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1ivis k’mi.m._‘h" 1 in the saiing and dependant on Hany exlstenTial

: e B LL
fagtors wadeh wuld esgude gy syatougtlisatlion. e hears
of the satter bore 48 Bot & srsten but "yaslteriue®™ fu the
Fadline penge; and oply God the Yathey bhas the clus ™ e
“Jaoyncent® of llg divine Wikonomy®™ with manhind, "ieal
and twe philoscphy 1s never o systmatic and closed body
of dostyine, and this iz cven more Cwmie of Beologys The
theologian's real theologlos) messagze to bis fellowebeings
is s wols 1ife, frvow which bis writings, of oourse, must
not be excluled,

Hgnge wiat gives this book o deeper unity is e
feat that 1% 48 an expression of the muthor's serious attenpt
at sxistential incsmmation, It may be that the Infrae-uystos
satic gathesis of a part of his own 1ife which appears in
e proset essays will be of soue assistance in the “adifie
cathon® of Bia—Sottowheing, OWL g lhe WWM

B

Xxx

e centysl 1des which inspires these osaays and
which will ecerge hers and thevre, wiihouti Deing woried out
sxplicitly, ovuld be omdaneed in one elnple words xiat.
dg 4o not maan that J&ﬂatum iden, Wt that the tme
1des of Christ is the elbAueiids Uirest Mnding sad giving
meaing to the following esssys. Heore we to unfeld that
idea in a few very omdensed sentenses, w‘ 4 epualk
about the divine, and bunan natnres of M!;t, all in one,

abouts his absoluteness, in wvhos and fvom whop everything




o Do

hat 1g subsists and has 1ts deing. Salns i A hxistochany.

alse whore He is unimow and even ignoved. @ '-,)ﬁ;-;a-m spealk
asout this wnigie nile Sediator Wi relates God with the
worid, the Srindty with those whic partate in its bife and
selngy Sedng with beings, the just vith the sinper, the belie-
ver with the ubebeliever, natter with spirit, hmistianity
with all ieliglone, an with his sultures. “he auoounter
of s Vhristian individual, colleotivity or culture with its
nonechriotion counterpart carries with 1t this wonderfuleand
7ot dangsmusechallenges “ither ‘hirist becomes for vou the
ool and foundation of the understanding and of loving of

the other and this will lead you %o wden snd decpen further
your intelligence and love of ‘hrist, or your Uhristisn faith

irops out, belng ecnscicusly rejected or uncciseiously abanw
doned through the atyoply of one of its DNuudemental Vaisons

d'etre,

The present studies have been arranged in thm—n)s

paris,

“he Qxgk part deals with some aspests of sSnduim.
Az already stated we do not taohle Mnduis systecatically,
por shall ve glive an ascount of 1%s oein tenetsi we shall

sliply oonsider gome particular problems that may give us {
4 partial, but correst idea of the world of Hindulem, Only

oo of et pecple nake a caricature of an ap.;@&;?/ dootying,
philoscphy or party and suecunb to the tenpiacion aﬁgaking
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To write a book, in a sense,
is to stop living. Life is again responsible for the delay
in publishing these essays. Minor corrections and some

adjustements have been done in the meantime.

R. P.

Rome, Easter, 1962
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SOMZ PHENOMENOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF HINDU SPIRITUALITY TO-DAY

a—

HRelisiogitos custodied
¢t justificobitur cor®

Eeeli.,T,18
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I N TR -¢P 1shie? LI o G

In the verld there is anxiety about the future
of Religien, nct only because it ~ppenrs to be mennced from

-

outsicde, but 2lso because it seecms jeoperdized from within.
Creceds do no longer have the protection of the wolls of a
town Or the weapens of ~n cmpire. Wanile mutunl influcnce
~mong ReligiQns increnses the tension between purity

ond comprehension, orthodoxy and tcleronce, scnctity and ca-
thalicity beccme only ton ~bvious. In this meeting of Re-
ligions, Theology and Philosophy have the last word, ot
le~st in the thegretical spherc, but Phg@ﬂmenclogy comes
first - . in order that we may know what fve nre discussing.
Thus, the purpose -f the prcsent chapter is clearly limited

by its rather unattr-ctive titlo.@}

l.- Phen-mennlogy

A phenomenclogicnl study must have o cortain scienti-
fic sovriety , not only in its style, but 2lsc in its stnte-

‘mente, so much so that it frrbe~rs from drawing any conclu-

si-ns. It seeks only tc furnish moterinl for philosophicol
analysis and theclogical speculntion, but Phenomenology ns
such is not committed to thems. ‘

d
The phenomenologie/method in sueh subjeets is nlso very

2 O ey

unpretentious ond difficult. It is the grlden mean hetween the
superficial expericnces c¢f the trurist, the journolist -~nd

the enquiry-minded investigat r on the one h~nd, nnd the dcep
studies of the philosopher and the schirlar -n the other. Its
proper methnod is neither the enquiry, thﬁt destroys sponton-
eity and gpoils frcts by medintising thom, ncr is it the

theoretical study £ the ideas, the bcoks ond the 5 UrCes,

© -Q AUV DAL Al de I—t% )“....z -:...’:l I‘“M u}LJ = CIMWTQP .H)W
A, 4 Mokl (10-X- (357
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which should not be ¢ nfused with the direcct oPservaticon

of the raw incongruities ~f sociclogical frets. This methed

reliesonthein-sight gnif:d by o specific kind of ( phenome -

nological) observation, by living with the pecple, being

one with them nnd yet detached from them at the same time,solely

e Amln

o L
L0 wle

purposcs of the sociclogical study.

Our problem, however, is nct how to describe the phe-~

nomenclogical method in religious-sociclogical prcoblems, but
how to apply it. The results will sperk for themselves. We

have

‘nly to find suitable formulee for what everybndy is

capable of discovering for himself.

2.""

vast

for such critics, not a Religion but & bundle of

Hinduism

It hags often been said that Hinduism is so vasue or so
¢r s0 manifeld that it ennnot be defined. Hinduism is,

e

ligicns from the most "primitive" animism down to the m-st

abstract advaitism.lt all depends, of course on wkat vwe ex-—

pect

we

a religion t> be. But putting nominal discussions .aside
note from the very beginning two importont fe~tures

Al Hinduism,

n)—

b)-

Hinduism is that religion which connot be de-fincd be-
couse it has not limits in which it could be circum-
scribed. It has nc specific dogmas, no particulanr rec-
tuals, no proper crganizntion, Dven the m-st basic
icdens like God, mosa, korma, dharma cnn be interpreted
in very different ways. In fact, therec wruld be utter
confusion if we frrget the second fenture which gives
meoaning to the first -ne.

Hinduism is not nn idea, nnd thus does not need - be
& coherent iden. It is not o dectrine and so it is not
committed to one. The very nome ¢f Hinduism is alien ¢
it and obscurcs its real nature. A real Hindu will
hordly call himself o Hindu., He will say: I have been

call d a Hindu by those who wanted t° distinsuish
themselves from me. It was the Muslim who first crlled




me o Hindu, meaning by that o non-Muslim. Christions
nlso c2l1l us Hindus to sceparate themselves from us.

The better name for Hinduism is sonatana dhorma, the

imme rsol dharma in the sense ~f that fomous wverse cf
the Mcha-bharata: "That which supports, that which

A

holds +the peoples together, thot is dharma" (Karnn -

parva, LXIX. 59).

This hag a far-reaching-significandge, the disregsnrd of
which hos created unnecess~ry conflicts and suspicilons.
Etomeans, 7 ¢ -, that the orthodox idea. of Hin-
duism points not to an idea, but t» & living reality.
Hincuisnm does not belong t- the realm of essences, but
t5 the sphere of existences. I would even say that it
requires o kind ¢f metancie, a scrt of "conversion'
ond "repentancé' to grasp what the sanntona dhormo
hnlds with regord to its own nature. Even here, ot the
very intr-duction of our subject on unbiansed pheno-

menology proves of so much use.

Hinduism considers itself not s> much as being true,

ag 50 be wmsemmre—— .+ truth in an existentia

woay. At o subsequent stage Hinduism will be seen to .con-

cede thot the truth is embodied in some propositicns

sy = books ©r ... fundoamental attitudes, thouzh pri-

morily Hinduism st-nds for the existentinl path of the

individual n~nd, in ccnsequence, is perscnnl, incommuni-

cable. But we connot remnin long in the purcly exi-

stenticl domain. Ve must utilise concepts olso for ex-

pressing existentin~l renlities, ond moreover our con-

cepts arc never chemiceolly pure, but nre pregnont ith

the mﬁgggg%lof,millcnnia of eulturc. Here lies o twofold
g8 e/

sourée (6= misunderstending: first, we must be aware

that we nre tronslating from the existential field in-

to the realm of essentinl concepts, ond sccondly, we

must not frget that the meaning of thesc cnhncepts

tends to be coloured by »ur own diverse culturnl

backerounds. Thot is an ~thor reassn for the nccessary




"conversion" mentioned befrre in ~rier t~ renlisec

what Hinduism stonds f r. And Hinduism stonds f-r truth
~nd truth ~lone. If s mcthing proves t be truth ~nd is
net yet incorpor-ted in Hincduism (seen ns » way of
life), it will not hesitntefora m-ment to acecept it.

e shall see some exomples later. Hew can o tribesmnan
renlise God ~r reach snlvation except by ‘o, certolin sni-
nistic attitude and id-1 worship? 8~ we find that
Hinduism stand for idelatry. But h'w can a highly
cdeveloped grul aveid discovering that ~11 externnls

~re nly symbols ~f decper renlities ~nd th-t ultimote-
ly the Absclute is bey-nd ~11l n-mes ond forms? STy 0N
the cther hond, Hinduism also st-nds f-r ~bs lute
nirguna-Brahmeny, for » purely tronscendrmnt Gochend de-—
vold of ottributes. ¢ nre not speaking now of a  cer-
tnin eclectic attitude. On the controry, ve -~re mrking
on attenpt to describe » eoncrcete existentinl pesition.
That will explain, by the woy, why Hinduism is cssen-

-

tinlly s°> toleront nnd existentially s» intolerant.

Ve c¢o net have 1 epeclogise -therefore if we é-> neot

comsider any Hindu doctrine in particular, or if we do
nct descpibe the f rms ~f worship of this or that scct.

Of crurse, thesc forms ore very differ nt ~nd also

very interesting, but vwe prefer .ite limit ~ur sﬁud{ﬂ/

centrol nuclcous »f

Hinduism.

It is very instructive to note thnt phonomcnolo-
gy cen fescribe the n~turce ~f Hinduisn either in Hindu

terms or in any other terminology, say, for inst-nce,
in Christianity, Hinduism is simply charma, it clnims
tc be the existentinl coefficicent f esch individunl in
regard to his korma, it is the cntic place f ench men-
ber of the Mysticml B:dy in its growth townrd the full-
ness ~f its beins. Yhether Hinduism is whot it cloims
to . bejor whether it is ablo to fulfil - ite missicn is
another guestion, ~ltogether bey:nd the c-mpetence of

Phenomonolo Y e
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Ye are n t conecernced here it

Religion ~s such, but rother —ith the descripticn of ‘& prr-

‘:- hna+
) ]

ticuleor religious ~ttitude that we call spirituzlity. “e

shift from the cntslosical ~né e gphere £ Religion

-

jeetiwv
to the anthropological ~nd more subjective rcnln of spiri-
e

tunlity. We should like t° cnumer~te somoe bagic mood

o

s me unquesti- ned vnlues, sone underlying presuppositions

f the Hindu rcligsi-us ~ttitucde. Our dcscripticn does nnt
pretend - be exhoustive, but would like to be chorncteris--
tic. e 4 n~t describe Relision or relir~icus values but
rather the ~nthr-pslozicnl ~ttitude ~f Hincus Toweroly: Heae

o]

ligian. Seme £ the fe~turcs here deseribed c~n be f-und

-

LA

i

~lst in other Religiens in Indiec, such ns in Ielnnm
in Christi~nity, for e truch scnmo lnyors ~f the Indi-n
soul itself, ~lthough this is not now ~ur n~in ccncer

4 .~ Tf-r"y

e linit curselves ~lss to the e- ntenporary sccne,
being ceoncerncd not with the frrms »~f reli~ion ~nd reli-
7icus worship ~f anciont tinmcs, but with the situ~ti-n of
the present generntion. In sturtics ~bout Hinduisn, o Aistinc-
tirn is often mnde hetween classicnl ~né highly developed
Hinduism o it is f wnd in the sacred b ~ks ~nd in smrll
sclect  minsrities 4n the ne h-né, ~nd pepular B

Hinduisn ns ih 45 practiscd by the wnmmdn f@lk, cn the
“Tther. That presupposes o previocus conception ~f a hish ~nd
2 low Hinduism which though it may be philogophic~lly true,
has, ns such, little phenomen logicnl basis. ' o may fand o
sinilar division betwecen the "pandit s'" and the Wpoapiohy
but ocven then we Jd0 not @&ssume © that cne form is higher
thon the osther, or that ~ne ce-rresmonds - purc Hincduism
while the vther e rresponds t~ the primitive Relision Act

yet fully absorbed by the £ rmer.

Obvicusly the present conn-t be understood without
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viknowledge of “the past, but on tho sther h-nd histery is

n~t of prime importoance in an phenoncnologsical ~pprorch

ot asvplildlosophics) ondlyeis of ' rilicion the ‘ade~

guate diviegisn would be thot ~f the different sccts ~and

4]
2

vetbteng d religious sechodles. A historienl study woulad

er tc follow the d:uble division of rcgicns ~nd costes
But I think that ~ phen~menclosicnl annlysis works better
under the fllowing sinple schene:

We, find in Indin tocday three kinds of pers:ns;

1- Those who have received scerné ry and in porti-
cular higher eduecation in Universitics end Collezcs. I shoula
like tolenll sbthery with a-bat ~T arony but no 111-will nd

Legg one s dia gnecoraethe- Wonghell f . The Nljdbenatégh,

2= Thrgse who hove recoived the clascical ~nd orthe-
EaxoHintu-formati-n-in nghronsy noths.-din tho dlnp of fami-
lics and sinilcr dnstitution, vhether » net they hove ~lsgo
recelved the-Mhencfibgt of Ugecular iéduentiion, Yeeiuld cnll
then the "easte? of ~the 'Yerthodex", Thoush thie yord by its

e

nony other connotaticns con ~nly be opplied to Hincuisnm in
very relative way, we use it in the way it is cormonly

ugcd in India trday for loeck «f o better expressicn.

3= Thoge i.c¢. the "peipleY, who hnve not received
ony kineé of systematic troining.
Vie shrll examinc c¢och of these groups under three

sub-herdinss.

6.~ Inhcrent limitotisns ©f this study

-

Tc begin with, hewever, three words -f worning ~re

hecessary here in "rder t~ eveluate propcrly the conside-

P




rations

o)«

b)-

e

ag
ge~rch

are

wos roughly 230.000(nce rding +-

> them just

that £-llows:

We ~re not spenking ab ut Indian Culture in ~cnernl.
To describe *t.weshould noed te intr-cduce many cther
values, We ¢d» n~t intend to give o ponormmic visw of

the Culture »f India today. Our purpese, ~s ~lrerdy

- ’ D '.
stated, is ~ humbler one.
Our phencmenologicol descriptions hnve -~ uble reln-

A=
b

tivity. Thot is to say they are not nbsolute, cither
in characterising the group t¢ which they refer, or
In ¢f ecch
group doc not belong exclusively, but.only predoni-

nonGly, B¢

s

W

in themselves, other words, the fe~tures

that group. 4 University man, f-r inston-
te

longs olso B0 o certnin scet, fomily -r ecs
£ Indie,
‘ther fea-

e 4
Anc secnrly,

ce,

and ultimately v Springs - -froithe people So,

individunlly he may be better cdescribed by

tures than by the volues of his group.

ench point ennnyt ba takenm dasbeéing absolutely

A R N g T

prigte to the group t- which it belongs , not even

in itself ~g ~ne being wocomplétely vnliéd, Only

when ccnsidercd os whole they may give the right

o
Cw

1

atn.spheras.,

It is well understood that ghonomenclogy neither draws
Bt
f>r instonce, s mething that sounds rather negntive
not
1.0y tmbegratod in

consequences nor cxncts respoensibilitics. we SOY,

concerning University groduntes, that 7 es meon

thot these foeotors a whole,
the whole man, cannot hrve »r have n 't very

-
s

poesitive

cffects, nd ~gnin it is not meant' that thérstudents
themgelvedror the systems should take the responsibili
ty. f ox s it .

i- The Litorntes

There ~re in India today 34 Universitics,

-

century ~1d (1857). Bosides this, there
lenst 42
character.

~ther institutions of o technicnl -~néd ro--

The number »f University students in 1947

ther statistics 183.000)




~nd in 1956 reached the figure -f 720.000. Thot me~ns an

H
-
o
AY
-~
o

ovVerage fithe 4 tol populstion. Needless 1o

sey this minority is a lerding group nnd, ot ldleost £or the

ipdm ]

present, the destiny -f the c untry /is in its hands.

The coste-system, ~r better, the caste-mentality
is f rotunately - r unfortunately - I would nyt care o de-
cide too hagtily - s~ deep r Hted in Indin that the first
~pservation to make is that this group appenrs nlm-st
caste and undoubtedly 4 forms o "class" by itself of
"educnted" pe~ple. Prceiscely because of this it presconts

a much higher uniformity than in other ¢ untries.

s Up-r-otedness

A g od number ~f the University te-chers ~nd student
prescnt o certain up-r-otednecss which we cnn describe in

its extreme form, though ns such it may seem o caricature.

This type £ mon, teccher “r stbudent, is upr Dlee o
he has been abruptly scvered from the traditionnl
Indian lifc, hns nc histery behind him and has net been able
to identify himself, .in spite f cxternal assimilation, with
the ncw (Wosterﬁﬁ)ﬁulture he has adopted. But thot Culture
ig "learned", it is not re-crecated, cr discovered. Hc him-
self 'is & "lesrned! man ond if he personnlly still mnintains
in his hecxt the sacred fire f his ancestcors he then is
ashomed £ thesec feelings and tries t» wring ~ut 2ll the
supposed superstitions that remnin, together with the
(acec-rding tc him) regrettoble customs - hich hove coused
India to be a ¢d minanted nnd subjugated country f r centurics.
He has broken with the post, with the real gravitating past
in Indisn life t~--day, ~lthough he may feel some pridc =
when laoocking back at the very remecte times nf Indisn grent-—
nesg. ‘To him all this past simply belongs to ~n utopian realn,
useful perhaps as a symbol of poetry and art, but ineffi-
cient as a real fact-r frr the shaping of the present. Like

those stulents educated in a supersaturated religicus at-

mosphere withcut personel participati n ond interest who




think that they have had 'encugh Relisionifor the rest of

£

their lives, ocur typicnal mnn thinks that Indi~ has had

ncugh religicus "inflation' in the phst s~ that now it

is no' longer required ~f him to %akd. onvinterestin Réligion

3

when there are s: meny other urgent tasks t» perf-rm

He is, on the ~ther h-nd, - and thot may save him! -
shallow, that is to-say, trivinl, superficinal, without reasl
intcrest, Or

T o~ better, withhut eligious«consascra-

,_.._
i
o

Y
5]

xLthough he will mcerely say thot he is frce of ra-
lizicus fanaticism in thesec things he studies r with which
2ls. Why should he hnve this kind ~f passicn for the
subject-matter »f his studies r his profession? He is n-t
going t° eliminate his blind beliefs in the supern~tural

~

o 5 o 8 K 9 4 110 S0 1 rap orf anothér. helief.

He stands in o kind of no-man's_1land. He “ces net
nd cann -t belong to the West. He dres n 't even surnmisc
the theoclogical roots »f the Culture he tries te assini-
late. He will not - end very often it is ~n act £ the will -
be icdentificd with the past that is past and ought t~ be
dend. In his best hours he tries t7 look forward to the fu-

ture, but genernlly he woits. H» is in nn expectant mnod.

Religion is, in cinsequence, in the best  f cnses,
°n incividualts i affair. If the individual still fesla
the necessity ofsome kind ~f worship or nf belonging te =
secty et him Join =Tt mey be that it qtl]l gives sone ro-—
lief t2 the individunl, but £ r the building up ~f 4 new
goelety 1t is at least irrelevant if not harmful.

2o New idolatry

The eld Hindu religicn may stilY be of some use f-r
the illiterate masses, “ur group thinks, but it hns t be
substituted by the m dern vnlues of the new w-rld: Democracy
and Science.

The meaning ~f Democracy for these "le~rned"

pecple is very simplc., It hos not the connotations g for the
Viesty o certain socinl struecture arising cubt of the failur




‘T other f rhs of orgonising s society, ... It menns simply

Justice, JL_?L] 1 ng may be ;'_a"_".'l‘ur‘_j_g or more r less necesso by o

_ t0 say the™ ‘
but they have lenst; tolerated o soecinl order that mokes

the reign of Justice f-or everybody dimpossible. The questi-n
abrut God ‘r gods is therefire nct only irrelevant, but
merely relative in CWHPTTiSTh with the abs lute pr blem of
Justice, identified with Democracy. If R-ligion werc mnennt
t> bring man in contnet with the Absclute, the new idol

that now ~rises is Domc cracy, nore ~r less tinged with Nno-

ionalism ond ~ther v-lucs, Demoeracy cannot be questinned, |
it is nbsclute, |

.

If Religicn claimed t5 sive an nnswer +n the mrin
questions of man herc on earth, the new altrr from which
salvation for mankind is going t» come is Science. Even
those who for varicus rens-ns still hold cn t.- tho old Faith
r troditional proctices justify themsclves by saying that

those practices are guite scicntific ~na have a prov-obloe
q I

scicntific f undantion.

It is n 4t quite friy t~ soy that Scicnce is the
new idol, or the new G d, becausc Scicnce /ies not want to
be an idol or ~ God ot all., But Scionce dhes effectively,
v ot Yeast will Ao, what Religion tried %o o = ~nd the

f2ith starts. Science is, thus, not o new Relizion, but
the true Velue for which R-lizion stood in the bast.

