is bad without a beliel ia God. Among them who
openly deny God and refuse to surrender to him, there are
individuals who are far nobler in character than the best among
those who have faith in God. God is not wanted for moral life
in the world among humanity ; God has been a danger for moral
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