The Incdian mind is wise en ugh n-~t be be revolu-
ti‘nary. It is nt a question of fighting ~zrinst R-1lision
or of discrediting it, but o question of patient ~né e
tive substitution. So the old superstitisng will Aie o
themselves, being substituted by a scicntific »utlook in
life. Secience me-ns -~lmost cverything positive, it stnnds

Uicommon
f-r cleanliness as well as frr re~son, It is not t
rend in advertiscments for the m st cemmon products of
cdaily life expressi~ns like +thig: " scientificnlly packed".

30— Criticism

Blind faith hos been shoken off, but the new idels




have not yet renched the firmness and stability f the cla

‘nes. The minde in the Indian Universities are npen to
fair criticism cr, to put it differently, ore glisht—

ly tainted by a certnin scepticism. The Science coming from

he West carries with it -~ heavy burden -f negntive values:
Matcrinlism, Imperialism, mental diseascs, etc. The new idel]
is s8till coarried in processinn, but haos n-ot yct been en-

throned in its niche.

Vihere Religion is congerned, this nttitude le~ds
in Goepticism, which hns as itg congequence o
itu f following the line »f lengt resistnnce.
Bven those who cleim t- be 2theists - more be-
cruse they do not believe in snds than because they deny
Gogd — o not completely reject Religion, but ~re rathor

cautinus in ~ccepting it en hloc Just 28 it ¢ 'mes ‘own t-

them. They show o critical attitude, but on n whole they woula

be disposed t: discuss the appropriateness ~f n purified ~nd
"scientifie" Religion., This Prssible new Religsion ught 5
be, besides, purely spiritunl, ( as ~ renction agningt the
cxcessively incarnated f rms ~f Hindu Religiocsity) nnd utter-
ly individunlistic, the latter characteristic being a re-e-
tion agrinst the e mmunit-orien principle f most ~f the Hindu
sects. They are tired -f Religions, but wuld not c~ndemn

A

Rcligion as such, if such o thing could be found (:r f~undecd),

Smetimes this critical attitude lends them to co
icer Religion at o certnin distance and from outside. And
a8 o consequence they express the convietinn thot Religion as

a.good, °r ot lenst ps o tolerablce thing f-r those who hove

n>t yet reoched the higher stotus ~f Scicnce ~f ~f a hisher
Spirituclity dev-id ~f forms ~nd carthly ties -nd attach-
ments. In ~ther ¢~ rds, Relision crn hnve its place: cither in
a lower stage f humnn Adevel pment, or in the highest lewvel
of purc rcnuncintion. For themsclves it hns but 1ittlec menn-
ing. They "know" too much alreedy. Relizin is not t preciscly
"opium", but the "food", the spiritu~l pobulurr £ the people,

It is "nly that one hos to strive £.r more substanticl diet.
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rmen, the poronts and the chilcdren afterwoards). It is 1~
n°st understoocd ns ~ natural Phasc of his evrluti-n, that

the mrdern university student - in contrast to the nlad Tty pe
broahnacharya - must pass throush that period of Tyreld=

giisity during his studies. ifter nll he reeecives nothing

but sceulsr training. s sy 2 osecul~r ~ttitude fits better for

the time being.

Al The Orthgdnx

It is difficult t~ give n numerie~l seerunt
f the number ~f Hindu religi-us institutions existing today
in-dncia o Tn ony chge they ~re very mony in number, - theus-nde,

inporting the snered te~chincs f Hinduien in :nc form »r

~n-ther. If we suppcse - that in cvery ten villages therc is

2t lenst "ne moth “r ashranm inporting troining - disciples,

we will hove the firure £ 70.000 bulw-rks £ “rthodoxy,.
Rorning ~brut in the country in scarch of perfection = and

f ~d - there nre abut 7.500.000 holy men (s~ndhus), the mere
Presence £ whon

[

s 2t lecst o reminder thot traditionnl
Hincduism is not ot ~11 o matter f the prst, Though not 11
th g¢ snffr n-robed men (rnd s mec w men ~lsc) fulfil the ro-
quircnents -f det~chnent ~nd sonetity proclaimed by their
mnrb ond not 211 of them are pripely initiated into Hinduisn,
very mony - f them psssess o deep knewledge “f their own pPor~
ticul~r religious sect. But conscious orthndaxy is nct limited
T the third ~nd f urth strges f Hindu spiriturlity. M-ny
houscholders, i.2., nony men ~nd wmen living » morricd life
in sceciety ~lso worthy represontotives - F tracitionnl Hin-
duisnm. e¢ ore not concerncd with this class of enlightened

'r c'nsci~us ~rthodoxy. The thers belong 0 ~ur third gr up.
.- Crisis
The ~rthcd 'x Hindu intelligentsia not only reccliscs

thot Hinduism ~s such is uncergring o crisis, but they them-—
3 = 9

selves r~re suffering o~ like crisis in the nost pr found ond

nonifold menning of the w. rd. Crisis @ es n>t sinply nesn
= L




fermentation ~néd much less implies fall, degradntion ~r

=

T
dis~rientation. Cricis menns thnt specinl turning-point in
c n

the life of 2an individusl Eroup: cr s

rality f ways is 2pen, Uic ¢hoice af which depends on the

decision, the power t: nake o judgment, the power o e ol
7 AL (4 7 A

carimination in the nan, or group, or being thet uncergoes the

Though these tw~ crises ~ro closely rcl-ted, we
i

c
leave nside the cventunl erisis ~f Hinduism t- describe only
the prrticulnr ecrisis ~f the f-1llowers ~f tradition~l Hin-
cuism. Hinduism, they soy, hns survived 71l kinds of att-cks
from 11 sides ~nd hns overcome cven grenter dongers thon
the present one. S~ it hrns n thing t5 fe~r. But the pProcess
is new g'ing on in the very minds ~nd hearts -f the best of

ite represcntatives. Hinduism will change ~nd ad~pt itseclf

ct

the new requirements of the times, ns it hns ~lways done.
Mernwhile they feel thot they nre at the cr ssrrads. It mn
be thnt ultimately all is part f - cosmic prhcess in which
non is nothing but an instrument without person=l 1iberty,
but nevertheless that process is c~rried ut, they think, in
and by the ottitude ~f the enlightened minority.

420 this orth-dox flock feels thnt Hinduiem hns to
face the challenge ~f the m-~dern times, and thus beecrme pu-
rified and enriched. What is everlasting and whot is time-
conditicned in Hinduism, whot hes t- be purified, what must
ch~nge ond whht must be preserved by ~ll me-ns, nre pr:iblems
conecerning which there is no un~nimity.

A right wing whuld like te¢ eonserve ~lm st cCvVery-
thing ~s it wns in the -lden times, aond they submit the mo-
dern trends of man -~nd scelety to-day to 2 very shorp cri-
ticism., They want tc 2o back +- the s-urces nnd'purify Hin-
cduism by getting rid of 211 the rust that through tine and +the modern
' eatern impnet hns  ~ccunul-ted upon it. They are maximo-
lists.

A left wing, on the crntrary, ccnsiders the es—
sence <f Hinduism t~ consist in o very few principles ~nd




but ~lse to o new religsious consc] usness.,
In between there i8, -0of ¢ urse, ~n ~lmost complet

Une ~f the cmm~n fentures in this reaoction »Ff
Crthodoxy ond the new vitnlisntion - f Hinduism is the fell-

ing of the c-nflict between Scicnce ~nd Frith ond the effort
to fincé a hermenicus way -~ut. Burnpe of the 1last +two. cen-
turies knows o little ~b ut this, but its expericnce is here
n-t directly utilissd, or ot lenst nly to o very small
degree. It is simply a case ~f a por~llel movement emcrasins

from o similar diolectiénl situstion:

Ve have nlready s~id thnt within Hinduism there
ie ~ kind of universcl claim t beeeming scientific, The
pPrblem starts when we try to give a content t: th-t ~lnost
nagic wird, On the wh-le we cenn say thot "Science" stands
for "Reas: n''. But ~2g2in - therc is o ccnsider-~ble difference
between the ide

Hinduisn.

71l of a "reas-nable" ~nad tht of o Upa jon-1n

A most intercsting process is £ ing »n in this re.-
spect. Summoriging - number f dinleetical tensions ~nd ~f
movenents ~f thought we could put it like this.

On the one hond, in the Infinan cultur~l scene,
"Frith" is disappearing and being rcplaced by "Scicnece". What
the penple h»ld by mere Frith is stignntized as supersti-
tion 2nd blind belief., And Bfuc~tion very -ften is ¢ neidered
n8 the very process 'f giving o Scientific sutlonck in life
nd replaeing o blind, credulcus r-utine., Mecdicine is n~t the
‘nly example here; biclogicrl -nd phaysicnl scionces rs well
28 Philosophy cnn be ineluded in the schenc., Everything in
Hfe, “urcpractices, onr way of life, our idens, even -ur
relizi‘n must be 2t lenst "reasonnble" if Nt e onn ] v
Hinduiem does not shun Reoson, end in fact vielesmes Secience.




The purific-ticon of Hindulsm ~lluded t ~nd coven its
growth, as far as this "historical" concept can be npplicd
Tt Aty dd elogely connee

and the adoption: by the Hindu people of this scientific
vttitude. They try t: sonlve this ¢ nflict between Faith
wnd Reason by saying thot it is only apparent, that is
t° say, that there is no conflict at 2ll, because either
faith i1s o pre-scientific attitude that gives place t
rensonyg or real Raith is but ~nother nome for Reason ~nd
Sciecnce, hat the »1d Hindu soges hoppen 2 hove written
down for the generaticns to come is nothing but pure
"Science" that the vorld now id slowly beginning to discover
vandn,. S0 the elasggical '"samskaras" nre justified as hy-

genic, -rotisnal and scientific,

Real foith is simply Scicence. That is the first
gide of the sntinomy. Very -~ften it looks like the roti-
nnlisntion of everything and hence the very destruection
f Prnith rcsulte. Zither f-ith is real, they say, - ond
then it is Science~ ar else it is a blind belief, oné then
it must be replaced by Science. It would be quite ... "un-
seientifie” to rec gnise n kind of "supern-tural" sphere
where Erith could mave sn its own, unchecked by reascn,
That w.uld be simply superstition or ~n ~bsrlutely gra-
tuitous “nd "dogmotice"™ belief beyond proof or justificn-

TG
But dt would be wrong to think »f m-odern Hin-

duism os o kind of Y"maturalism". It is rather the chrnirary.

his is the ~»ther sidc of the antinomy. The first side wns

]

=}

"

I~

ather the levelling down of "Foith" int» Science. Now

T
they 1ift up "Seience® into E-oith,

According to this view, Science is dincrensing
and beecning o Paith 1if not nebuaglly o kind of ‘Reldizion.
The uneonscious assinilating power f Hinduism is nbscrb-
ing - ~2nd prabably tronsforming - Science. Reason is net
the enemy f God. Reosoh is Gnd. Science is not destroying
Religion. Secience is Religion. And os a natter of fact the




wnrds Science
4
is simply Knowledge,
thot

confliet din

n

~ctunlly
lom sves

~

the

L

a su

anything Lo

suberdinat ta
be the highest ex
this

Viest,

can

nc

Vthether Sel
the

Principle

d from R,

on the
tant bridge-guestinsng th-t

sober phenomenology.

6.~ Phirst -far

~nd
-h(] l :ﬁ.(m
uperi

n though not contradictory

ming "geientific!

»ther
nf non-crntradicti-n are tw-

reli~i~us

is

-

Science
‘i r‘1

Ne,

the

seculoricsed

identitied with
b u + 17
duces

= i

9

A know—

pre rele~se here

2hd gl

ther frm,

4=~

G tural
of knowledge
76 s oy 1
thah 1%

Science

-

supernn

e Form

thot

Hind

58 1 B TR

uism ecloime U

and

a

£
A

-
L1t

hi zher

’Iﬂ\.a

srms of Knowledge,
of human life
thaot hos

rks exclu-

and

L L

sS10ns

the some been

"Renson

W

im-- |

would lend us beyond the ficld

Unity

All through

spite nf its richness ~nd vari

monument t~ Unity. Not

pilliar the symbol of Indian Culture.

cruld be inseribed thot

thing s intelligible in so fo
does not

Yeritate, g.21;8.3): ™he Grth-
exception . ToO

of-the religicug attitude of

day.
Pirst of oll

relisicus forms nnd sects,

kept in mind, discrverecd
Hindu

tiplicity.

polytheism, deism, theism, absclutism and also ntheisnm,

well as

:"!

saying
Ve s A i R

rmong the
the underlying unity is
r»r even forged when necessn

Hinduism is considered

gpiritunlity - ~cticn;

S

the the Indisn mind in

bee

nge

ety has o monolithice

without n deep me~ning is the AS-kn

ind, by the way, on it

A Thomns

=09
e

Agquin: "Every-
For he who

4
1id Uoe

onec.

understond the one, understonds nothing" ( De

doxy of our days is nct ‘an

this. This thirst f r Unity is characteristic

he traditional Hindu nmind to-

cnormous variety ~f Hindu
1w
-ry L

ak

ondit will always stress the unity befr-re the nmul-

as one, ‘becouse animism,

ng
=]

of lowve or of knowledge,




cre regorded as being o manifold meonifestation of “ne and

the seme spirit, of one ~nd the same Religion, of one nnd
the seme Truth. A learned Hindu pandit may consider the
followers ~f ~ancther sect somehow wrons, but he dres not

went to "uniformitize" Hinduism, becnuse he thinks that

unity is a2lrendy there,

f

The some attitude is be frund regording other

I | 9

religicns. All ore considered as severnl roads lending to

o
|
+

the some goal, like different rivers flowing inte the srme

sea. Hinduism is so fond of this "eatholicity" theot if it

has t-. criticize other religi~ns, it dres so prec isely be-
couse they do not rec-gnize its stondpeintes intolerant so
t

0 speak of the lack of tolerance of the other "crecds'.

fhotever the judgment of this position may be, this
hermenizing atiitude which smoacks of eclecticism or syn--
cretism is nothing but a longing for synthesis ~nd o desire
for unity. In order to understond this we may recnll what
hos been seid in the Introduction ob ut the existontinl
status of the Indian spirit. It is ineclined to believe thnt
all forms of Hinduism are equal ~nd nll religions the snme

n

but evicdently not with regord to their dretrines ~nd idenc
&

28 they are formulated.: But their identity would lic on n
deeper level to which the severnl religions nre compored.
The rivers are actually different. Only the sca is the sqme
~nd the function the rivers perfrrm is the same; they carry
water from the earth vo the ocenn, Vhristionity by way of
comperison, woeuld agree with the initinl metaphor, pointing
ut only that sometimes rivers d: n»t run inte the sea, but
flow into cother rivers, that rivers sometimes corry nore
thon water, or even thot it may happen thnt some wnter ev--
porates on the way, but that os for as they are really
rivers, all corry the Christian water that flows into the

everlasting cea., But this already transcends phconcomenology.

: The group's religisus attitude

" Do you not fecr thot Hinduism might under~o
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fine =nd deep culture, for Indin still:Mas An unwritto:
l,e. 2 ''spoken” civilisntion., M >reover the ple can
certninly do speck and listen!

e are not going to deseribe the Popular dev-tiocns
ofInfin s in o1 $heiy Sumre L:;Ty, the colourful festivals,
the moving pilgrimn~ges or, far oy % f?eaclﬂ proctices, hut

nly the relisicus ~nthropelosicnl nttitude ~f the People.
The first distinction to be drown is thnt between “he men
nd the women. Man is mon from the very besinning ond

f mrsculine volucs., Weomnn is wo -

ives to embody a sec
nd net only her c-de of law ~nd behoavicur ore feminine,
t ~lsc the gocl she hos in life ~nd the volues she lencs
f r are feminine. There is ~lmost no undiffercnti~ted hum-n
alue. It is cither mnsculine or feminine. Thot is still
to be felt even among the Literctes. Just rocently the Ge-
vernment has rejected the claim of o certnin medicol College
in Delhi to continue exclusively f£or women. (After over thon
£ yvear the decision wns withdrawn), The mcst interesting
psychclogical conclusions c¢-uld be érawn from the Ai
sins. It is the fight betwecen fdeep hun~n instinet still
strongly ro>~ted in the soil of Indin nnd m~dern "Re~s-n"
thoty el dike "Humenityhs "geience!, “Demceracy’, ..
ig neither mnsculine n-r feminine. The values ~f "m~dern"
culture nre s» high and disembodiced or so low nnd mnterinl
that they arc acbove »r below the difference between mon

afad A womaon.

Ve ¢ uld therefore subdivide the three following
volues ceeording to o masculine ~nd a feminine slant. They
heve o manly and a woenmenly side, but for the snke of brevity
ond becnuse ~f the denger »f being misunderst-r~d without
long previous explanations, we ~re not g ing t> pursue
such distincticns but shhll continue <ur description in her-

maphr-ditic terms. The render will ceneily inagine the other

gide ~f the picturec.




a= Telluric ﬂeFartmont

There is almost o e ntrodicticon inv-olved inareak=

ing 'f chthoniec values; they ~re r »ted in the unconscious
~nc the very moment you raise them up t» the level of cons-—
cicusness they fade away like unwashed photographic film.
We -can ~nly. -try to. deseribe externally something that is
happening in the underground -f the soul and ask for under--
stonding from the very roocts ~f nur own noture. Fortun~tely

lec

=~

'

thosc who nre the m~in holders of such .values ~re not »
t3 "read" this paper ~nd be thereby spoilt in their inno-
cence, or in their dircet attitude towords 1life. Hum-n reflec-

ti>n is o double edged sword.

The first and mrst striking vnlue you find &noOng
the people of India (through nct exclusively of Indin) is
this telluriec volue. I mean by this the frllowing:

There is a scber and naked ncceptonce ~f life »g it
is, w8 i% ig theve; and met as it cmlcd he rr'as 1t oughs
tc be, or s it will be (if ve think, if we act mor-lly,
‘r if we work and net to transform our hum~n existenc).
Bxistence is there, humnn life is there. There 2nd no more.
It has been given us and we shnll give it agnin (to others)
'nd give it up (after 2 little while). This existence hns
primarily not to-be thousht over, or orn-mented with cul-
turnl ~nd ultimately acecidentel vilues, but it hs simply to
be lived, 1o be ‘ex-sisted- outstrcched in hope, fenr, love,

suffering, foithiand smeunish,
ey (e

The denger of negative resignation =ond of pure
presivity is only too great., But we are not spenking ~beout
the perils or pogsible abuscs of an attitude, but describing
the situaticn nnd even discovering o tremené- us positive -nd

central value in such « prsition.

The human being is simply there just os a flower
the sen 2nd the sky are therc too. The purpese f creation,
-~ or to aviid this term, the meaning of the w rld is not

thnt I may know the sense on it, but the fact of its very exi-
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stence. If the world has o motnilf-‘; this meaning is not

LTR

. (th~t con be very inf resting cr even im-

pertent for me), but it. The meaning of the world is the

world itself -~nd not my knowledge of that me~nins. It may

be - it is surely so - thnt it weuld be better if T knew ¢
the memines, but it is n 't absslutely cﬁﬁcntiil,5fg bl 2

nct necessary for the full scnse of the life of A bird th-t

it should know its mernins. Men is certa inly an intellectunl

being ~nd s his existence itsclf dem~ncds some intellectu~l
~woreness. But this awnrcness d-es not nccd teo be n reoflee-

tive cnc. And besides, thoere 'is

m

mething such nas n tree
that brings knowledge of good ~nd evil. (The ‘present "theon-
luzgical" discussions of the Wost ~b ut the de stiny of
children without baptism, ¢ uld perhaps dr-w s-mo enlizshten

ing consequeonces from this fact).

"Qunestic mihi foctus sum". I m~de a problem

ut of myself, said the first Occident~l mnn, though ~n
Africon, The f:lk of Indin d» nct ask such A question. "Ln
rosa non o perchene'" said a medievnl Christion mystic. The
rose hns nJﬁhy. It is simply there and 21l the reassns ~ur
nind can discover are neither ultimate, nor central., They
neither explcin nor produce the rosc. They give "nly somlie
explanations of many "“hows", but they do n~t t-uch the
"why'". Any existénce is irreducible. And that is the decp
unconscisus ... (surely not knowledge, nor gcne r~1ly expe-
rience either, ncr properly spenking awarcness), wic must sno
unconsciocus value of the pecple of Indin., It is an under-—
lying Dpresuppesition, it is toking for gromnted that lifo
is o gift that has bcenlgivon t> us without c-nsulting us,
that our existence is . there, ~nd this is what ultimately
natters, the pure existence ~f cur being prior to 211
Whowg', t all ornaments of culturc ~nd civilisntion,

It has ~ften been noted that the Indinn has no
appreéciation .-of neture,nc fecling for the beonuty of the :

messnge of nature. The deep explonaticn lics here. Ho hos

no such sense because he coes net feel the nced fer it,
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being himself n~ture, ~ part ~f it. He hns not the ne-
cessary distonce >r clevntion to see nature under some
external purspoc%ivc, fr m outside. He is ~nother thing
~mong the things of the c-smns. He is not - F reigner,
net o tourist, not o visitor of this world ncither is
the 1ord or master of cre~ticon. He is n paRt f ko hHe
is ~ piece ~f this c'smns. He belongs - ﬁﬁture ns the

e

'rest and the ~nimals ~nd the rivers belong to it.

His religion is ~ cosmic religion ~nd his life

n chthonie life. His nctions ~re not ultim~tely moti.-
voted by his idens, not even by his humnn instincts,
but the telluric frées, by the rhythm ~f the cnrrth,
by the dynamism of the whole orl@ in which he simply
ploys o r-le. I used to feel serndrlized reanding in the
newspapers in bigs letters ~nd with’ér01t tedo,

or three ﬁ§§$££§¢&n some western country ~nd
~nly 2 small n:tice nb ut‘thoAdeﬁthsvf hundreds ~r

scmetimes thousnnds in somc Erstern catagt pphe, ng-rn
The wWealeu DL MALIAY T LR e o (£ o
¢ urse th&s~dis§gggiir wés+mﬁtam&,‘but ﬁno‘finﬁgbln In--
dia that the implied nttitucde ~f these news papors cor-
resprnded unwittingly to o re-~l situaticon. The tellurice
hum-nity of the Enst can nffrd such n loss of lives,
not only as nature can resist -n earthqunke, but ns
7 Pilerim enn unexpectedly find » vehicle ~né re~ch his
7o~l mueh sooner. There is no frustrotion in life if the
scnse of hummn existence.d ¢s n t e nsist in ANy extor-
n~l achievment. The import-nt +thing is t» h-ve livea.

Telluric deportment me-ns, further, meons - -
dircet attitude ;gg'mnc mnin jesues ~f life. There is
knowledge ~b ut the me~ning ~f thingsy of ¢ urse, but
there is no reflection ab-ut the me-ning of the meaning,
no crisis of fnith in the Christirn sensc, no reflecection
abut the possibility ~f chnnge regrrding fund-ment-l

thinss. Just ns physicnl crncer is n "m-cernt® ~ilment,




so olso the rntional eancer is unknown ~mong this "un-

modern” people. If life has ~ purp-se, it hns n purpnse

2nd I have no nced to werry ~bout it. But we now are
~urselves reflecting too much ~b-ut scmething that is
simpler then 211 this.

The telluric vanlue lies in the Unc nseci-us.
The dre~mless stnge in Indi-n Philosophy is supposed t»
be "ne f the higshest becruse then you simply ore, with-
cut being disturbed by d-ins this -r thinking th~t, ~nd
it is preecisely in some such wny thnt the people herec
simply crrry on their nnked existence ~nd Serel.

Religi n, in ¢ nsequence, is necither an nect
f. reflection, nor the fruit »f » c-nscicus decision,
but the notural ~nd spontnne us blooming -f a chthenic
existence., Neither nre the appenls t+ the intellect,
n~r the assent that morals dem~nds ~f the will the most
centrnl part of Rcligion, but this prior dedicatisn of
ur whoele being to the One who is (thugh it may toke
many f-rms) the full ﬁcceptnnce ot cur ~ntic situ-
~tin (as we nre). Or, m re elaborately, Relisi-ns c-nsict in
the ~ccept~nce »f our c ~ntingency (or "ereatureliness"),
~f cur dependence, "nd the recogniti-n ~f the One (or
the Sclf) on vhich we depend. Mon is religiocus, n-t pri-

rily bec “uuﬁcnn Ais
: ... 1n vhatever
shlp with Eﬁé, sche

but becnuse ~f the re~lity »r the gr-uné -n which such

l

8¢ Vers . or recognises his relntion-
e this c necept may be filled up,

ch ewareness is possible, i.c. becnuse he is in re~lity,
in foct s bowrd up together" with thot G:d. That is +

sny the first element ‘f Rcligion is not e nsciousncss,
but beins, be-in~, contingsency. E.s dependence ~n God
s'mothing in common with thot »f the onimnls, plonts nnd
the earth, it is a cosmic bond with the Cruse, Principle
o Surce of this very cosmos. If we fail to understond
this dimensicn of the relisicus attitude -f the pe-ple ~f

Indin ( as well as of ~ther pecple) we sholl both mimreprq
sent it.
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~nd A~ 2n injustice to the Religions of this country.

I're visible ~nd crnsier t- explain is the sense ~f
gsacredness pervnding everything The "liberal" diviginn
between the sacred ~nd the profane dres n>t exist sin-
Ply because there is not place for the latter, Bvery-
thing is sacred, every nctisn hns nn echoe well beyond
nd ~bove its ~ut nomeus sphere. The whole world is
nothing but o symb~l nnd o shrde ~f n hirher renlity.
Nothing is irrelevant. Every mistnke, eveory misdeed is
~ kind f sancrilege. The c-nscirusness of sin, proper-
ly spenking is ~lmost non-existent, but the scnse ~f
sacrilege is everywhere ~like,

Not ~nly is 1ife s~cred, but ~lsn every being,
~nt every nction corries n masicnd Uor ot Tanst n sas
cromentnl, cffcctiveness. Ask. ony drctnr r any medicnl
stucdent <f ~ny hospitnl in Indi- vhether they hove been
~ble t° convinece o perns~nt ~nd much less - pensant
wom~n °f the ~utonomrus efficrcy ~f the medicincs they
usec. It moy be thot penieillin or quinine nre remedies,
but it is csenerclly felt that they curec not becnuse ~F
their chemical constituti-n ~r preperties (why should
the sulpho-amyd group hove Precisely such effceet, afteor
711?), but bec~use ~f the presiding deity ‘f cnch plont,
~f ench medicine, or bec~use ~f the spiritunl power ~f
the pers n whn utilizes the remedies. The "vis" of the
nedievnls here.is still ~ livings spirit.

If Relicion is ot h'me in the ronlm of the sncred
~nd everything is sncred, Rclirion is everywhere. It is
n>t for cert~in hours n day, cr nnly for the individunl,
r exclusively for cld penple. Religion pervrdes every
hum~n activity and the whole =arld hns o relisicus di-

mension that shows us the re~l foce ~f the universe.




ine <~nger "I superstition néd of mogqice creduli-
. 1~ + -~ ¢ i o T - ST B = P4~ T i T e Syt £
ty is cnly & obvi~us, but very nften historions ~f re-
lisdions ~nd philosorphers hnve ~v:rlosked the Aeen in-

e 3 - - — 3 ~1A 7y e iy e e o = L1 3 - 1
gi~htt int he rid =n ¥ ure f things vhich such
- 7Y ——v——l——r-f:—.~ ‘e_ C-—\—r-:ﬂ-cq 1 +h g
n itud rries with it.

This sense of sacredness ~s ~n univers~l atti-
TR == e R e et =t 3 S .
e, precisely becruse it is not opposed t~ ~ pPr-f-ne

sphere ~nd conn 't be de-fined by anythin~ becuse there
is nething be--sides it, "has ~ very peculinr consequence
th~t hos baffled many a scholar. If cecverything is s~ered,
there is net only o certnin vngueness ~b-ut this chnrnc-
ter f sacredness, but nlsc o kind of familinrity, of
naturality, of n rmality in it. The "mysterium tremendum®

-

~nd the "numinnsun" is tempered by the ch-rocter ~f

“proximum® ~néd "quotidi~num" f such o "Numen'. Feor is

th-re nnd faseinntion 2lss, but if you h-ppen - belicve

- . 2 = A = 1 = AT ~ -~
in evil spirits ~nd y-u see ond herr them every day -~nd
b ¢ 2 1 N v 2 & - ! -~ e - - ' - m ~ 110
you know th~t yrwhe~d-nche ~f the l-ost ten ye-rs is “due
i B 3 S e — s . & = = N | S ~E -.
t ne ok them, you continue > be careful, but nob s
P = D
terrified,
m ig h~S ~ -4 o coonscauence f a-mn dintorraot+
f r cur subjeet. 1 uléd c~11 it the experience, ~r thce
nttitude, -r the sube-nsci-usness f tr-nscendence in th
untn "nc In she immanence of the divine, O 1n other wards, the
R S rlr n + -~ S £ A <L e
pe~plc think or feel or iire ~w T God,y, Tth g-of o

cence, Vhen they spe~k or think f G-, they stress his
imm~nence hcchuse m~re ~r less unconsci~usly they toke
for groented thnat he is tronscendent. ¥hen they refer o
nen, they stress his tronscendence becusc they do not
even imngine thot we can d~ubt his imm-nence. We c uld put
it ~grin like this, in parecdoxicnl terms: Y-u soy men ~nd
they instinctively fell thnt mon is m-re thon "m~n", th-n

pure m~n. M-n is 2 part ¥ God, m~n is s-mchow cdivine




man is in some way or cther everlasting ... Ycu say
they think Geod! You Say, ‘n the ~ther hnand,
God ond they wtomntically feel that God is ~Is~ less

-

Tnantteane
then God, that God is either ~ls~ ~n avatar, or thnt

G'd is nlso yru, or in y u ~%t le~st, that God is some-
how humen. The d-nger ~f pontheism is cle~rly at hang,
but the ~ttitude as such is not pntheistic. Ultim-te..
1y it is an ~mazingly deep the~ndric pesiticn ( but n
phenrmenclogicnl study is not the Ploece to develep the

Christ implicnti ns ~f this fret).

Qe Hiernrchy

Let us recnll that the obuse r misuse ~f o volue
ces not prove anything else thon thnt the value wns
therc. Vherce there is Faith thor is the donger ~f ceredu=
1lity, where there is -~ str ng sense for Hierorchy therc
is the d~nger ~f perscnnl exploit-ticn ~nad unjust pri-
vilcges.

If you go to o villarse ~néd ~bserve life there
properly without being n f-otor of Adisturb-nce P nniex
ceptin, you +ill -bserve that everything is as regulated
ng 1n o mon~Stery, There ~re n~t only enstes rnd suben.--
stes, 80 that the individunl ~lone is nnt ¢c-nceivable,
but therc is o hiernrchy in everythins: whe hns +o freet
first ~nd how, whe may c¢~11l n wom-n by her nmme ~r by
her husbond's n-me, who hns tc ent first ~nd who in +the
sceond place ~nd the third, who c~n poerf rm this job ~nad
‘nebody, the meetinzg is not

whe that -ne. When you meet s
ooeasunl eneounter ~f two individunle, but the c nvergen-
ce £ two hier-rchicnl w-rlds. The nnkedness ~f hum~n
cxistcence we gpoke ~f is here tompered by :this ~ther
c¢imension, here it is wrapped up with 11 rossible vo--
lucs f histrory, culture ~nd pers-n2lity in which your
whole stntus is trken int~ account. Vho Fou ~re d8idne ahé
the some thing with where you ce-me frim vhrse f-~ther you




re, f which caste, with whot knowledge ~nd wenlth, etc.

the stronger without pedigree ~nd unknown is either »n

-

This senge of hierarchy pervndes the vhole of i 4fe
~nd, of course, Relision. M~dern Indin h~s mnale stre--
nucus eff rts t- open the Hindu temples % :11 cnstes,

It moy be zood nnd necessry, but it hos =f :c:;i e
higber - castes ns well ns the lower "nek Thenreticnl-
ly the function £ the Br-hmin is - pProy, %ut th& Fﬁ
proyer of the Sudra is t- werk. Bqu-lity 1' n-
equal, us 3 & relative ¢ ncept. It can nly me-n thot I
will be judged Dtr.' QY- &fuuuf u“bi, Mﬂﬁ(ad ﬁ(’mmmq%&v Tf‘
whnt I hnve TJClee “r whnt is expected from mo. It is
'nly o proportionnal equaticn. Not everyb dy h~s the s-me
cuties nor do n11 peeple £-1low the some Law. 411 +the
¢ des ~nd judicinl customs . F India besinning with the
laws ~f M~nu h~ve different et-nd-rds rna different pu-
nishments for the "same" crimes comnmitted by the dif-
ferent castes. In fet, extern-~lly icentic~1 ncticns
2re not the ﬂnc.fb Losc €icht f this sense f hier-
_ﬁ”cng iu&kv>1ﬁtfpéﬁﬂm&aéﬁae.Culfumﬁ.fo}ﬁaha.qFP@az,
tM}NAu&H“nﬁ incomprechensible.,

Children, wife, husb~nd, parcnts, uncles, rond--
prrents, etc., "el]l aave - a porticular stntus ~na
must bcechove in o prrticul-r way. Westerners -nd mocdern
Hindus revi1lt s metimes becruse not everybody is ~llowed
to say the s-me mrntras r - rray in the s-me way. Vhy
curtnil their rights in such -n unjust woy? Ancd here
they may betray their wr n- Perspective in appro~ching
Hincdu scciecty. It is not primarily o motter o~ rights,
but larzely o question of ~futics. It is not that snly
the T .ther f the heouse f o high enste fomily ~nd the
Brohmin »f the villase have the right ta.do somethine

th~t is denicd 3 @thers; on the ¢ ntrory, it is th~t

they have the duty to perf rm certain ~cticns ~nd the




o Ag

‘thers de not have thise Aduties, bt inste~d they hnve
ther cnes, 0f crurse, each auty implies o richt -~nd
vice-versa. It is only o motter of emphnsis. If s-mc cf
these duties ~re burdens:me ~nd nthers lisht ~nd ensy,
it is e another problem sltogother. Likewise, the
frequent abuse f hier-rchic-l privilege or the ~n~chr -

nism of such. o scciety, c-nnot be denlt —ith hero.

The world f the #ods ~nd thot ~F the spirits
is 2lso o hiererchical one. The law of KT, o g PO
bably the most importont ~nd universal belief ~f Hin-
duism, ond the so-cnlled tronsmizration are ~ther expres--
sins ~f this sense of Hierarchy. i stone c~nnot reach
unicn vith God immedintely bec-use it is n-t eapable  of
it, but nevertheless ns ~ st ne it ean be perfect. In =
sinilnr way not 211 men can obtrin ultimote srlvaticn.
They must be rebsrn first in - higher status, The 'est
lces not feel it ns ~n injustice that an ~nim~1 c~nn~+
rench heaven, so the peorle »f Indin do not consider it
wrong that moksa is cnly for throse who ~re ~t the summit
cf the hierorchicnl ~rder ~monz men. To the octhers, ne-
vertheless, n~ chance will be given, in the next hirths.
No pes~sant would drenm of bee ming o rajn. It does not
rertoin to him to become ~ rojn ~nd therefore he will
not fell unhnppy ot nct bec ming o roja. Now peas-nts
are t0ld that they con becrme the President of Infig.
But they still do not believe i,

The group's Religicus attitude

4 Place in a quite modern hospitel wos ~f-
fered to o very poor mtn suffering from leprosy in o
ratcher advaneced and painful stote. He woas rather relue-—~
tont t7 go, but his wife wos quite definite ~~-inst his
going. In the hospitnl there would be hundreds ~f lepers.at
home, she wag ~lene vith him ~né for him. She would nrt
let hinm so. And so they lived tozether in their miser-~hle
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hut for - eichteen years. Phot dis the Thndion pesples

Bull -oceepbanee of  Vite.ps it I8y v as 9% hos

- 4

crme dhwn tc us. Reeignnti n, possivity, surrender.

Uronc-cougnlity. The wh

h
world down to the smallest ~f the hum~n ~cticns is ¢'n
Aitioned not by whot we couléd c~l1l see~nd cruses
by supr .-wcrldly forces, gencrolly envisngoed as zods.
Distrust -nd difficdcecnce tow-rds the modern

vordd, towords anything new ond townrds o God without
gnds, or angels or spirits c-ompletely tr-nscendent be..
vond this moterisl world.

Epilogsue

Some ~f the chnrncteristic described aove will
“ppear. o be almost contradictory. e -have ~lrendy
pinted ~ut that they arc not mutunlly exclusive but
complementary. If we wers ~llowed tc over-
1~ck many impert-nt “ifforonces ~nd were ~sked T- summ---
rize 2nce more an o fT-ym volid £-r India t--day o8 o
whole, ve vuld mrke the f-llowing observotirns:

l.- Religion in the forefroms, In ne way -r ~n-
5

-

sther #rp g ed op oy bedy Relarding an tnctis is stall
in the frrefront ~nd hns its weight in 21l the mnni-
festntions »f the sacial nsg well as the pers-onsl life

f the ¢ untry. We crnnot dn with-ut it.

2.~ Evelution of Rclimon, Whether Hinduisn

1”8 heen nlwnys dynomie or nrct, the fnet is that now the

Relizicn »y reiigicns oFf the people « . Tndin 2rc on the
meve, ore ev.lving. This ev lution, either for giod or
f-r bod (it " os n~t belong . us t~ decide) prescnt -
d~uble Ffeature: Adnptation t- the m~derm c-nditins of

life, ~nd purificoticn ~cc rding t> the previcus pottern

vhnt Hinduism is supprscd & be.
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3.~ VWenkenins f Religion. “hotever the

eff rts «f the believers may be, Hindu s cicty f-ces
t~day n-t so much the attacks f cther reliri NP

the inherent debility

F

qurrrcls ~mony the sects, n
the powerful impoet °f an o—

;_j

eli~icus mentnlity. Vie
cnll it a wave ~f secularism, o movoment f desncra—

lis~tiosn, or by many cther nnmes. If in the new awak

cnn

OB CIl—

" =

3 Ry e

A~ 1r-le t~ play - the great Indi~ was Hindu
din - , in the new ~wrkening, Hinduism is being ke
nsicde ~nd put in a corner - the subjuznted Indiac wos
~lsa Hindu India nnd Hinduism is mnde responeible f

the gubhum~n conditi-ns ~f life.
In short, if the hum~n being hns been de
fined ns "homo religi sus", the Hindu of to-day is o

striking exoample ~f it ~nd we enn say that, in spite

ing of India, Hinduism hne - unique chonce nné - rre-

%

rt

Ad

o

~11l, his religicus attitude is the fundomental Adimen-—

sicrn »f his bheing.
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£ progess of diserimie
nation,due to the fundamental distinetion intyoduced by Chrise
Hanity between reason and faith. Faithy@id only falth/saves.
eason zay help faith 1“’1-6,@:-. below, a3 it wote, and in such & case
‘ ; is weleome, and thelr embrace is what Christian tradition Imows

ss Theologys  But reason may well alse stand in the wvay and

hinder the work of faith when it pretends o be alone OF supreme
in the guest for the sbsolute Tmuth,

Indian ihilosophy(ikmows/alse\of a certain distine-
tion between peasen apd faiths it is the distinction of two
sodes of knowledge, like that between inference and intultiam,
for instance. Both forms of Ionviedge are needed for an
integrsl hilesophy. That is the reason why indlan Fhilosophy i[
i esgentially religious and uamle@aal.%b@ﬁ{m its
greatness and its weakness at the same Time. E

Shristia: faith is somewhbat different. 4% is not

MW o1 m%&&%’@l it is alse a free gnd real gift |
|
of God. it 15 the begimming of the divindsation of um.

Une of its primary effects is indeed the higher enlightenment

| ko :
of our mind. (fhis faith is not refused to the philosophers,

F",u;f is given primarily to the poor and the 1ittile ones. ihdis [
l
f
|
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Prom a Christian point of view any phenomenoclo-

gical study on the subjeet will fall shert of reaching the =zx

erucial Christian vroblem: that of the natural abd of the
supernastural. The resder should keep in zind this ks iahe-
rent shorteoming ¢f phenomenclogy in order not to misunder~
stand Chritisnity. On the other ksrd, only 2 phkenimenologi-
¢xl approsch, ir#yitu of its incempletness, will allow us
to enter intc they yroblem fronm sr sngle making sense for
both sides, Phencmencliogy may deteet the difference bet-
veen & mersly natursl end s supernatursl faith, feor instance,
but ¥ it is not allowed to drew from it any metaphysiecal
conelusion, nor(@%\i&[allowed. on thﬁéther hend, to over-
leok th;7;hﬂnemenelcginaily cé@mun gtrueture of both con-

ceptions of faith, @
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Ve “oilence o{
(1) Even that famous argument that to denﬁWﬁhe first
Wﬁ@:f#& priciples one has to make use of those very

prineilples needs an act of a certain faith in order to

break the girculus vitioysus. in feet, because we cannot
disprove them, this does not mean that they are "proved",
If we cannot disprove any of such principles, because the
counter-argunent already presuppeses them, the only strict-
1y rational coneeguence would be complete silence and utter

agnosticion if we had not a certain faith in ﬂu:g.ﬁtue-

chanisn of our mind,
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11l Susming up our terminclogieal clarifica-
tion, we vould say:

l- Heason is that power of the human intellect
which discovers truth on the basis of ewidence.

‘@~ Paith is that light 3f the human being which
accepts truth on the basis of a qualified testimony,

Y« The functioning of the human intelleot pre-
suppodes reason as well as faith,

4~ Philosophy is thet conception of g.allty
based on reason.

5~ Bheology is that conception of Reality based
on faith,

6= "ure Thilosophy or pure Theology in the sense
of a total exclusion of the other form of knowledge is not

possihle,.

T~ When reason leads and controls faith we are
philosophising.

fie When faith leads and controls reason we are
theologizing.

9~ There is a kind of faith whose nature reguires
direction and control frou the part of reason, this is the
- infra-rational - natural faith. This i the re:«lm of Phi-
1osephy. T - supra-rational - supernatural

lo=- i% 12 said to exist a kind of faith whose
nature »equires direction and control over reason, This is
the realm of Theology.

ll- As & matter of liunguage, what some cultures
have called "Philosophy” corresponds to what has been defined

here as Theology. _
12« The thesis of the following pages will be:




a)~ that whereas the Yestesn modern speculation
has olarified the concept of{?hilosophyt it has empoverished
it too by reducing it to one of rational Fhilosophy, and
b)= that one of the possible contribution of
indian Philosophy could very well be tha re-~instafiration
of the concept of ‘hilosophy as Theology without denying

nevertheriess the justified existence of a rationsl philo-

\—@/5‘

sophical Science,
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The/izzgigg of Philoscphy for the believer and
for the non~believer could - e beilluatra ted by
saying that Philesophy for the latter represents the gacendh?
pAid path towards an unknown summit - by means of his
eritical reason - whereas for the former % it would rather
represent a desce excursion to the plains from some
inaccesaible peak %‘”M he is somehow returning - by
means of his reason too -, The way, as such may be the same
and both see the same landscape and analyse the same portion
of “gality when they are on the same stﬁih of the pathj yet
the difference is immense, in effort (the cne is cldiéK;g
up, the other going down hill), in aim (the one wants %o
reach the summit of Being, the other to clear it up, i.e.,
to understand it as far this is possible), in seourity
(the one does not even know whether there is an end or a
peak or :ﬂ: he will find there, the other already knows
- believes 740 know - what is there and looks only for a cla-
rifieation). When they meet on the way they may greet one
another and even discuss on some issues with . when
they are ui‘ting down on the x same spot, but the moment they
speak on the summit or they want to go farther they disco-
ver that they ars marching in the opposite direction.
it may have been a pleasant talk for a while, and even
a fruitful one, but there is § no cseapigin front of the
ultimate issue, which is one of gonversion: One of both
has to change directicn and proceed the opposite way, a
real change of mind, of life, Them is no other alternati-
ve, unless the both sit down on the ground and give up
their human pilgrimage.
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understandidy the altinmate problens
1ight of all the forms of knoviedge man has, hilosoply 19
iove of Wisdon, and this Vislom 19 an experinental knowledge,
a tasteful Jloges shout ewverything that ;;,3,: and especially, in
sunsequencey about Deing, as the aAbsgolute # Uod - and the clue
to all that ig. ¥Fidlosophy, OF a8 Flate will say, ooining &
DOV Damey Lheologyy is not anly commegted with Seligliom but is
the tme faligion, it i3 & standing ;ﬁ-mg;a.mtim for death

(Flate), for death, is the beginning of the real, everlasting

1ife; the philosovher 1s/a Fphilosythesi £iristotiel,) a lover R
for in then w

T /J
have crystalised in a popular way, gt
e U bapanifAali) of\urbloy, the meaning of 1ife and the
idea of being. Frilosophy is the path of salvation (toal,

for only the eontemplation of Seing sakes 1t possidle to rossh

that very Deing and be united with 1€ w wise map i the e

who works for the salvation of h , (Eplsumanis o
r the salvati i3 soul (Epleura % e 5,1

n‘; l ibis Fhatlosophy or Theology includes all forms of
W tnowledge, for everything i1s connegted wiih the ultimate quese
tiend- 1t 1s indeed a Solenge, ov bﬁtter}it. is simply SQioB80,
at selence throughout this period down to the Hiddle iAges
peang the comition of things in thely oauses,; 1.0.9 a8 thay
really are, or wore exagtly, the mowledge “od has of the fniv
s and wey by means of Theology with the help eof all
our knowing facultics, partiehipate Iin such a “glianoe, Fral e
sophy contalng in seod and in potentiality all thal alftervaris

is going to be denomdinated particular selences, These are

only the branches and again g:iw-.lh:mk 0 the trunk /their results

g0 that ¥hilesophy ewn use ther for the harmonious welfare -« O




< - 25,1 »
< trolbec,
4%fi;/b It should nct be forgotten that we are not saying

any novelty from the Christian point of view (1). In the
Christian Fatristic, Yhilosophy meens sanctity (2), asce~
tieism (3). Christ "has shown us with his life and works
the true Philcsophy” (4). Philospphy weans “monactic life”
{5)s undessicod as the life of the perfeet iuitation of
Chzadt (6). Adam, ve are told, was made aiuilaer %o God
by means of "Bhilosophy” (7). "Fhllosephiae supremum culmen"
(8)is the close following of Chriet (9). "Philcsophige de~
/Buvernatural
slderiun’ (lo), means the urge for' perfection (11). Even
during the Fiddle Ages this idea of Fhilcsephy was preva-
» The whole modern problem of a *Christian Philoe

shpiy" had dut little seanse during all this period (13),
- > A B - B
i1
(1) Beceause the regl danger of forgetting it %y Christiane

themselves, we allow us to meke an exception to our way of

writing end add some footnotes on this vartioular peint,

(2) IOBAN.CHRYS0ST., In Hatth. 4 hom.,18,4 (PeB4457,269).

(3) ef. G.PENCO, La vite asgetica come "FPiloscfia® nell'an-

tica tradizione monastica in "itudia Honastviea", Barcelona
(Montaerrat) (1950), vol.ll, PPe TI=33,

(8) (%) ICHANICHRYSCST, Adv. cprusnatores vitae monastic., III,
14 (Pe0.447,373),
(4) Hiley Episte,I1,54 (PeGey79,223), RPyxutinmy
(S)GREG, NAZIAN,, Uratio,VI (P8, ,35,721),
(6) ¢f, I.HAUSHERR, Direction spirituelle en Crient sutrefois,
Roma (Pont, Inst, Orient. Stud.) 1955, pp. 56 89.
(7) §IL., Seuntentise,34 (PeGe,79,1244).
(9) Cf. G.BARDY, *Philosophie” ot “Rhilosophe” dans le voca~
bulaire chritien dee premiers eifcles, in “"Hevue 3'Asceése
et Hystique" (XS49%, 25 (1949),pp.106 aq,
(lo) IOHAW,CHRYSO08T., sdv, CPps Vit, monmast,,I11,12(7.0,,47,370

_ (11) Cf. J.LEOLENCQ, s Auour des settres et le dbsir de Dieu,
-ﬂrin (Cerf),1957, eepecially pp. 217 Sq. ;
% £ 1, - ,

Cfs M.~D CHIRU, theologle au douzieme siécle, Faris(Vrin),1957,
{3) Cf. E.GILSCN, The i dig: osopky, London (Sheed & Ward)

X95m 1636, pp.i=4l,
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gt not intend to oceshas

power of our reascn to reach transcendence, The fact is that
reason payg_tho price of reaching transcendence with the
ﬂhﬁtéﬁ%ggﬁzgagiiion of its cwn insufficiency. That is to say,
reason can well get a glimpee of the existence of the ibsolute,
but/ first, it discovers the outer crust of the Absolute, as
it were and secondly, once that Absclute is discovered, human
reason uust logleally - i.&. reascnsbly - lay down 1ts pre-
teasion of being the leading snd the ultisate human instance
and sccept the leadership of that very Absoclute. iﬂﬁ;%; word,
the highest role of a raticnal Philoscphy is to give up its
ciaiim of being the higheat wimdom.
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% - Zhe theclogica) re-crientation

Neither FPhilosophy nor Theo-
logy as human constructions are a-temporal values, The pro-
blem of the possible or desirebls re-orientation of Indian
Philosophy, being aes it 12 a philcsophical problem presents
a concrete temporal feature. The re-orienting ¢f Indian Phi-
losophy depends not only on that Philesophy but also on the
ntand of the reat of the philoscphicel world todsy. On this
question wc/&ould like to say juet ons single thing: the real
amias palacesira vwhere I[ndlan Philosophy may re-orient itself
or re-affirm its positions é;@é in 1ts encounter with
Christian Theology.

Indian Wisdom 1s not a i"*hue-
aophyﬂ- in the resiricted sense « but a Theclogy. This does
not mean that 1t is pure nindwsd, only a commentary of a
given text, nor that it is based on doguss despliesing reason,
Ia faet, Theclofy ias that affort of fax understanding the
whole of Reality by means of all forms of knowledge man has,
in which Thaclogy regognises the primacy -not the exclusi-
vity - 5f faith., Indian Wisdom tries %o &oﬁfipher the nga-
tery of Heality, tries %o ex-plain the meaning of ali that
is8, without forgetting that the leading thread of all ite
gndeavours is not werely intellectusl couricaity dit the
existontial coneern for man's salvation., Indian Wisdom is
net a merely speculative Science, it is slsc a practieal
Ar%, U has noi been the smelilest harm done by Weastern in-
fluence, that some wmedern pandits heve succhmbed ;% the
high teohnieal prestige of modern Weatern Fhiled%hy and
have tried to interpret Indien Wisdor in merely rational

estegories of an almost rationalistic character,
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The challenge te Iadian Wisdonm, because it

gprings from the same dsep religious praézupation is not
Wemstern Philosephy but Western Theology, axxs and conoretely
Christian Thedlogy. 1%t is there that indian Wisdom finds
its counterpart and 1% is there also that Christlian Theclogy
faoes its challenge. Both Indian and Westera Christian Theo-
logy should make ample use of the philesophival analysis of
modern Philogoshy and scecept and adopt as much &s requirodcé
the inaights and disceveries of "Philosophy”, but should be
extremely sware that their concern mmg is deeper and wider
than that of mere "Philosophy”, Deaper, hocause faith does
net destroy reason, but integratea it, enlarges it and let
us penetrate inte the snireils of beling by & new light that
reason dees not yossesws, Wider, also is their concern, be-
eause thay have net only tc de with mere speculaticn or just

it
thenght, dut with(lived Jlife/in the\TConcretegt form of let-

ting the hunsn living individual reach his goal and find hie
fuy1fidfment,

Indian Wisdem would find an inspiring source for
re-~crientaticn in Christian Theclegy « and vice-versay., We
heye uses, however, in the past paragraph the word "chale
lempge”, becaune that enccunter fruitful ené enriching as it
may be, touches the very fcoundationes of Indien Wiséom. An
encounter betveen Indian Yisfdon wné mere poyst-cartesian
Philoeophy 1a/é§nwcommimal end superficial visit, Indien
wiedon may borrew from that Vestern Thought or it may re-
fine ita proper categories or deepen its own shalysie and
the likxe, withk the help or with the cceasicn ¢f that meeting
with thatu?hiloscphya whereas its encounter with Chrastian

Theology takes place at the very core of both the ¥wisdoms,




w43 -
The identity of concern and the similarity ¢f problems let
precisely discover the deep and unavoidable divergencies,
which cannot be any more overlooked or minimised once dis-
covered, The enccuater is a real challenge. The re-~orientation
is not then just scme fine{powder for the face but a real
re-orientation whioh has to be eritically examined, Theolo-
gy, unlike techuical Fhilesophy, is commiiiling, cbliging and
enguges the whole man ia it, It is an authentic WFHTU.ori—
sis, for it is the existantial Zyuth, i.e. the very Way
for man's sslvation which is at stake.

+ - + - - 4

It i# not our tesk here nvt even %o
puggest the issues of that encounter, nor less %o indicate
the lines eloug which such an encountver should proceed. We
shell oniy éﬁuuu & eouplie of inetances as mere examples of
the probv . om.

Wa have been spesking since the be-
ginning of this chapter sbout faith, not as a blind belief =
wut as & fora of knovlledge and as & higher understanding
whieh lacludes rescsou within 1t {(faith has only weaning
in & retional being -~ & dog cannod heve faith). Now, Chris-
titwn faith, though satislying the general rsquirements of
what wo cull faith claine to be a failth af a strietly su-
par-naturel order, i.e, divime corder. This faith is a free
rospoase %o a free gift of Gud and can be naither proved
nor iungosed, All this i not toc glisn t¢ Indian Wisdom,
whick deals at leafth with this sort of problens, The
itasue is,however, f{irs%, io check both aoncepiions of

faith and secondly, t¢ exanmine both faiths in themselves in

order to resch the very core of the problem. On that level
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the problem of re-orientation bocones a burning question.
Indian Philosophy, further, is dealing
with the problem of the Absolute in closed connexion with £x
the destiny of ian, fare again the encounter with Christian
Theolcoey vute us before an eventually nossible relorientation
which is much more than to adopt a eeriala terminology or
%o trokle some particular analysis. The same could be said
regarding issues, like porsconality, zrace, ete, In s&e oo
word, the r;@reintatien of Indian Philosophy is a theologle-
cal mxxWima query. The challsnge comes from within an meetas
another Theolozy which puts human wisdom in erisis, i.e. in
the situation to decide, to £ind its way and to renew itself,

10 e oxXlue
\ny true re-orisatation is a Madle—bit—ef a con-version -

to the Way and the Truth.




III THE INDIAR METAPHYSICS ON CREATUON

1~ The Idea of Ontonomy

Western culture as a whole has
gone along ite multisecular histeory through twe almost completé
stages: theologism and then humanism. At present it is about

Caly

to step into a new epoech, which we could theandrism (1),

W2 shhll not even attemp a sum-
ngry of these two past epochs., That would require a precise set
of qualifications lest our historiec outlook be misleading.
Instead we shall limit curselives to underlining their twe

basic aspects: heteronomy and autonomy. “ur aim is to develop
in opposition to them the concept of ontonomy, which, in our
¢pinion, gives us the ¢lue to understand the present day
cultural situation and ax Instght s leading thread to find
our way in the central problem of "creation” in Indian
Philosophy.

We have to resist the temptation
of explaining this concept drawing upon cultural considera-
tions or upon the philosophy of history. This is not posaible
in a short space and would not be relevast for our problem
either. Therefore we shall only deal with the metaphysical
aspect of this complex question,

The ultimate problem of human

tqﬁ;}gq?cqr}s thsﬁLff being, and, nn{: precisely, that
}%I")[;L‘Jt%m i)um..i.m.&_, 3}: ‘ku ﬁ“‘“ juTmTlow{)r‘Z) L_.?/M'S
of Tuloroply ) Graxells, [Nefu-Holla ud), Fovwoix (E. Noude

Gl ) 1893, o 3, ¢ 162 3q.




of the being and the beings. It is the problem of Flate's
cu XU el e » of India's Eimen~brahman, of
the Islamie [fg':‘f;’““) togg — KJ““"L‘T* Kholg, \

( ete. The effort to solve this problem within the frams of
the traditional cultures has meved within the climate of

heteronomy, while autonomy has come forth as a resction
against the absolute hegemony of the being in favour of the

own consistency of beings.
a)~ Heteroncmy

The first hastorico-cul tural
period could have oallo@{itaolf perhaps a theonomic attitude
rather than an heteronomie one. In faect, the Fatristie period
and most of the High Middle Ages had grasped the real situa-
tion of the creature, but could not express it and were not
fully aware of it. In fact, a certain ineconsecious attitude
belongs to heteronomy, which ie only felt as such once the
heterogeneity-consciousness of the ereature has appeared.

In other words, the deeper thim awareness of the great people
of that period was not perhaps heteronomous, but the availa-
ble conceptions were not accurate, not self-conseious enough
to define the relation between beings and the “eimg without
negeleting somehow the peculiarity of "things". Inexactness of

expression, conceptual vagueness and a certain laek of
self-consciousness did open the road to the humanistic
eriticism, which is the dominating festire of the second
epoch. It gows without saying that these two epochs are




not rigid chronolegieal compartments, often they overlap
themselves and they cannot be mathematically fixed; yet
within the Western htmtaxy world history detects the first
category predominatly till the coming of the "Modern" Age
end the second from then up to our times.

Because heterconomy does not feel
itself as such we have to desoribe it supposing already the
autonomie consciousness. We could sum it up as follows,

Beings are contingent, that is,
the reason of their exietence, even the ultimate foundation
of their being, is ab alio, it comes &rom anlther. Prom this
Uther they receive all, both their existence along with
their essence and the logiesl, physical, metaphysical or
ethical lawe governing them, The most - and pushed to extremes
% the only -« relevant thing in order to know what a being is,
and patticularly what it must do, is not te know that being
isolated in itself but to know the purpose of the Cther.
Revelation, here understood as the extrinsic Word of Geod,
discloses to us not only the way of salvation, but giwx
offers us the best if not the unique means to unveil the
nature of all other beings and the meaning of all events,
Medical experimenting with dead human bodies, for instance,
was not forbidden only out of respeet for it, but because
no need was felt to recur to experimentation in order to

know the true nature of man not excluding his mortal body.




Heteronomy underlines God's
transcendence and at the same time His Ab@oluteness. God is
good, therefore his domain is not a tyranny, but a realnm
of love, Severtherless, He is an external king that commands
and has to be cbeyed, (n the other hand, heteronomy is strong-
1y reslistic. God is anUther precieely because we are our-
selves. If a strong ggo-conscicusness were not there, God
cozld not have been interpreted as the absolutely Other,
Likewise He is envisaged as transcendent, because there is
here - we, ourselves - something to transcend. To be sure,
an ianocent hetercnomy would not subscribe such prepositions
because would never have thought that its conception could
lead to such an interpretation,

The main lane of heteronomy
passes through the contingent maxamhiex character of the
creature and the transcendence of the Divinity. Not only all
beings are moved, being Go# the only immovable mover, but
also he atracts us ws ‘iﬁgﬂ“f"OLI (as being loved by us)
by means of a certain external appeal. beings depend entirely
upon Gode and the discussion wheter this dependence hangs
from the Nature or the Will of God opens already a door

to the autonomous attitude.

b)~ Autonomy
This second attitude offers a

twofold aspect: the first one is rather a negative reaction




against heteronomy., The second represents a positive attempt
- from its point of view - %o shape a concept of being without
requiring any external supreme Being.

$he first aspect leans towards
pantheism, and the second towards atheism, though none of
them have to fall necessarily into one of these two extremes.

“he autonomous approach rejects
any imposition from outside. The first pesitivaxampm negative
aspect emphasizes the freedom of the apixii human spirit and
the individuality of beings, especially the dignity of the
person, A typiecal example is offered to us by Kantian morals:
a morality of ends is an impure morality, an ego pursuing his
own perfection and happigess would represent the worst spi-
ritual selfishness, ete, It could be historically shown that
this reaction against an extrinsiec and transcendent God leads
t¢ the absolute identifivation of beings with the Being, to
pantheism, But a dialectical reflemtion shows also an iden-
fical result: if a thing cannot have its being outside it-
self (as autonomy would ecritisize hetercnomy) - which seems
to be a requireament 6! the prineiple of contradiction (if the
being of A were B, A would then be not-A) - that means it has
in itself both the foundation and the end of its being. This
is the very principle of autonomy, Now, if it is true that
beings are in themselves, if everything they must be and
their progress is nothing but an expansion of their nature,
that means there is an intimate divine core which is the

deepest depth of theis being. Autonomy cannot admit the




the indigence of beings, therefore it divinizes them in

their principle. Not only the so called "modern philosophy",

but also a certain Christian "Modernism", move about this line.
Un the other hand, the attempt

to build a positive autonomy leads to atheism, as all the

idealistic experiences illustrates.

Auntonony needs to rest upon
sometiing different from an external Gof. Thie foundgtion
ean only be Rpason - humsn reason at a second moment. It
will be the yardstiek of truth, and also of goodness. +he
process is well known. Heason is looked upon as an absolute,
s8s a God. Nevertherless reason rests unsteadily on this pedes~
tal of Divinity, Thus it will be made clear that such a di-
vinisation is just an anachrénietic remnant and utterly
unnecessary at that. The next step is then the Ffeduction
of leason to a relativistic reason, existential, individual,
atomized, with no need to be absolute. This is already

atheism,

T0 keep to the metaphysical
order, the framing of the questiocn is clear: if a being is,
”
it is; and as such, as being (VOUL€VOV . "Ding an sich"”,

fkamx "Wesenheit", ete, ~ the rest is mere appnarnnoo,scgg:(
"Erseheinung”) it is independent, it is in itself, and
within itself it must find the laws governing its development.

Zhere are thea "monads" without God, and consequently with-

out any poseible relationship. Solipsism, "ecommunication is




an illusion", "the hell are the others"” and the like, follow
ok this line. Autonomy is the imprisonment of the being
within its own walls, the asfixiation and snnihilation of
being from lack of gommunion with the Being,

¢)- Lobonony
Xf The creature is not God,

God is not the ereature: this, at least, seems tc have to
be afformed according to the very prineiple of contradicgtion.
However, this statement is not exactly true., The relation-
ship between God and the creature is neither heteroncomous,
nor autonomous. The word is in both propositions is not
univeeal, but only analogous, Xf The creature is-not Ged,
certainly, but it is not true that God is-not the creature.
No"is-not" has a meaning in the Being that absclutely is.
God is no-ereature, certainly, but everything that is must
be somehow God, as we shall immediatdely see. Moreover, the
ereature neither is no-God (because God is, there is not
no-fod absolutely) nor it is God. The ereature is-not God,
but is is-of God, it is-in God and by God. The ereature is-not,
but *‘V&i-w;th. The reality of our being is the reality of
an esse-ab, an esse-cum and an gsse-in, of an ex-sistence,
a gon-sistence and an in-sistence, which renders impossible
all autonomy and all hetercnomy. Beings do not have their
being without themselves nor within nor with themselves
(God is not above nor inside beings nor mixed with them),
but they are, and theif being is a "be~ing", a "to be"
of, by and with the Being.




Vd
The U?/U'Qsot every being is

neither an autonomous law of its own, flowing from its
in-dependent, detached (autonomous) nature, nor an extrin-
sec and foreign (heterconomous) law imposed on it by anUther.
God is not the Other, nor the
All, nor the Same with regards to beings. Furthermore, He
cannct be considered %o be the being's soul, the intimate
core of every being, the entelechy, the form, or whatever
it may be. All these expressions in apite of their desire
t¢ mantain the unity with God are still teoo dualistie.
s Beinga are-not God, but neither
are they not-God. We said above that they are-of, are-with,
D are-in(Ged). If we are well understocd we can further say
T randed €od
that they are not-nothing and are-not God, eince beings
are-not-yet, i.e,, they are not nothing, boeauyzjthoy have
ceased to be nothing, they are not Ged because they will-be
God, A being is as far as it will-be « as far as it will-be-

being, i.e., will-be-God. At the end - when gll things

will be subjeet to chr:;:uiaeoi will be all in all. But, to
be sure, no confusion mxzt be made between creature and
divine Persons: God will-not-bhe God, God is. Un the contrary,
we will-be-God., Tempcrality, or more precisely tempiternity
is the token of ocur creatureliness., IFmingExxrsxaaxtxexiy

pasentiskitienxiaxheyxikeyxarexaizaxkognn The created being is

Bot only a potentiality to be, it is alsc a hope to become
the Being.




Beings are nonads ~ not-nothing -
according to the profound Spanish saying. Misticism speaks
of g-no-nads-mientc ~ it is necessary to destroy ~g~ (with
apologies to philologists!), our negation of the nothing
- no-nada - in order to recover our real being end teo end
in God,

The ontiec structure pursued by
ontonomy is neither an 1ntr1nuie link nor an oxtrinaio reln-
tion. God is not the E < ﬁ-’)ﬁ s nor thc ecreature an 20 T“’5
Just in case, we are dather a S0 Tos s 8t411 bettor.

a 4V Too (from thou), and He, God anhLuUfDS ( 74 07 ’os )
- Himself -~ or, etill more exsctly, FwuTols ( 4"'0 5

~ %o themselves ~ (Trinity). One has too often considered
the divine dynamism as if it were an imperfecticn because
movement in the created world implies unfulfilment. Gor neither
Higves nor does He remain quiet in cur sense. In God there is
an internal divine tension, relationship, life, ... This
very “"dynamism" is somehow participated ad extra. That is
why the traditional idea of beings as pure dependences of
divine knowledge and love is the nearest to the truth,
Creatures exist in so far us known and loved by God, they
are nothing but the term of san amorous glance of the
Divinity.

Untonomy seths forth this
particular rottura of beinge and discovers the deep laws
arising from the OU » &5 seen in its totality and in its

sui generis relation with the “ource and Urigin of every




lo

being.

There is a striking example in
the history of Christianity, though this instance as belonging
te a constitutive feature of cur mind is also to be found
in other religions, and this is the famous theclogical
discussion de auxiliis, between Thomism (or rether Bafiezism)
- tending to safeguard the rights of Divinity and, %w tki
with this scope, emphasizing the heteronomy of the created
being's actions ~ and Molinism - bora in 2 humanistie
century and tending to defend the rights of the ereature,
particularly thidse of free man and endeavouring to give to
hugan autority its due place. The solution, however - as
history suffieciently proved - cannot be found along hetero-
fomous nor autonomous lines: it has to be sought in the
cntonomous order of beings. In this latter one it is not a
question of an action of mine that I do beside God (on the
moral level efficient but unfortunale formulse have come
out, like "help yourself and feaven will help you", "act
as if everything depended on you and pray as if everything
depended on God", etc.), nor an action whieh is God's and
is charged upon me. In faet the point in question is an
action truly theandric - whimh will be properly grasped
enly after having introduced Christ -y &an action coming
really from my being, a being however which is-of, fu by
and in God, not only in its deeds, but alse in the ultimate

structure of its own entity.

Untonomy uses no violence on
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violence on beings, imposing upon them an extrinsic and
heterogeneous law, at the same time, it doesz not ignore the
linked nature of beings, theis deep unity and their consti-
tutive relaticnship with the Being. it discovers the hidden,
because intrinsic laws allowing the harmonic development

- only to a certain extent, on account of Original sin -
of a being, according to its intimate constitution without
doing viclence to other beings, There is an ontonomous order
which must be discovered in because only this order expresses
the real structure of the world.

Thnth%}LUS of every being, in
a way, is an expression of an aspect of the Divinity. These
laws are the being's laws, i.e. they are the expression of
the very structure and real ecomstitution of the things, but
these laws, along with the beings of which they are the laws
eonc{{zgg. are of and in God; they are the laws of the Di-
vinity ad extra, as it were. It is obvious that we are using
the term "law" not in its exclusive legal meaning but in
its metaphysical sense,

Untonomy is the expression of
the specific way whereby every being is in a position to
become actually being, that is, to return to the Bodhead's
bosom from where it came. Ontonomy points out how the cosmos'
return to God is effected, the regressus of the universe or
rather the hidden nature of the newm heavens and the new
sarth, as discovered in the form, tho‘i)/a/“w%ot this
passing world, It is therefore understandable that, after
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the falixs cosmic fall of the world this return cannot be a
dialectical development of being, but the onward progress
(an aspect of which could be dialectics), the actual histo-
rical itinerary of beings towards their ontic Origin. The
path is Bedemption,

The funtion of ontonomy appears
equally clear when we apply it to the relationship ameng dif-
ferent spheres of beings, Only ontonomy allows the truly
natural development of the lower sphere without breaking its
own nature, whils making possible instead a harmonie eolla-
boration with the superior mxime spheres. Example: everybody
knows it is sufficient to render the economic order autono-
mour to smother man, for the economic forces let to themselves
grow like a financial cancer encroaching upon society and
fettering man like a slave. On the other hand, if an at*ullz;t_"~
is made to control and direct the economic laws from out-
side, that is to enforce heteronmmy on it economy, the result
is statism, tyranny and political totalitarianism, Conversely,
ontonony will endeavour to find the deeper atructures of
the very econcmic order and to disccver the growing points
of contact with cther anthropologiesal dimensions permittiing
the safeguard of higher values and man's dignity and also
the true - and not only Just - requirements of the economie

sphere. These laws may be ones of the lowest probability,
thus requiring the presence of catalysers, of factors -~ peo-
ple - which do not follow just the path of less resistence
or only kismtsmxis sensitive to the demandings of the lower
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levels of the human being ...Here we have an important task
for the philosophimal and theclogical reflection of our

tines...

After all, the relationship
between beings and the Being offers to our philosophical
mind such apories, not only because it is srrounded by the
same divine Nystery, but alsc because, as seen by pure
philospphs, does R not correspord to the ultimate reality
of the actual existing order, Already the boldest traditional
answer asserted that beings are creation and that creation
is nothing but a certain relationship, a relat uaedan,
Now, the true existential relationship between Being and the
beinge -~ to be unveiled only by an authentie Christian
(Christocentrie) consciocusness - does not belong to the
order of ~ mere -~ "greation", nor even of - mere - "naturse" -
but to the order of factieity, of havi®feen made by Christ,
by whom everything has been done, begotten, or, more precise~
1y, by whom everything has become to ba,TTQUTJ 63’V5753%ré$é?0
Beings are generation, Yé5}93f$by Christ, where this genesis
means a gertain becoming. All beings are in Christ, by Chriss
and with Christ. The "made” or = "created" being is nothing
but a Christophany, Gor is transcendent, He abides in 1ight
innaccegdsible, nobody has ever seen Him, It is Hig/LLOUCKE‘”?g
dwelling in Hie bosom who has revealed Him to ua.IChritt
is the ontie and not only the moral Mediator. Beings are
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by partieipating in Christ., Prom a divine perspective there
is nothing outside God. And within God - while not being
entirely God ~ there is nothing but Christ. All that is,

is « in Christian terminology - Pather, Chréat and Holy
Spirit. All existing beings are just parts, participations,
imitations, petentialities, hopes, expectations, pieces, ...
~ language fall short of needs -y members, in one sense or
ancther, of Christ's Mystical Body, members of the total
Chriet. Only from this Christocentric point of departure

We may pierce the mystery of the relationship between God
and ocreatures and thereby understand the background and
Justification of the concept of tptonomy., Beings are with
Christ, of God, by the Word and in the Spirit. But all this

- &8 1is the case with every ultimate problem - goes beyond
Philosophy...




é) ﬁ The Category of Creation

We must not begin by asking ourselves from where,

in time, does the world come or how - scientifically - did

the universe come about, or out of what - materiglly speaking -
is it madef Not only are these questions, as to the tem-
poral, the scientific and the material, too Occidental in .
their approach and a ‘:",‘?_I'_'."LI‘:II'_!CO,_.:{:I’E}.Spil g the Indian problem of !
creation; they are also such as to make us incapable of |
13:‘* hold of the w=F¥ mystery of existence itself.
We must not begin by examining from where or why or
for what or how does the world or the universe exist. We S
: ”_'F’T_J'\aT"r}ﬂt" the world is. Our limitation of thought ,
v ' . and expression has obliged us to slip in that little word
"what", For it is not really the "what" we are after but |
the "is"; in other words, the being. J

Ultimately the problem of creation is not the pro-

2]

em of beginning  the ocess of coming even
bz ginning or of the proce coming to be, moit even

e
ct

|

a problem of the orggin or the principle s. the problem

ing itself. The separation in European metaphysics of

atf-—h

(0]

these two problems - that of creation and that of being -

there is, of course, a difference, but it is not an ontic one) i
> .

RN if

this —separation resulted in a so-calked metaphysics, which is

not mach more than a philosophical physics.

It is true that the structure of our thought - though |

not necessarily that of being - is so constituted that we can |

w

hardly say anything about the being of things ™ without callilg

on the help of the other secondary or prepositional questions.




i
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re neither "metaphysical® in

o

2DOEOUS sense, nor merely poetical or metaphorieal in
i an gutonomous sense i would call them "meta-theologleal®
vithin an onitonomic atmosphere, which is not always clearly

defined, They have no ulterior aim; they simwly deseribe

in nawerous ways that unigue and speeisl thing - ereation.
Une musi read the texts - singing or prayving ther one would :
understand them belterl - without subjeeting the emmecepts

used to an over-logieal or rationalistie serutiz ny; above all,

without ianterrupting the symphony of word or somg to glip in

comparisons and essays in analysis. if you don't understand l

then entirelVesscothat goes with 4it. if you iirdldanglirw; i‘
perdickes-or weak links... they too must be integrated and
_: aszlnilated. ihe monks don't infermupt their cheir to leok
up dictionaries! ' ‘he prineipal intulitions of Indian cosmo-
logy are right on the whole, even though the actual thinking
out 1s often faulily and heteronomous, Let us ignore the
guestion whether and to what extent the Indian tradition under-
stood and interpreted rightly the i{rue - or Christian - core of
its "woly"™ or "inspired™ texts. ‘hese texts eertainly contain
many elements ©f greal trulhn, which have been forgotten by the
Ugeident but wideh belong to a more wniversal Whilosophia
perennis", elecaents vhose h'lhegr:atiim congtitutes one of the '|
sk Mo Preapet dog !
: main tasks of culturp im our t.,.]me. f’jﬁt. is entirely rossible |
that Indiap pbilosoply has not drawn the full truth out of the
eonceplion of creation contained in the sacred books and that
|

the full depth of these principles will only beeome evident

through contaect with the spirit of Ghristianity.




29 "Creatio a Deo" ’

European Christian thought has always stressed a
particular aspect of the act of creation which appears here
in India as not very important or central, £¥em though not
entirely strange or inopportune. 4&As a reaction against the
Greek hypothesis of a primeval substance, Christian theology
has stressed the fact that the divine act of creation was a
"ereatio ex nihilo". For otherwise it would not be creation

at all, but production, shaping or the like.

4

Reading the Indian texts from this point of view one
will understandably term the entire Indian conception as "Han-
theistic.™ But studying the texts in their true context and
against the background which gave birth to them, we must admit
that the Indian speculation deals not with a "creatio ex Deo",
which would indeed be pantheistic, but with a "ereatio a Deo",
which is doubtless right or allows at least a right interpre-
tation, precisely because Indian thought has its centre of

gravity not in the physical but in the meta-theological sphere,

It is true that some Indian schools have a pantheistic

s PR
S LTGRO

stresk, but this is not generally the case, nor is the origi-

nal sense of the main texts pantheistic. These texts do not

say that God had the world come to be out of His own "substance" =~

causa materialis -, No, this ye=y sentence must be turned

aroundy It is the world which came to be out of God, from God,
(even though it came about in a secondary manner through love,
or through joy in play, or even perhaps through an ineluctable

will). Creation, seen from the standpoint of the world, is
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De It is a theological atter and in fthe very strictest
of revelation, The problem of

! rely philosophical or apologetical
question, but as a statement of the Vivine regarding the world

ens to be, regarding ltself; a statemen
that is either written down in the sacred books, or imprinted

: 1

seer and the saint, who have Treceived

| e ron itenment, whatever the idea of the deity

! may be.

.

|

i. peras

: 4, we will misunderstand the second and oints if
we lose sight of the first one, I mean, I could have said,
just the opposite, i.e., that the problem of creation is a
world-question and a philosophical concern. The point is
simply that we ust take the opposite direction within the same

e I e 5 1ad
| ¢ause. Nelther does a God

from outside +the world send us a revelation, No, it is the

world as such, that is, the whole-of-what-is, that reveals and

: shows to us its divine structure or its divine principle,. The

world as it dAn trutl

"‘ in the revelation. The Shruti is Revelation not because a

e |
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1 fror utside the world has revealed it, but because it
1« "o i ar 11 4+ - T 4= R B, - -1 41 += 2 F7F11m3 £ -1~
has no human author. It is Tthe word that illumines out of the

depths. In other words, we have to do neither with dualism

nof panthéism but with advaita and theopanism. If we were to

erstand it rightly we could call that hertzom a-the

1iere is no God without 1

] w1l A - RS e 1y K - A
ar agdllly 4 WOIrld witihout uwod neither 1s nor can be,
=4 = -~y T = P -1 o ~ T O £ el 'a ek L I 1 AY 3 414 ad
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ancient dindian texts to be taken mythically or symbolically,
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but the manner of thought must be taken this way too. Ve

have to do meither with an (Aristotelian) epistemological
symbolism, for which a simple analogy would be adequate; nor
with a (Platonie) realistic symbolism, for which every base

beingeisethe expression and manifestation of higher orders of

being. No, this is rather a remarkable and special symbolism,
for which the only manner of expressing higher real is the
mythical parable. For reality lies neither wholly within nor

wholly beyond our thought and our concepts. Consequently,
the concepts we use, such as Person, Water, Fire etc., are

neither mere analogies nor formulae of expression requiring in-

terpretation. They are myths "cum fundamento in re - atque

o

in verbo,"

o~

6. The descriptions of creation are often characterised

and darkened by dialectical antinomies. The Indian mind is a i

h i

=

mixture of purely intellectual and even suprational views with

penetrating and merely logical-dialectiical conceptions. An

e

eparture and that intuition

intuition is taken asg,;point of




-

3

can find its formulation only in contradiction. Then the
kkeen logical statements are developed on the basis of that
contradicting statement. n the one hand, for example, God

is being and non-being; but on the other hand, how can the

world spring out of non-being? Un the one hand nothingness
S (=] (=] o

o

s the pure non-being; on the other hand it is only undif-
ferentiated, unformed existence. God is neither being nor

same

=

; non-being, and yet He is both being and non-being at the

time. If both elements are held in view, the Indian horizen

===000 ===

This selection is not exhaustive, nor does it take all the

po © f“"‘/ﬁf‘h'&‘:ﬁ

exfisting | ~ into account. And yet it would ke 3xwn

to be central and chacteristic. We consider the Shru

i.e., the "inspired" books of Hinduism, namely the Vedas and

: the Upanishads. We leave the Smrjti out. The selected texts
i deal only with the ontological Froblem of creation as such.
| We leave out the other texts of a cosmalogickbr COSHOEﬂDiCﬂi;
bias. |
| Our division does not eclaim to be a sharp logical
‘ caﬁgé;fiméﬂfa3isatinn. 1t woa}é;ié%e-to beimg only a certain f

orderinyand to be of some use for a further study and comprehen- i

e Cenmon aret Erpliel Tomololin,
sime of the texts and of the problem, Frenet- Y e Fowre meoll alrta-lants
kot {rtern (4,5‘6‘-_,2,‘ (f eheck. cun Tk fﬂu.'*yt‘m{ '\f‘:""m e H (RKiEan A Ty, |
vl b R preret~ Az HEom A a~el eracorn 0cereol é:_ s = g

to give a short commentary of the texts.

s

They are almost incomprehensible for those who do not know

hilosophy. I hope to publish

Yt
)
o
2
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S
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already something about Indian |

W




ABBREVIATIONS
i A,U, - Aitareya Upanigad
! A.V, = Atharva Veda
| B.G, - Bhagavad Gita

B.S. - Brahma Sutra

B, U, - Brhadaranyaka Upanisad
i .- L]
: c.U. - Chandogya Upanisad

- L4

IsaU, = Tea Upanisad
Kaiv. U, - Kaivalya Upanigad
Ka?. Use = Ka?ha Upanigad

M.B, - liahabharata
Maitr.U. - Maitri Upanisa?
Manu - Manava Dharma Sastra

Mugd. Ue = Mug?aka Upanigad

t )
Prasn. U.- Prasna Upanisad

R.v. - Rg Vﬁd&.
S.B. - éatapatha Brahmana

| Sub. Us - Subala Upanisad
]
SeU. - Svetasvatara Upanisad
PsBe - TaittirIya Brahmana
2.8, - Taittiriya Samhita
PeUe - Taittiriya Upanisad

| Tagg.M.B.n Tangya liaha Brahmana.




B)- TEXTS

I)—%)roblg
a)- As such

1" I ask the wise men, because I do not kmow it, who has ordered these
six worlds in the form of the unborn? Who was the One?

(R.V., I, 164, 6).

2" What is the cause? Brahman? Whence are we borm? By what do we
live? On which basis do we stand? (sampra.tisthah)._ Overruled by whom in
pains and pleasures do we live our various condit.ionﬁ, 0 Ye Theologians
(brahma=vido)? (S.U., I, 1).

» T ask the extrens (parz) end of the earth; 1aakthemdofunmlo

3 Em) horse; ;ﬂk the navel of all existence; I ask the highest

perama) firmament}(vyoman) of speech ( I asked about the univers centre
(a.v., IX, 10, 13). and touching highest heaven, where speech abides).

4" hat is the g::ai (ground, and way, movement, gati) of this world?
(c.u., I, 9, 1),

b)- Its atmosphere

# -
5 That is full, this is full (fullness, completeness, purnam). From

fullness, fullness proceeds. If we take awgy the fullness of fullness
even fullness then remains (B.U., V, 1; Intro. to I.U.; GCf. 4.V., X,8,29).

6. ot by speech (vaca), nor by mind (manasa), no{by sight (caMguga),
can He be apprehended. How can He be comprehended except by him who says
"He is" (Kat. U., II, 3, 12) (Cf. text 50 ).

7" \hen He is apprehended as "He is" His real mature (specific being
tattva-bhiavah) is made manifest (id., 13).

8" In the beginning this was only the Etman in the form of a Person
(pln'uga). Iooking around he saw nothing else than himself. He said first:
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"I am", Thence arose the name "I". (B.U., I, 4, 1).

9" All this, whatever moves in this moving world is envaloped b;

God (isamyan)
@m VI, 1).

10" - How is it that ... How does it could be.es? (cf. text 71 ).
Then he (Yajnavalkya) said: O Gargl, do mot quas‘l‘.ion %o much, lest your
head fall off. In truth, you are quasti;ain; too mich about a divinity -
sbout which further questions are not to bo asked! O Gargl do mot ml;ltian AN
too much! Whereupon Gargl, the daughter of Vacakmi held her pfoace.

(8.0,, III, 6, 1),

II)- The Vedss
a)- The Mytho-lozical themes
= The fivan of cregtion
11" There was mwmeﬂstﬁnt (no’o-ba:l.ng a.-sat) s nor Q:w c::ist-ent
(veing, sat) then, z\&;;mm ma b Sl ddot N T LBl
What did it contain? Where? In whose protection? Was there (the primordial)

water, un-fattemable, profound? (R.V., X, 129, 1).

12" There was noﬁ' death, nor immortality then. There was no appearance of
day and night. That (tall-ekam) one (alone) breathed treathdess (windlessly),

by its own power (swadhayd). Other than that there was not anything beyond!
(1d., 2).

13" Darkness was in the beginning hidden by darkness. Indistingnishable,
this all\vas vater. The primordial being (the primeval potency, the first
essence, a~bhu) was covered with the woid, that One (tad-ekam) arose (was born)
through the power of heat (creative fire, mmwkbwismx asceticism, effort, con-
centration, tapas. (id., 3).

14" Desire (longing, wish, love, Xama) in the beglimning came upon that, that
was the seed of mind (spirit, intellect, manas). Sages seeking in their
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hearts with wisdom found out the bond (relationship, bandhu) of the existent
(being) in the non-existent (mot-being. (id., 4).

15 The cord was extended scross. las there below or was there above?
There were setters of the seed, there were powers: there was energy below,
there was impulse (will (?), prayati) above. (id., 5).

here
16" Who knows truly? Who shall/declare whence this creation was born

AN 24 ‘*
(produced) and whence it came? The gods are hithmu:rd of the ereation
(visarjanena) of this (asyd) (universe). Who then knows whence it has arisen?

(1d., 6).

17" ihence this crestion came, and whether he made it ar not, he slone

who sees in the highest heaven he only lkmows it, or else does he mot lmow it?

tde, B, ;
f>- The Cogmogonic Hymn

18" 1In the beginning was a golden germ (hiranyagarbha). From his birth
he was the only lord of creation. He made firmthe earth and the sky, Whom
shall we worship as the god of our sacrifice? (R.V., X, 121).

19" He who 1is the giver of the breadth, the giver of strength, whose

ruling even the gods obey, whose shadow is immortality, of whom is death.
Whom shall we Worship ... ? (ide, 2).

20" Who by his power reigns over the moving world as the only lord,
reifioning over those who breadth’and those who sleep, over men (two-footed
creatures) and animals (four-footed creatures). Whom shall we worship ... ?
(id., 3).

7
.

21* He through whom heaven is ‘harrible and earthm mnde f:lrst, the light
established ‘and the wault of the skw who measured out the air in the spaou,‘
Whom shall we worship ... ? b(id., 5)e

22" ihen the great waters went everywhere, setting the seed, begetting
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spirit) of the gods (devEn@m asur ekeh). Whom shall wo worship ... ?
(dsy 7).

*

23 mmmmmmmwmmmtmuﬂwhwmm
begot the sacrifice; uho alone is god above all gods (devengv adhi deve
ckah), Whom shall we worship .... 7 (id., 8).

24" Hewhall not harm us, begetber of carth and sky, whose laws (satya-
dharma) areégfawrlaathg, who hagaj'.tho great shining waters; whom shall
we worshdp .... 7 (id., 9).

25 o m (Iord of creatures) mome but you emompaﬂsfg'i'all these
created things! uhatever desire we beg of you, lst it be ours: We would be
masters of wealth sbounding. (id., 10).

¥ = God the Croater

26" Thousand-headed was Purusa (Person) thousand-eyed, thousand-fodted.
He having covered the earth on all sides, extended beyond it the length of ten
ﬁn{,"ﬂl‘lq (R-VQ’ x, ‘. qo.fl/

37" Purusa is €483 all, That hes boen and that will be. And he is the
lord of immortality, which he grows beyond thwough food. (ide, 2).

28" Such is bis greatness and mwore than that is Puruga. A birth of him
is all beings. Through birth of hin aie what is immwortal in heaven. (id., 3).

20" That three quarters Puruga rose upward; one quarter of him hore came
into being again. Thence he sproad asunder in all directions to what eats and
does not eat. (id., 4).

30" mmﬂrﬁ.(mmwm)mmmuﬂm When born
be reached beyond the earth behind and also before. (id., 5)e
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31" When the gods perform the sacrifice with Purusa as an oblation, the spring
was its melted butter, the summer its fuel, the subumn its offering, (id., 6).

®
32 The Rgi, the Hotr, our father who offering all these worlds has taken
hig seed, desiring wealth by pious benedictions, the first inventor has
entered inferior (beings).

(R.V,, X, 81, 1), (X, 6, 13, 1).

33" ihat was the station? ihat was the materlal? How wes (it done)? So that
the beholder of all, Visvekarman, (was) generating and disclosed heaven by hig
might,

(1d., 2).

34" Having eyes everywhere, and having a face everywhere, havingamml
where, and having feet everywhere, he traverses (heaven) with his arms, (earth)

with his svift mo (feet), and exists a god without compardon generating,
(id., 3) - : -

35"  lhich was the forest, which the tree, from which they falricated heaven
and earth? Inguire, sages, in your minds what (place) he was stationed in when
holding the worlds.

(1d., 4).

36" Let us proclainm with a dear wice the generations of the gods (the divine
company), who, when their praises ave recited, look (favourably on the wor-
shipper) in this latter age.

(ReVey X, 72, 1), (x, 6, 4, 1).

*
37 Brahmzaspati filled these (generations of the gods) with breath as a
blacksmith (his hsllﬂua); inuhsﬁrsta@ofthagodsthneﬁatmtmm

of the non-existent.
(i_i.’ 2).
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38" In the first age of gods the existent was born of the mon~existent; after
that the quarters (of the horizon) were born, and after them the upward-growing

(trees).

(id. 3).

39" The earth was born from the upward-growing (tree), the quarters were born
from the earth; Daksa was born from Aditi, and afterwards Aditi from Daksa.

(id., 4).

40" The maker of the senses, resolute in mind, engendered the water, (and then)
these two (heaven and earth) floating (on the waters); when those ancient boun-
daries were fixed, then the heaven and ecarth were expanded,

(R.v., x, 82’ l).

4" vVisvakarmen, of comprehensive mind and menifold greatness, is all-pervading,
the creator, the avenger and the aumamsuparma;-; him in whom the desires of
their (denses) arve satisfied with food; they call (him) supreme beyond the
seven rgia

(1d., 2).

42" He wio is our preserver, our parent, the creator of (all), who knows our
abodes (and knows) all beings, who is the name-giver of the gods—he is one;
other beings come to him to enguire.

(id., 3).

43"  hat was that embryo which was beyond the heaven, beyond thds esrth, beyond

the gods, beyond the asuras, wihich the waters first retained, in which all the

Gods contemplated each other?
(4., 5).

44" The waters verlly first retained the embryo in which all the gods were
aggregated, single, deposited on the nsWel of the un-born (ereator), in which

all 'Inings abode.
(id., 6).
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45"  You know not him who has gemerated these (beings); (his life) is enother,
different form yours; wrapped in fog, and foolish spech (do they) wander

(who are) glutonous and engaged in devotion,

(id., 7).

46" Truth (of Thought) and Truthfulness (of speech) were born of arduous
penance, thence was might generated, thence also the watery, ocean.

R.v-; x,

(m lw’ 1)' (x’ 12, 40, 1)'

P
47 From the watery ocean was the year afterwards produced, ordaining nights
and days, the ruler of every moment.

(1d., 2).

48" Dhatri in the beginning created the sun and moon, the heaven, the earth,
the firmament, and the happy (sky).

(id., 3).

49" In the beginning this world was water, ocean. The Iord of creation walked
among them (the primdeval waters) in the form of the wind. -I;:—gamduponﬂﬂs
(earth). He took the form of a boar and held the earth, me$ the
Maker of all things and wipRed (the earth) dry. He expandes Himself and
became earth. This is the extension of the earth. On it He made penance.

Only then He let appear the gods, the Vasus, Rudras and the Aditiyas.

(2.8, s 1 % £
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51° In the beginning, my dear, this was being (sat) alone one without a
second (elam ev;di-tgyam). Some peopie gsay: "In the beginning this was just
mon-being (a-sat), one only, without a second. From that non-being being was
produced". (C.U., XI, 2, 1).

#*

52 But how, indeed, my dear, could it be this? said he. How it being be
produced from non-being? On the contrary, my dear, in the beginning this (idam)

wes being alone, one only, without a second. (id., 2).

53" At that time this (universe) wes undifferemtiated (mot outspoken, revealed,

avyakrtem). It became differentiated just by name (nams) and form (rupa).
(B.U., I, &, 7).

54°  The one, comtroller (of all), the imner Gtman of all things who makes his
one form manifold ... (Ka?.U., 11, 2, 12, Cf. S.U., VI, 12).

55" The Gtman, verily was this, ome only, in the begimning, No other winking
thing whatever. He thought: "Let me now create the world". (AJU., I, 1, 1).

56 From him (Purusa), also the gods are manifoldly produced. (Mund. V., II, 1, 7).

4 )- The nok-being

3%

57" In the begimning, verily this (world) wes non-existent. | The mot-being
(a~sat) was this in the beginning (?)_’1 . Therefrom verily being (sat) was pro-
duced. That made itself (svayam akuruta) an @tman. Therefore it is called
vell-done (su-krta). (T.U., II, 7. Cf. comtra 52%).

58" The sun is Brahman—this is the doctrine. A further explanation thersof
(is this): In the beginning this (world) was merely mon-being (non-existent,
e-sat, asat evadam agra asit). It became existent | tat sad &sit, it was
existent (?]. It grew. It turned into am egg. (C.U., III, 19, 1).

59*  Non-existent (a~sat), himself does one become, if he knows that Ershman as
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If
not-being. /One knows that Brahman exists, such one thereby kmows as existent

(one becomes thereby an existent). (T.U., II, 6).

60" In the begimning mothing whatsoever was here. This world was covered

over with death, with hunger, for hunger is death. Then he created the mind
(Logos, spirit, manas). (B.U., I, 2).

61" From the non~existent the mgnas eame outb,
(ToBes IX, 2, 8, 10).

62*  In the mon-existent is the existent made firm; 4in the existent is being
(bimte) made firmy being is seb in vhat is to bej what is to be is made

£irm in being,
(A.V., XVII, 1, 19).

¥ J- The All-embracing

63" There are, in fact, two forms of Brahman: the formed (mirtha) and the
formless, the mortal and the immortal, the stationary and the moving, the actual
(existent, being, sat) and the yon [ that what is beyond, the transcendent (2),
sac-ca tyac-ca |. (B.U., II, 3, 1).

64" He discoursed in the following way: What was there then? He (Brahma)
said to him (Subdla): It was meither being, nor not-being, further it was
neither being and not-being. From that emerged darkness. (Sube. U., I, 1. Cf.
Ix; 1),

#*

65  When there is (was) neither darkness, nor day nor night; neither being |
nor not-being, only the Blessed (kindly, auspicious ) one alone (SKiva eva

kevalah) is (was). (3.T., IV, 18).

66" Verily, in the beginning this (universe) was, as it were, neither non-
existent nor existent; in the begimming this (universe), indeed, as it were,

existed and did not exist: there was then only that mind,
B8, X 5 5, 1).




67" Wherefore, it has been said by the Rishi (Rge Veda, X, 129, 1) "There
the

wes then neither the non-existent nor X existent’: <for Mind was, as it were,

neither existent nor non-existent,

(id., .2).

68" I am immortality and alse that, being and non-being, O Arjuna! (B.G.,
IX, 19).

69" I shall deseribe that which has to be known, but that which is to be known
and by knowing which immortality is attained: The beginningless supreme Brahman,
who is said to be neither being nor non-being (na sat tan n@ sat). (B.G., XIII,
12).

b)- The Meta=cosmolozical Element
?)- The Background

70"  Visva (the all) are you, Veisvinara (the fire, the all-pervading belonging
to all men) are you. By you everything that is born is supported. let all
oblation enter into you. Their creatures live where you, the all-immortal art.
(Mait, U., VI, 9).

74* Then Gargl, the daughter of Vacakmu, asked him: "Yajfiavalkyal" said she

"since all this (world) is woven, warp and woof, on water, on what, pray, is
vater woven, warp and woof?"-—"On wind, O Gargi"—"On what then, pray, is the
wind woven, warp and woof?"—"On the worlds of heavems, O Gargi” (and so the
process goes on through the worlds of the Gandharvas, of the son, of the moon,
of the stars, of the gods, of Indra, of Prajapati, and finally of the worlds of
Brahma . Then follows text 10. (B.U., IXI, §, 1. ©f. 9, 28).

72 And what else could its root be then food and in the seme mammer, my
dear, with food as an offshoot, seek for water as the root; with water,
my dear, as an offshoot, seek for heat (tejas) as the root; with heat, my desr,

as an offshoot, seek for being (sat) as its root. All these creatures, my dear,
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bave Being as their root, have Being as their home (abode, dwelling, sad-

Hyaﬁanah), have Being as their Support (Sat-pratiath;h)o (C.Uo, VI, 8, 4).

73% Manifest (yet) hidden, moving in the secret place, the great abode. There-
in is placed all this which moves, brea.,g:ilhes and winks.(R.V., X, 121, 3. Cf.
AV., X, 8, 6). What that is, know it as being (sad) and non-being (a-sad)
(é.U., IV, 18), as the supreme object of desire, higher than understanding, as
what is the best of creatures. (Mund.U., II, 2, 1).

74" The gods spoke 'Verily, there is mo other foundation than this: let us
restore even him, our father Prajapati, he shall be our foundation.

1
(S.B.’ VII, 1, 2’ 2).

P )- In the Beginning

75"  You are the begimingless (anadimat tvam), you abide through omnipresence;
]
' you from whkich all beings are born. (S.U., IV, 4. Cf. id., 10).

76"  Him who is without beginning and without second, in the midst of chaos,

the creator of all, of manifold form, who alone embraces the universe. By know-
]

ing god (deva) one is released from all fetters. (S.U., V, 13).

77" - He is the begimning, the efficient cause of combinations. He is to be
seen as beyond the three times (present, past, and future, trikals), without
parts (a~k@la) tool Worship him first of all as the one who is many-forms,
the origin of all being, the adorable god, who abides in one's own thoughts.
(8.0., I, 5).

*

78 If it is said, no¥ (that is not possible), for want of any distinection in
work (before creation). No, because (the world) was without beginning. (B.S£.,

II’ 1’ 35) -

79" In the beginning, @tman verily ome only was here. Nothing else whatsoever

;» winked. He thought, "let me now create the worldsi®. (A.U., I, 1, 1).

= T, —_— p—
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80" He created these worlds, celestial » light—rays, death

water
and the waters. (Id., 2).

/)= In God

81* As the mighty wind moving alvays everywhere, abides in the spaces (akasa),
know you that in the same manner all beings rest in Him, (B.G., IX, 6).

®
® (8o 1s) the Onme who rules over every single source, in whom all this

dissolves and comes together.
($.0., IV, 11),

83" 1In Him (It, Brahman) all the worlds rest and no one ever goes beyond Him
(1t). (Rat.U., 1I, 3, 1), i

84" e by whom this whole world is always enveloped, the knower, the suthor of
1
time, the possessor of qualities and 21l knowledge. (S.7., VI, 2).

85" He lmew: "I indeed am this creation for I produced all this". Thence

arose creation. Verily, he whe knows this comes to be in that ereation of
His. (B.U., I, 4, 5).

86" All this is His creation indeed and He Himself is all the zods. (id., 6).

87" From Him all proceed (is born, jataii), all rests (exists, subsists,
pratistitem), and to Him all return. I am that Brahman without a second.
(Kaiv.U., 19).

-
et

#* L

= o
88" He, indeed, is the god who pervades all regions. Aforetime was he born
(the first borm, purvo hi jateh) and he is within the womb, He has been born
and he will be born. He stands opposite all ereatures, having his face in all |
directions. (S'.U., II, 16). '

89 The god who is in fire, who is in water, who has entered into the whole i
world, who is in planets, who is in trees—to that god be adoration! Yea, be

adoration! (Id., 17).




*

90" Fire is His head, His cyes are the sun and the moon; the regions of
space are Hls ears, His speech the revealed Vedas; wind is His breadth (life,
Prana) and His heart the whole world, Out of His food the earth. Indeed he
is the imner atman of all beings (sarva-bhutentaratma). (Mund.U., II, 1, 4).

91*

no being moving or unmoving that cen exist without me. (B.G., X, 39).

And whatsoever is the seed of all beings, that am I O Arjuna. There is

92" By me all this universe is pervaded through my unmanifested form (a-
Vyakte~niirting). All beings abide in me but I do not abide (dwell) in them,

(B.G., IX, 4).@{-,@/9'

* And (yet) the beings do not dwell in m;r. Behold my divine yoga (mystery,

93
power), Bringing forth and supporting the beings my Btug does not abide in

then. (E’ - 5) .

94" The one god, hidden in all beings, all-pervading, the inner atmg of all
beings (sarva~blmtantar-atma), the ordainer of all deeds (karms), the who
dwells in all beings, the witness, the knower, the only one, devoid of qualities.
(é.n., Vi, I1).

&)= Out of God

95% As a spider might come out (ud-car) with this thread, as small sparks

come forth (vyucearanti, from vﬂ..-ud-car) from the fire, even so from this &tman
come forth (vyueearanti) all lraadhaa (vital energles, pranah), all worlds,

all gods, all beings (blutani). Its secret meaning (Upanifnds) is the truth

of truth (the real of the realy the being of reality, satyasya satyan. Vital
energies (}n'eadth'a, prana) are the truth, and their truth is He (It, the Btman).
(B, II, 1, 20, Ofy MaiteuUs, VI, 32; ot MumdUs, I, 1, 75 et 5.0.,

VI, 10).

96" His name is the real of the real (the truth of truth). (B.U., II, 3, 6).




97" This is the truth. As from a blazing fire sparks of like form issue forth
(prabhavante) by the thousands, even so, O dear, beings manifold are born (pro-
duced, prajayante) from the imperishable and they return thither €. (Mund.U.,
12, 1, 1)«

98" I am the retainer of all, from me everything proceeds. . Knowing these the

wise worship me with right consciousness. (B.G., X, 8).

€ )- Outside God

99%¥ It moves and it moves not, It is far and it is near. It is within all this
and it is outside of all this. (Isa U., 5).

~

100® As fire, though one, entering this world adﬁpts itself in form to every form,
80 the one inner atma of all beings (sarve-bhtta-anter-atma) enurapped in every
form 15 yet outside (bahis). (Kat. U., II, 2, 9, 0f. et 10" & 11%).

101" Te who dwelling in the esrth yet is c(lff**“-(antarah, means also "within")
t;;;tlm earth, whom the earth does not kmow, whose body the earth is, who con-
trols the earth from within, he is from atman, the inner controller, the immortal.
(BoUpy TIX, ¥, )

102* 0 lord of ereation, you are the primordial pmotector, the Father of the
gods, the producer of the creatures, the Iord of the whole life, the transcendent
protector,

(1.B., I3, 8 1, 3).

¥))- Tousrds God

103* Into whom (god, deva) in the beginning and at the end, the universe is
covered (its end and its beginning the whole world dissolves). (é.U., x, L.
cf. 82%),

104" In the dissolution of the world He alone remains aweke. Irom that space
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He, assuredly, awakes this world, which consists of W"% It
U Amd Hoded A by Him and in Him it is dissolved. (Maitr.U., VI, 17).

105* 411 beings, O Son of Kunti (Arjuna), go back to Him Prakriti (nature) at
the end of a cosmic circle (kalpa: and at the beginning of the kalpa I send
them forth. (B.G., IX, 7).

¢)- The ygtg-_-mﬁ logical Llement.
A)= Through the Iogzos

#*

106 And this is also brahmanaspati. The word (speech, véc) is Brahman, He

is its lord. Therefore, this is brahmanasspati. (B.U,, I, 3, 21).

3

e
107" By thet speech and that soul of his he created all this (univers¥X) what-
soever there 18, eeee

L ]
(S.B., X, 6, 5, 5).

108" Verily in the beginning Praj@pati (the lord of creatures) stood alone. He
: had no happiness, being alone, Then meditating upon himself (FtmEnam) throwing
his thoughts within himself) he created mumerous offpring (Maitr.U., II, 6).
109% .... but Prajapati is speech, and that ENNBIEME doubtless is the supreme

. speech which is (the outcome) of seventeen dyums: he
(S.B., V, 1, 5, 6).  tims wins the supremgBpeech, the supreme Prajapatl.

110* I distinguish not if T am this all, for I go perplexed, and bound in mind;
when the first born (perceptions) of the truth reach me, them immediately
shall I obtain a portion (of the meaning) of that (saved) word.

(R.V., I’ 1“’ 37)0 (I’ 22’ e’ 37)0

(Upaaths)
111% Ihm@mmmmmmmm,lhmmmmm

born Son of Qxde)

eV -85 s

112* (In the beginning) only this Prajapati wes. His vak was (he) himself




(svam)., The vak was his second. He contemplated: I will deliver this vak,
go that) it will produce and achieve all this (whole world, universe), He
(then) delivered the vEk and he (vEk) produced all this (universe).

(Ténd. M.B., XX, 14, 2).

*

113" DBrahman is intelligent (kmowledge, vijmana). For truly beings are born
from intelligence, when born they live by intelligence and they enter into

intelligence, when departing again. (T.U., III, 5).

114" That which all the vedas proclaim, that which all austeritfies (tapas)
declare, that desiring which man liwe’a life of a religious novitiate (student-
ship, brehmacerya) that word shall I tell #o yous briefly. That is pum. (Kat.
U., I, 15),

115% That syllable (fum) is verily Brahma (everlasting spirit, sacred word).
That syllable indeed is the supreme (the highest end). (Kat., U., I, 16).

f7)- uith the Will

116" For the self-existent (sveyamblii) having performed austerities, er:-.;’«/d;;

C(Mam, I, 94). J the beginning, out of his ommihy
._"‘*-...___

117" Verily all these are cenﬁ’ﬁé _i_igkths Will (deecision, intention, conception,
safikalpa). In the Will they have their atman (safkalpa-atmakani). In the Will
are they established (have their abode, are grounded,f pratistihitani). Through
the Will were heaven and earth formed, air, ether, water, and earth were formed
through the Will, (C.U., VII, 4, 2).

118" The mwtman desired: Would that I were many! Let me procreate myself! He
performed gustgi_-itfy. Having performed austerity he created all these, whatever
thare is here. Having created it, into it, indeed, he emtered. (T.U., II, 6.
Cfe AeVa, V, 32).

119" In the beginning this (world) was just the tmen, one only. e desired




(Kamayata): Would that I had a wife, then I would procreate. iould that I
had wealth, then I would offer sacrifice (perform rites, fulfil a work, karma).
This much indeed is the (range of) desire (kamah)., Not even if one desired,

would he get more than that. (B.U., I, 4, 17. Cf. Prasn.U., I, 4).

120% I am the father of this world, the mother, the supporter, the grand-
father (ancestor, pitamshah). I am that what is to be known, the purifier
(pavitranm), the jum (aufiksra), the Rg, the Sama, and Yaymr (veda as well).

(BuGey IX, 17).
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Indisn Philosophy to-day ctands &t the crosse
roads, not only between Fast and Vest, ut also between Past
and Future. Aware of this problem, the Iandian Philosophical
Congress asked recenily its members and the philosophers in-
of India in general, whether Indian Philosophy needs re-
orieantation and orm:l.m a w on this subject, and
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M a yhuonmm mlt-nﬂmﬂm nnung plans of spinning
projects is a positive contribution to the Ph:uam of our

r”.“tr@, W%M\ka s Ao forless: (64"’" OY )
It is with this epirit that we eve (dealing with
> & ph:l.lalophleal y“opus™ and not simply with an historical ex-
G e jition of an ebsolete Prilosoply that we would like $0 4ouiwh The
Zowe |some philosophical criticisms. Amicus mihd Plsto .
S mz For wndoubtedly we deal here with one of the most
/::-eﬁ{” \;;;,-s"" R wmm ve recently appeared either in India
@4'”‘ A~ am.mmm suddhism, but also about Indian
| g \) Philosophy in genorals It id not the study of a mere scholar
o Wm who has become shori-sighted from @eciphering old palimpsests
‘ A and ignores the context which alene gives velief to his topic,
but 1t is the work of a philosopher who has gone into the core
of one Philosophy and on the way and at the end meets with the
representatives of other philosophical gystems and w

u“i physical urge. mmmammm
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that Indian Philosophy is only = matbtter of archaeology or Sthat its
renewal should Lreok with the indian fradition should read this book to
become convinced that there is abill room for snother "via media” that
makes the Indian Wisdee of the past, present asidst us and edfestive for
the fulure,.

The book opens with o masterly exposition, original inits
thinking outof impiicationsg, on "the two Traditions in Indian Philoso-
phy™: "cne having itas source in the almsae~doctrine of the Upaniaaﬂa and
the other in the snftma~—dootrise of Daddha® (10). The at aes s
substonce~view of reality” coaea-finu aubataaca

Sy —fw.‘.;«:[tou ustoa
: She ciassical ayatems of

table and al-
vays identical with itself &
Indian Philosorhy. JaAkiye, Nyayse-Veisesika snd Vedanta all comsider
the atuan as "the very pivot of their aotayhxaicn; epistenclogy and i
ethica® (10). "The obher traﬁitinn ;a represeanted by the “uddhist j
denial of substance (&tman) snd all thet it implies. There is mo faner
and 1unqﬂtablo core in things; everytiing ie in flux" (10).

Frofesoor Aurii explaing and proves at length thal the intere
protation of Iadiaa Failosophy “as having evelved out of one single
tradision— the Upanisadic™ {14) aad whioh consi.ders Buidhise and Jeinism
a8 déviu%iona rather than as rodical departures from the Bpauigadiu tra~

dition” (14) is au g "ngt fully alive o the viial

differences and exclusive abtitudes mherent in the 3r'§haa_13_ical and the
Buddhist systens ® (14), Iuddbion is not merely eam hercsy of Brthﬁg}am_

sut @ radical poimt—of departure frou the oﬁpouita presupponiilion that

underiies the whole of she U;anigaﬁst nf&pi} 2 8?5?5?53*3%&;§5¥*ﬁﬂ§°“‘
end fundameantal nairatmys =vads
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sltua-vada, wul a geauine pailosophy emerging sAut—of ®a oppusite a0lue

tion %0 the Jundameniel philowophical problems This problea has two
sidesd aw iV were. Iits gxisientiel side is the faoct of pain and the
alu bowurds its removal. The Upaniaadic way is the positive path %o
ablain Lliss— unanda--realising the atsan ag Srabman, The Suddhiast
solution is the pegetivg path to reach nirvana by de-reslising the
sbnan, 1.9., denying it albogethor (ef, 18 ag.).itc gagential side

ca the oiher hand, cousisis 1n”the problec of change. The Upaniaadio
solubtion will lead %0 the denial of itwas real--on the ground of the
static and changeless atmant ﬁha Heal is the permanent and only the
poraanent, The huddhi::éa trend wili affire the conirary: the pere
sanence, the chnnéieha(igziha great iliusion,; is the unreal; the
"universal” is Tnoughtncaastructﬁzzfvikalpa. Change 1o cleo daniad§
because there is pothing to change. (Hadhyauiks is ab sigat) (C£.55 ag)

Our outher tokes greet poins $o ghow Shat, azainst gome
sodern interpretere of Buddhiecm,pricitive Puddhicn never affirmed the
atnon, so that the ﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁmikm does pot need to appear s o deviation
from the early teashbings of DBuddhe, bub ap 188 culuination snd Ste
"real heert® (58)., In this mazaner he Justifiec the apparently ambi-
ticus title of the book, the XEdhyamike being the Sentral Bhilosophy
af Suddnlen: According to bhim thia aysicns not only "ecrasztsd a revolus
tion in Puddhism end through that in the whole raage of Indlen Philo-
sophy™ {(vii), but "the rise of the *Tdhysuiks systen is ot once the
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rise of Duddhlom as a religion” (6). Loreover, from the
beginning (9) dowm to the very end (341) Jurtd is convinced
that the MEdhyamikea ebselutism is & valusble and slmest gefi-
altive ertique of all philosophy. Not that he daved, to call
his book: The Central Philosophy of Fhilosoplly ses (CL.f4 93).

The secound chapter is an effort to interpret the
fanous "silence" of the Buddha, not ag anti-netaphysical, uerely
agnostic or purely nihilistie. The Buddha kept silence because
uo "rationsl" asswer could be given, because ayy mswer would have
been wyong and led to bhavven speculations—ditti~vada (vhich imrél

eallis "dogaatian", in a rather restricted and peculiar sense) D).
"He has realised that the Real is transcendent to thought® (45).
mmuuxmeu“wmmmmmwum;m-
late" (49). The ailence of Duddba not indulging in vationalistie
antinonies and raising us “io he higher standpoint of criticism
(40) is the birth of the Dialectie that is goiang to be very nature
of the Ladhyemika.
Theﬁ.mtpmwﬂumuazmavithM1q
and scholarly, wmtatmmwmngu&m
"development of the

e |

ok Mumwmmwmmﬁrﬁamm
what he wants to say, provided he clavifies their meaning in
@ univocal way. Inbpite of the Seuskrit equivalent drsl
(theory—from theorein, %o see, to vealise! o have an
“M,gﬂﬁmefmapmMWW)mwmh
trenslete it Ly "dogmatie” taking it in an even more restric-
ted sense than Hant himeelf. "Dogmatists inveriably confound
the Transcendent with the empivieal” (45). Dogms in the
Chrisztian sense--from which it has come inte the modera
mmaa—iammmuﬁmefamhsmﬂl as 1% is "gpen®
by the luman intellect whem it is illumined by he Xnowledge
God hasebout fimself (emd in Him everytiing included). Dogna
inmthmtmgmmdﬁnthhggiﬂssita
certain formulaiion. Dogma is uot the superimposition of a
doctrine wpon faith. Prof. urti is, of course, not alam
responsible for his pariticular use of the word.
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two braditions ond the emergence of the "&dihyonika aysten” (55=103)
on the oune hand, and "the iafluence of the Hadhysmika dialective”
(104=117) on the other. The very genius of the suthor helping us
to assist at the birth and growth of aavwrgl Indian aystems snd show=
ing the logical connexions between &heu,Ji;gggzié; little his intro=-
ductory statement that “systems of Philosophy are the elaboration,
through concepts and symbols, of certain original intuitions” (55). '
The materisl is so finely woven that he leaves little room for those
intellectual mutations alludid to. In fact there is no op osition
between intuition and 1ogic.s Ye can only recommend these pages o
the student of Indian Fhilosophy. le will certaialy learn more here
than in many textebooks, because Murti philosophizes along his hisw
torical itinerary.

1t is interesting (to resd\d4f wk somewhat startling)there TAat
'the/g;&wum that Buddhist thought made o Indiam Philosophy
vas the discovery of the subjective—the dootrime of appefarance”
(57)« 1If this is true it is understandable that the exposition of
Indisa Philosophy reduced to the "six syslems" i not only one-sided,
but radically vitiated, for the fundemental concepiion of appearance

‘would now have to be regarded as of Puddhist oerigin,

Another very illusisading point is his remark regarding the

evolution of the monism of the older Vedanta inbo the advaitiss of

Gawdapadg Hondana Hisra and Senkara. (63/64). Unfortunately the

autfor does not follow up this thought, end I am afreid that he fore




The Problem of Himan Cultures




g
gets 1V sgain when returning to o monistic interpretation of Advaita.
The substitution of vivasta-vada (appearance) for parigﬁmavﬁda
(spdification) should prove a true progress towards an advaita-vada
that does not fgnore Sthe complexity of mayh.

The second and centrsl part of the book (121-209) is concerned
with "the Dialectic as System of Philosophy™. Thelﬁziﬁg:gg:;r Mur§1
and the expositor of the Nadhyauika system go here se—elose hand in
hend that the resder is farc;d to believe that the author is a Hadyemika
Vedntin who accepts the whole of Puddhistic Central Philosophy withe
out throwing over his ?edﬁnsio abasclutisn, It seems that he incore
porates fully tue Kidhyemika "technique® into his VedSatic Philosophy
without paying attention to the Madyemika's claim that there is so .
other Philosophy than that "technique™ which reduces all Philosophy to |

aahes, “"Extremes meei".

axcesaiéely inpreseed by the Xentian, ";pemnican revolutioca®™ |

—uwhich symbolieally enough modern astronomy has made almoat irrelevant-—
our expositor applics that same pattern to Indian Philosophy. As Kant
Eried to overcome the deadlock of Empfricism and Rationalism by an
internal critique of Reason itself in order to find out ite validity
and 1ts limite, and in so doing converted (the whole of) Philosophy
into eriticiam, so Sho Madhyamike weuld characterifesboth tho Hima and
Enataa vicva as dogmatic (dfffi)' (123) and reject{all views and the
vhole realm of Reason in order to reach the Sunyata (the Absolute of
the Madhyamike) identiesl with the "Intellectual Intuition® amd-deovoid
af all content and forms and thoughta,

Hurti attribvutes to the Dialectic in general and to the
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dimlectioy of the H@dhyamike in particular & gouble function, the
gsgapgd of whieh , in uy opinion, obvicusly transcends the soope and
nature of the pure Pialectie, &tgzéfhha vary.bag;nninﬁ of this Book,
and he will repest it nusberless smeg;”ﬁ“ﬁeff;wsv%hu Dialectic'is
the conscicusness of the total and interminable cenflict in Reason and
the conseguent attompt $o resclve the counflict by rising to a higher

atandpoint® (9% *a higher plane of consciousacsa® (294).

The firat function of the Dialectic is the oriticisa of all
systems, it 18 the pure applicabion of the Law of lon-contradiction
gotting at an "absu¥dun"™ within each of the systoms analysed
prasafigapadenam (131). Dispreviag = thesis does not mean for the
Hadhyeaike ber ap;:-rwﬂno opposbe, This would level down the Hadhyanike
to snother “view", "thsory® and 4% ;1;1lnleonntant1$)thét the denisl of
all viewa is not snother view, "Every thesis is self-convicied, not
counterbalanced® (136), DIut Professor Murti contests agein and again
and 1t seems to us very rightly, that SUaysta is not nihiliss aad the
Halhyemika not positivisz or scepticism, but a supra-rational system
that realises the Real as Tramscendent to thought and atteinable by,
nay, i8entical with "o higher faculty, Intuition (prajia) with which the
Beal (tattua) is fdentlonl® (126), This “conclusion” (138) is not
arrived at by the first function of the Dialectic, but the second one.
The first function only makes plain Lo us the a-:Z;ﬂiiiiiizor Heason to
give a "rational" smocount of Heelity as well as of the main metaphysical
issuecs, For "¥ejection of views is not besed on any positive grounds or

Tereuo
the scceptance of another view; 4t is sololy besed on the inner contea-
dicticn implicit in euch views The funotion of the Nadhyamika dislectic,
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on the logical level, is purely anegative, anslytic® (128). 4And yes the |
Hadhyomika does not atop here-—as Xant would do. Kant's Crisique has & ;
certain ragie charscter. It was inteaded %o put an end, once and for é
all, %o wetaphysics, the gell distraction of which alone can prepare the %
way for faith. Iub Philosophye-for Kunb--cunnot proceed further. If

there is anything beyond the thréggld, Rba{ncn doss nob kuow Lt. It has
opencd the door, but doea not kavw at ell what is beyond, whether deing,

Hothingness, Light or Darkness. "He ghouwld have~furii points oubte-, ag

complementary o his doctrine af? trangscendental illusion, ggcepted a
Enowledge of the resl;y though %eaeaaarily. it eould not be in the thinke :
ing wey". (141) (Italiocs mine) (Gi‘. also 213). Ihis is what the |
Hadhyemike does: gomplements (@t. 142) the first function of the Dialeow
tic vith a second one sad ggggnjg (cf. 214 wad alaQTZBS) *intuition of
the real® as the true knowledag DS whick 5 fron

feality itself, Hadhyemikae's Critique is not a real tragedy for meta~

':-_'_th i e — o

paysics, but ocaly a cathartic drema. Mebaphysics ns a system of epiri tual
nﬂlntion do not siak down in a total shipwreck, they are saved when LI
all scemed to be lost by that "fmplication® (212) that the "real is i
[only] ovc?iéid with the undergrowth of our notions and views" (212). i;}

The intéitionw-prajii~-of the Nadhyamika "is suprae-rational™ (219). f\
I

Vheme doos this iutuition come from? The Bdhyemikae will say :
o 2N
that 1% does not come from sayvhere, for n/m. it {8 always thoere,

being the Real itself. That is why Philosophy so Dialectic has only this

restriotlons” (213), deconcepbuclising the miund and disburdening "4t of
all notions eapirical as well as g priori® (212).

i
"uncovering fuaction®™ (212) sebtting the intellect rr:fm from "concepiual l
I
1
|

flow does bthe pure Dislectic perform this second function?
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What would happes if 1 remaia’.'aag;g;aé down in the first negative funce
tion of the Diglectic end i"&ilh o digscover the underliying Zeality or
Intuition? The Vadhysmiks snswer is obvicus. It will aay that he who !
asks thus has not reached the true siayat®, the ragl void; but this |
angwoer will not convince the outsider since 4% begs the guestion., And
yet there is sll along the Madhyemike' effort, sccording to Furti; |
the idea bhat the Dislectic alone will leed us to such a recogaitiom ,
it trice oven %o prove it—-utilizing Ly the way, She Law of %cluded

WELL MzAlYa e Kok

middle, thatitself denies (Cf. 146 8q.)s "Four and guly four views
are posaibvle" (129), on any subject (Italice mine, pointing out to the ‘

utilization of the Law of exclutied middle!). A, nonw-4, A and non-i,

non (A ond non A)e ALl these "views™ load to an abSurdity (prasenga),

thereiore, no view io velid, *Reason (buddhi) is therefore condemusd
as falsifying she real (semvriti)® (139). "Philosophy then gulminates
o intellectusl intuition®(142) (Italics mine). Once the door is open. |
to such = "gulpisgsiion” , the whole of Suddhism again finds its place
within the fromework of the Dislectic that had ot first peemed aosw‘-fﬁ

\fl
rdl
it
1
]
)

“The Madhyamika dialectie @8 culminating in intuition i3 not only the 1
H
fruition of the theoretic consciousnsss; it 18 the fruition of the H

practical and religious consciousncas) ab well™ (142), “The dislectic f'
a8 non-gonceptunl intultional keowledze tekes us beyond the possibility |
of pains It L& the guwumm bunug of all our endoavours. It is FPreedonm
iteelf (Nirvina)'(142). *The dialectic as PrefSRpShamtts is tdentified

with the tathigata (dharnskiya) --the Eng pe which 211

beings gre in casence and which they attain Ef they are they do not
atialn! (both italics mlnej «by spiritual discipline. -#/ The dislectic
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Consunsates the union of all beings with the perfect Deing (buddha—ﬁﬁya)";
(142). "The Medbhyemike Yialectic as negation of thought is intuition
of the Absciute™ {143)", indecd we are far avay from Kang and from

any other Dialectic! 4ad yet this is geasuine ﬁﬁdhyamikaf

Alber a skillful chapter in vhich"some objections a againat *«'.hrE
diala»nxc (Aiqj Congldered™ (144 ®q.) and angwered, comes one of the mogt |
e aad laaafiﬁaptura of the whols book on the "application of the 5
PDimlectio®, ia which almost the whole of Imdisn Rhiloaophy/ggain before
our eyes mavching in fromt or rother around the eritigue of causality, |
that Murti calls, I thin: with Juatide; "the contral problem in Indian ;
Philosophy® (166, and before in 121%): This 18, of courae, ih close ;
relation with the proviem of al*;;-.zxga, 2lgo called Tenbral® for the E
J8akhya as for the other nystom? (61)y as woll as for Duddhism (69).

The olimex of the book ie 8. chapter eight where our author
deseribes "the Widhyemika conception of Philosophy as pmdiiparmu’ ]
(209 8q¢.)s We learn thore again that "the Dialectic i not a body of
doctrines, but tholr eriticiam® (209) (italics mine), that “"the Dislectic
itaelf is philaﬁophy“ (209) and that She "sunyats of df§§1a is not one

more drati, Wb 13 prajid--their reflective avorences® (209) (again
italics mine; o intuilion be reflsotive?) also 162). ve leara
there that the Hoadhyenike not only balioves:to be aware of a df?fi {view)
ve muot be avare of iis felalty" (209), but alsc that it interprets all il
other (Indian) philosophies as Bpecies of scientific enquiry and
"dogmatism® and "froe from every trace of the problematic, the doubtful
sad the tﬁlng'_(i};&. LT every "philosophy® would agree with such chae ||

racteriaction Femains an untouched prodlea for the Madhyeaika, |

Three beautiful chapters, each of $hen dealing with a pair

of fundomental notions ("Absolute and Phenumena'i}‘nialeetio and Freedom"
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and "Absolute aud Tathagatae") close this second part of the book, and

with 4% & full scoount of de MBdhyenika systen oe one of the three

Fed

wadrd o » ¥ T a4 ar ¥ g G ]
Abgolutiang of Indian Fhilosophy.

The last part of the bouk i devoted S0 a comparative study
on "The Hedhyasike and Allied Oysteas™ (233 sg.). Firat it is conpared
0 the philosvpiles of Zami, Jegel snd Droadley as exouples of Wealera

il
Abgolutisus, end secondly it is described in couparison e the two other |

Indien Absolutisms, nasely Vijhanavoda snd Advaits VedBata, Thits < I
latier chaplery svem-tc me oune of the best of the wiole book. iw-n '
Wuﬂ siuple formulse and Llear forsuletions that give us the tam-t
of Indian Phllogophy without falling into Wee oversioplification or

even dlstoriioms of dhe previocus chapter “aui;ﬁw veatern l:
Absolutisng. 9o often(ve |have)bad the op-osite case of sisrepresento~ |

A
tion of Indian .,zougbt by Yestera writers, that idess here, shudovy

{

TO o |

gs they are o ug to be Aﬁ.;ﬁiight and to be & symbol of the 1
i

vitalily of Indian Philosophy today, ab lesst in one of ite best ?1

representatives., Sterting from the classical example: "Ihis is ana.ke".;;
furti shows us how "for the Vedanta the pot applies to the 'suake’.
This is not gnakey i.6., Zhig is real, but its uscribed snake-charseter ||
if false" (323}, Ihis is only One, Brahman, *"For the Vijhanavads, the
'aot* applies to the fhis, *The snake is nod g’y iee., Ghe ‘snake’
3@ out there as his, ae an object independent of the projecting |
ldeation of conseiousness, but is identiosl with the latter. The ‘this'|
(given, Zeing) iz resl for the Ved@ata, and the 'saake’ as & creature il
of projective imagination is appoarance; for the Vijnanavade, it is Juaél
the roverse: The "this' as an other, independent of consciocusnese, is

sppearance; and the "saske’ 10 real, being the zvde of consiructive

ldeation. 3oth have this common feature however. [From the context of
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iliusion they reoject one aspecte-the sppesrsnce--(the 'saske’ by the
VedBntin and ihe 'ihds' by the Vijaanavadin)j 4t 4s totally felse,
uareal (=e-j. hNey, however, salvage snd vebtrieve the other part, the
real or the prius of illusion (Yhe 'this' by the VedBatin and the 'snake' .3
by the Vijidnevidin); only its relationship with the appearance is
false® (323/324). "Por the lSdhyanika negetion applies ko both the
*this® and the 'wnake's ids 18 aotb ghalies The '"thies' cannot be had
apart from ihe 'snake' for we kinow the 'ihis! only as identified with :_l
the ‘ang kajtoo ¢on b6 bhad only as identified with the 'this' (substrate, |

prideicale ) and not i dsslolion, ; #he amake’
Bhbjaut)f Thay are relstive 0 each other, and this constitutes their
faleity®, (324). ¥e regain hars the classionl Iuddhistic tenet of the

prati Ly ganutpade lntnz'pmtad uot io the early form of teaporsl aequnxmq
but as “"gagential Aspendencs" (7)e DBut for the NMEdhyauika “"relativity
or mutual dependence is a mark of the uaresl® (139). If we were to ask
why, the Madhyamike ;wé!nd angwer because the neel (sativa) "is unifora
end universal, nait!xer decreasing, unor increasing, neibher originating

nor decaying”. The Absolute slono is in itsols (akrt Bs avaahmra)m

B —— ——
= __:__-‘ﬁ.u..,_..._.....__-..__

(235). < The Hadhyauike snswer for the sexb qumbion is anl,f om: ‘9
in foct the point of departure is already the goal and the ead, It I

would have been = geniel yitel girgls inglead of & yiligus one, 47 Murti ‘,

hame not Giargu
wuld’(m-qta: the Hadbyanika bue charscber of being pure dialectic,

SO LY

And in fact Madhyamiks $rassosuds Dinleciia,%ritical relfexion, which
io the philosophioul consciousness m Mu (326) fae the e
Hadhyamika, transcends Thought ?s amnta., *s Prejng, ?/an-dm Intui-
tion® (326) aud thus deyoud the gig @t zop of every Plalectic,

The leat chapter 13 & very short "tstimote” (325-341) in whic
She philosppher of the Danaras lindu University only tells us shat'SGnyet!|
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is Absolutisnm, not Hibilion or Pogitivisa™ (324}, for, against Hihiliom,
*the HMAdhyuuiks dialectic im but the gystematic form of She guscestions
already found in the teachings of the ™uddha as embofdied in the PELIL
and other Caacns® (329) (Ltalice nine) and emly coacludes "that the Real
is (rangcondent to thought and LHhat 16 cannot be concelved in terma of
the eupirical® (300} aué sgeinat Positivien "1t has a spiritual goal®
(531), the very objective 2f his disleuiic bedng soiritusl snd tending

"to free the mind of all vikalps by resolving the antas, sliernatives®

(333).

F

Hurti ends his brilliant exposition wi A0BCIL 0w

e 1r,- AN ,  RALS

1nu;tur spiritual indigeacy of o¢r world to-day and pointiaz out "the |
value of the Hadhyemika Jyasam as Desis for World Culture’ {337)s for

%ihe Christisn woyld bas desn distmbesrating for cenburies, aince the
i

and reupsest itaclf. The fast 2 hardly bdetder, though the disiniegra- ¥

Aenalssance. There is 1itile hope that 14 could regain the losi ground

tion has not proceeded to such ax exteat® (338). "Denouwinal religions

weoe desorvedly ntand discredised” (340)., "Umly mystionl religion, -

can sope to unite the world™ (340/341).
’\_,/’ &

x
After this loug an scoount of such an isportant ook, miaor

>, PSS iy

chaervationg— slveye voseillew would be out of place, It could be snid
i‘ U—\Llf\ ;f
for instmnce, that the book contans fer too many rﬁpatitiana,nnuhhﬁ&

: L i
Lo sano idous are exposed in four of five dilferent contexta, and that
[P B AN
the gaug work could have boen writien Lm—wx-halfl the mwmber of pages, nory

DM

are we going fo linaerfggsttilliouszy.ag,fhruiaolagiﬂal discussions.

-

¥hat does he underatand by "fhought®, "knowledge®, “Theory", "Reason",

etc, Many a Barrsa quorrel could be avoided by olarifying terms.




We would like &0 moke oaly two eeateal comments, <£1) The
2
one, refers to the cantral doctrine of Modhyamika itself. AH) IThe
other Lo Lhe erinig 1Y brings--in the Oreek sense of the word, Krisig--
to She wihole 4f Indizn Philogophy in ite plase in the ¥hilosophy of

9 e o
the world to-day,

[
o o
A ¢ may well Be $hat our evelutubion of the Madyauika is

somehiow condltionad by the Wook we are revievinmgy, And I have the sirong

suspicion that our writer pay
mind presenting o pure dislecticel NMedhyeailke instesd of a more religious
: end rightly theslogiecnl system, Iub even If Bis offspt someov dle~ |

slaces Medhyanika I think that & criticimm of Murti's tadhyenike 10
& o |

intnrcs:.“f for Both, the L&Qwaﬁﬁl i1%salfl and the Philosophy of our
i tim@ﬁ. .‘. i .-é v 14
| ¢ D hcvhﬂwopﬂéﬂﬁwmﬁa * I
_ & i
: NJ 2yrefesnor Hurtl secms $o just Ly the claim to aniqua—
|

ness >f the ﬁEdhyamikn Philosophy and %o explain away all ithe criticisms
thet have been made ggainst it since the aary—baginu;ng of ite forsule-

tioxn, .,w, the Xedhyemike's clsim thad 1§jitself no doctrine, no "view",

igﬁ merely a dealal and sublimation of 211 Philosophies, is one thing, H
Another thing is whether this claim is trus, snd eill o third protlea |
is whother this claim can be substanticted either by positive proofs or

at least by showing $hat 4t is nos a&lf—nqntradiutory:\

vy Regerdinz Sthe truthe-eclalnm of the ERdhysmika we ear hardly :
say anything, bsfere agreedar on the truli-oriSeris that we should apply
o that system. [ Omly al 1ghtly and en pargent (. 211 and 335) our
author borders onc of the moat Lfaberceting prodlems of the self-

roeflection of the Philosophy of our timesw of the Failosophy of Philosophy

that of the ghoice between different aystems of thought, ﬂ@“hﬁd—gére@ﬁcg
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viiel more or lese coherent once iis p:inuwglnafécuﬁpbud. ¥e had for too
iong & time banished the ¥Will from sur philosophical meditations, not
of covurse as an abject of gpeculation, but 38 & philosophicel fector and
ingtrument, The problea anywey iz not oo casy as $v be reducible to an
unjustilicable stvike a;"banyarmmcnt” or "happy suggestion™ (211).

cre 1o o desper and philosophical-connexion between the philosophér
and She Fhilouwophy, that slresdy Aristotle had sureised (zatuwsen
epMstemel. Zut we have no 1ntfﬁticn now %o proceed slong these 11neé?\

/J iR

1!_\ [ \'\-_'; NN,

3 e g | |
It-renaine, thes, (1o pvnaar{an the Shird problem under its ||

. Q A ¥ - 3 = |
doudle aupeﬁtﬂ (1) Eirgg, how dces the NBdhyesiks proves the fruth, J

not of its contenta--somatimes Lt will say that 4t hasz no combenboe but

of its claim? [éﬁ decondly, ia its cleim ot all tenable, Lle0ey, without

implying a vieious cirela? _ Sy . |
L I:{_‘Efﬂ'\-:.wkdfﬁ' [cuut/( {:
4) The MAdhyamika's oclaim to be bveyond snd above all ff

viewvs and systems of Philssopby relies on a dauf}a and very logieszl

- rresd gl -
atap.@)@gg. all "views" arec ;Mlae bece usgjsélﬂ- atradictory, Here is
the renlm of the Dislect c.ﬁﬂ“w&. the negation of a1l "views", in the _
scuse of not belng iteelfl a “view®, apens,-—unvai]a—-tc us the intellece ¥

tual Intuition that trenscends 211 "thought® and unites us with the

Heal, ) Clﬂk. &//LTMA Sy ?&qf wrj_wﬁ*—rd:f/

(%}29 prove that gll "views" are false the M3 adhyamika $ries o j

profy, first that gne view is contraiictory with {tselsd appiying nous
but the very eriteria ascoepted by that view, ¥e may wonder [{irsti of

all 4if all %2 argumenta ageirst o certein aysiem are accepted Ly the

represontatives of tuat aystem, for we see those philosophics fluuqdah




T

also after the nadyamika‘a ¢riticisme, DBut we may great for the time
ARy ]

being and discussion's sake that such & refutaticn has succeeded,

/
Howy if g particular “"view" is false it would secm that the OPLO-
site one is automatically $rue, The Dialectic of #adbyanika dani' expli-
citely this "consequence”, a consequence which 1% considers false from
two different points of view, aﬁ;: because, according to Murti (146 aq.)
the iZdhyamiks rejecta the "Law of ixcluded lilddle" en which that "conse- |
quence rests. ﬁut,-&in, K;Qaueo‘thia oprosite aystem iz subjected to |
eriticisms anslogous to the first one, Within its owa dialectic this

Secoud system ie also found guilty of self-contradiction.

To prove that gll views are false it 13 not enough to prove that

gng is false, not eoven that fyo sre contradictory. It must be proved that
: - f
any view 1s pelfecontredictory. We have already mentioned that the Hadhyae |

wike considers only four slternative "views® on any subject as posaible .ﬁ
and it rejects all four. But how does the Hadnyanika know that between |
A and non-A, or bebtwesn A aﬂh aon~Ay and non-(A a@b nos A) ther#&a not
anothor muiddle possibvility if it rejects the Law of Excluded Hiddle? On
what grounds can it be justified that “"the four sets of views serve as ,
schesa for claseifying gll systeme of philosophy” (130)? (italice nine).
Hot only logically from the Madhyamike s own standpoint is this unzbnablo,
but ia fact we hope to show thal there exist middle positions in between f
the logical slternatives granted by the #edhyemika eriticigm. Moreover, we{?
think this problem importent not only because of the Madhyamiks ahallemge} {

The
but because the issue in itself pu&n{whole canaisttaggfanqﬂfruthtulnnua of
3 : W |
Philosophy at stake. Ve reserve this poing, to be éﬂaii—wtsa-alonqkith our
e !

)
second remari.

e aay say, so far, that the first step of the claim is not proved
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Aoa

and that the M@dhyamika has not even got the tools to prove it ewer, as-4i

ot hatl )

has /ond caunot heve way criterion to prove that it esbraves pll systeus

-

of philosophys thie oritericn tronccends dislectica, for "Dialectic 4

eriticism guly® (208) (itelice nine) and criticism cannot Jump over it
self or forgeb the comurete aystem 1% criticises, The best the HEdbyamik

%o eriticise
gan do is/ihe eoncrete "views® that it has in view,

It may be said that the rejection of gll views does not rely ’

on the quentitative ground that it has exhausted all possille vievs, bub |
on the qualitntive discovery of the falaily of guy view., 4And in fact thc;
Hadhyorike would be wore inclingd to such au abttitude,; namely that "the :
pelf-conscious avarenass of gll poliats of view, or Agagon as suchi, canno!
{tself be a view" (163) (cf. a1§¢ 209)« Bul cur system can affira this

only under tws presuppositions. First levelling down all pailosophies |

to retionnlisbic syotems, vhich besides belng gratuilous 4% is not tran.g

Secondly transcending positively "all thought categories™ (208) 1.9 !

S c——

*the competence of Resson to spprehend realisy" (208) whieh a pure Diae
lectic cannot doe For this iV should hadi itself on semething outside

and even higher than reason., AMd in fact it does 1% (of. 163). This 13
He

the dommge~and I think ) true tenet--of the Aadhyamika, but as a real dogn
beyond the realm of a diamlectical process. \xw%

: il s ke et Ml 3 {sl:«

{%5)2bta is slready the second step alluded tu, i.6sy 22 extra f

!

dislectical jusp. It leaps straight from the negation of all “views",
inciudiag its swa "view" if_it had one, o the discovery, or reslisation
or poatulstion of the waderlying seal ldentical w th the latellieciual

Intuition, The Madhysnika says that this Intuition ewmerges, as it were,

when gll the obstecles set up by Necson have been removed. How is this i
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seccond atep Clslecticelly justifisd, since for the Hadhyasika “the
“r e
i3 & lt,(.!. ¢ Lboelf is *ki‘Qﬁv? f . (?'J’ (‘.:.14 ?",,J’ f{‘,'tt.';} s

. ( 1 v
}‘. VAR A rn

-*;%ﬁ*'ﬁ?ﬁ#&¢£-ﬂe%ﬂtfn*vt %ﬁV&Tﬁi t~ﬁﬁﬂ that "Critizism of
other viewa is & means, not an end itaelf® (213) (of. 218, atc.§;;2¢fejac-
tion of views is "the 231y means open $0 absolutisa, to frec the real of
the mocidental sceretions with which the finite mind inveats it throu@h
ignorsnce™ (234) (italics mine)s One cannot but ask, firat, how does |
the Hadhyemika know ail thist that there is guly one mean®, %o set the |
Aeal free, that our mind "felsifies the real® (235) und pbove all that
"there is an underiying realiby--the subjacent ground™ (234) (ef. 237}?
“his ia the paialul conclusicn of aany @ aystom of philosophy and ye$, on |
he posiltive side, it seems t0 be the ladhyenika's very poiat of f
departure. The recaca Saad darsi suggeata: "If there wore av kranacondant?
ground, how Sould any view de ooadaauad.aa falae® (234/255) Lirvss of all |

aolﬂuwa ~
takeas for grinted and /for valid the ;Jﬁ tous anathens of the Nadhyamika

agalinst oll sysisns and we are cunceraned here precisely with the justifi-
cation of sueh a condemnation, Asd secondiy, the statement that there
aust be a transcendent ground im order :Emgfka poassible a false view,
either 1t 48 av inference and then igﬁbraaupyoaag the wvery princxpls of
causelity that 19 procisely the first victim of the Madhysuika eritique
(121, 166 8q.). (?he "underlying reslity" would be then the couse of the
illusion of the views. This sounds very Yeddntin, but is inconsistent for |,

the Eﬁdhyamika,) Ury, that statement is not e {nference, in which cese it

isa melaphysicel presuprosition, a non-dislectical starbing point. It

stoffe nasely from the intuition of the real, from the realisation of the

TathBzata.
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Rorgover, 1f the dialectic or if we prefer the rejection
of all views ia a Bsgno, 1% impliee ahht[;; & memas lor something, for an |
eud not givea in the meass, Thias ead 10 'G gpiritual goal® (331 a3q.) that
is the finaldityethe fisal OQELsel~ Ghe law;iing shreed, the inspiring
pir.nciple of the whole uyeiem. The Jigleovic wiil occupy an honorifiec
place as Philosphy, but like the éhhylaaaic Luropean ¥Fhilosophy will be
"aneilla fhealagiahﬂ at the service of & higher Wisdom., Dislectic im

: >
the means ol uncovering the Real, 3t the feal is slready there and we

1ift the veil, end we eriticise pitilessly ell systems beceouse "the possie|

bility of imtellectuel intuition is mot caly pocepbed but is teken to be |

the very heart of reality™ (214) (italice mine). The means have a cone

sistonoy in themselves, of course, but are neans, bocause they are at the

service of the ead. The "higher level” does aot belonz to Dislscties.

M opre- Fo ; l.
I feel that our suthor may havyZLat h&a&el{/bo(fgg'nuch})

influencedyby the first part of Hant's system (his whole Critique of Pure
andbiq Uperucak, rerwtalion, " | i
Hesgon) [in preseatfng the Madhyomika system. The disloctical ccherence
of Kant's Critique euds in his poculiar "metional™ agnogticism, Murti
vautes to save the iadhyssika from thzufnef, hti accepting the Kantien
" method of the eiaisctica of “pﬁrc reason” and tranaferring it to s philosos |
phlcal systeaz, that in ny opinion is aueh richer than a simple dislectical
analysis of other systems., The uovle apologeticel intentiocn of tho writer
Yeeds hin bo present the whole Hadhyamike under a perapective ihat ocan o
' certainly compste with thet of Kant, but not with Shet of an everlasting |
Philosophy, The techaique of the Nadhysmike has been identified with its
very natuie. And Lhis latter is not-only different from the imspiring

force of the former, btut much rlcher,'ghia nay become a little clearer if |
(2

we turn now o the second point of this first rannr?i)




] s &} 2t Won Yt " &
¢} i B “{"l‘ 3 dv—"u-'v-‘&?* glain Ba0 abla 29 % al {.l Lelay @k h:’}}ut
sel{ contradletion”

Eaveba, "the unreality o {the enowledge of) Une
raollity” (552} She rind of seli-d getruction of Whe Madhyemike in the real

of "Reason® or of *Thought™ will aot help in saving the Hadhyamike from

ndoguatic” cosunpblons of 5 sugh BOYe® cerioue order than oy other gysten

The Hadnyamikno Fepoais again and acadn that 1% 18 not & “yiow",

< lesst on the sume 1evel at waleh i1t installd all other wyieus®. hartt-ﬂu

COAT ST AR 2 2 N *ihe ragcatianjitaalf L6 o8 Wueh relative, yaresl, as th

rejectad;  beCAUIG it is u&intélligibla sithout the latier. The fire o

Vahoi cunsusﬁs s11 doguatic viows igsell lies doun, &3 there 44

\

eritician (

aothing on xni“h ; gould Ggriva; the medicine after curing the digeane

jipsolves Lisell, and doea Jo¥ iV sif conssitule s fresh disordsr, w=e &;

Ryt t“a rejootion of Lhe disieciicad ctﬁlaicus\suayaxal doses not mana b ro

tnatstengnt of tne realisy 54 the phenomensl worldy 1% mevely ﬁeanaphat

in rejeciing she Ghreal we have W .aaa*h 30 KHeans that are %hemsalvwagf

the sane order, like the sxbracting of & thora by snother snora® (353).

"The pr&aauﬂﬁﬂﬁ@ﬂt that everything is gunye (relative, unrenl) is itsd@

uvresls 4t i@ not GO e token for one Wore autity" (356). vavidya ie it

4ol unresly 1% 18 gegar (249

2

bags L6 maen that ve have to do vilh & sheer nihilisa? Partl
dns, 20l M2 20,

: shsoub 8o hapny WOy that "the Hodhyemike ie

LT R

o
absolute is not void, bub Qggq;g Jf fini bt B

wd— imperfection. IS ls nothing ut Spirit® (332/333). aJinysts, es the I
Pleg ol OB

gpiritual %0 the cores Hia
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of 1l partioular views and standpointe, is the wadv rorsal p:s.r gxcellence”

(333}«

sow, how Goes the VEdhyasike account for ite ?néitiaa? If 1t
were nibiliss 4% gould be gomehgy cousistent at lezat lbo bﬂéﬁaxtﬂ&t of
peeudo~deatroying iteelf, Since it is not pure 1ihili§w it Qﬁst $ranscend
Dielecbic and with that it mast tronsceend its olaim of no ?reﬁupﬁsaitian

anqita fanbi-doguatic® 2tiitulo.

In fact, if o Philogophy ia chnracterised not only by its
method but slse by its implicacions, ibe objecilves and 1L srabanta,
¥edhyenike trasseends by far ail siaieciic e ity L8 is%(fnr misleading
to present it as pure Vlaleckicjwuen this is ouly 1%s agthod.

1f the HEdhyauika cluimg o be only Dialeciic free from all
"doguetic® presuprosiiions, if it were “the one syaten that is camylet&ly:;
free from every Wace uf:udgma tom® (3%4), or "the imparitiel Sribunel é
wihich slone can sgsess the true nature of every philosophicsl systes (§94
it should, first of all, usnisioksbly show i%s own credentisls in such 2
wvay that o doubld cculd ever arise al fser the exsmination of then. BHut
the History of #hiloscphy MAA A NoaAnd proves thab, at least dg faclo

aid not succeed in doing so--perhaps botsuse Lhe Luman race is atill deat
end blind, And secondly, if 4% is o resain ouly Dlalsctic 4% sust aao%;

Just that whfﬂﬁ"‘aakas the Madhyesiks more velusble, nanely its iapliuar

tiong aud objectiven,

Let us deation caly sume of these nop=-adialectice]l eleuenta q

the hadbyanikal |
/AR |
16 pyesupposes ghat there iz something higher ard more valie |

able than ”ﬂam@éﬁ“. /the fact that "Heseon® leads us novhere and is full
Mt Ay
of antinonies, does mot prove, dislecticaelly, that there is a higher cou ™
i It ; ¥l
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Q
of appecl unless we precuppose that somehow all antiqpias sust be

solved (cf. 530 otc.).

OLS U uaes

B woses; 2gain, snd ia conngotion with $he Tirsd pre
suppogition thal beyond “thought®™ and “"acgation® th“E“,ZfZ(B““ju“% ground®,
gn "underlying reality". "heason® camnot discovar it ssd the fallure of
"Reoson® foes not fustily the zssumpbion that the "transcendental 1lluw

u
aian?&uat“ be Sranscended {(ef. 234),

It 1dentifies thiz "ground®™ with sa "Iate lectual Intuition™
| i o
end scoumes the diohotomy of twd “leovals®, not saly ia the opistense ordasr
"leason™ and "Iatuition®, but also in the outologival one “Resiity” and
"Appemrance®, the Astolute snd the phencseasn, Ihe Biglectiocw and Vedantae

here is more illuminating-canaot disclose to us the Abacluts (of. 220).

It idestifiec tiis "ground” with Tathagats, Cod, the Absolute,
eto. (of. 224 zgs)e , 1]

»

It qesumes; farkher, thet this "ground® iz waifora, universal,

i m mybable, and the like (r:;'. 2351«

It may well be that Madhyemike 48 not wrong in asay of ite
agsusptions; but Lhen 1t muat asomehow Justify them g3 any gther philoso-
puicsl systea,

The main sasusption of thie Vhilosophy regarding its claim
- DAL AALA,
to uniqueness comes to this: 1t preeus-cges that all philosophies sre g
"dogmatic”, or explaining this btebkeword, it takes for gramted that all
w Seitntionm " ) :
gyatens of Fhilosephy are o kind of science,|or rationslism, of closed :

systeny aianing ab exhausting the real wiih thelr lucubrations cnd ia most

cases iuterpreting it g8 a/empirieal reslity (of. 210 sq.)s It is very
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eaay to drow up a cariscaturs of Pailasepiy, treast /zes an mand @olly, and
S #

v have acconpiished the moat gturendous revolution.

was wrong, Copernicus vas not mueh betier, and iﬂ/é;:i te of

/
w
Ll
[ =]
e
&

: &

=58 revolutions our matorisl waiverse goes on ané Philosophy
alegy” procesds moves and finds itgelf in an ftineyant _:t:,:-r:-rz> n the other
hond it presupposes thal 16 sud 14 zloue- the HRdhyauike-has access o

the trae realm of Philogophy that lies beyond thought and all its anti-
w&“a% CQan
nozien, Ve hardly need ¢ say that both sides of this cosuaption cennetd

be adbatantiated. &

i
We zve willing 4o recognize the {mportonce of the Madhyaniks

[}

and by 6o means 40 we intead to minimise ite velue, but there is sowething
odd in preising somebody or sombihing at the expense of others. Ve do not
need to villify ell she Indian Syotona of Philesephy in order to discover

the paramcunt importance of :fmyat?:'. 1

o
T 5 PR, T e : sna & e % g i o }
lic very clain of unigueneas iz the

490 Bey 4V vy
noat coumon presusption of ol truly "logmatic® syelems, and Lif this uni~
Queness 19 bought al She price of condemuing gn blag «ll other systems as
net up Lo tae mark, the sspiration, to say the least, looks far-fetohed.
Q‘mrti bingelfl without Lurther explicit justificstions \l:;;-egﬁot fecl zay '
scruple in aﬁé&;‘% the ladhysnika as cae form of the 3 sorts of Indien
a‘umlutiam.) And yotu the powerful L"'unyatﬁ i scuchow the clinmax ¢f Indian
Puilesophy, and the positive clupg for ite poseible intervention ian she i
philogophical orizigeikrigig-of our Glaeu. (ﬂ ig here sgain that the worl
of Professor iurti proves of exceptional iatersst. Tuis is atromiy the ;

second remark we proaised bo malcai ' :
1. (ks Cuaig «:af SPlaills 8

I1) *'Ehat everything exists' is, Keoc@ysna, one ektremi *ti ']

it does not exist' is suother, Hot accepting the two extremes, the
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Tathfigata proclaims the truih (dhasmen) from the middle positiss.
dagerjuna makes pointed referemce tc thisz pesseze in his Xerikds declaring

that the Lord hes rejooted both the '"in' and 'not-ls’ viewse cll vieva®

already to the luminous synlhesis wrought
by Furtd is relotion to the wihole QiF&dia.z Philogophy "showing L }thtar

to be fer wider in scope than the conventional idea ol & singie tradition

having doviating off=ghoots Mﬁ@a%@

In fact /the mf Indian Philosophy resta on the tension
and :‘mlarn; botween the gtug-vigw ond the gnatmg-view. ihe iEdhyamika
is thew attempt to transcgnd both by deanisl, by éﬁnya. sould nob
Indisn Philosophy in ite proseni stage, after a full eledboration of its
implications and a deep=—degper--contact with other philosophlcal Sredie
tione of mankind be awere of auother poseible solution Ly eminence, by
trmacmdimfw, not in were denial, bul Ly & positive
synthesis, thet is not a siaple aixture or s syncretistic compromise, but
o third and yot qualified affivmetion? Iis there not that Hiddle way which
e Indian nind has always been passionately looking for as the path of
salvetion, the yig medis of @ philoascphicel path that is aware of the
- Aidacrest character of being, the contingeat feature of sursalves include
ing our Philosophy? Is there not & widdle way between the static being
that cannot move and change and beme/ and the perenunial flux that has
ao consisteney, no identify, no beins? Dut 1t muet be = yay and not a
denizl of all ways because we are atill pilgrime here on oarth and our
philosopbiging 18 still iiinerant, Could not Indis: Philosophy de sware
of what the metlephyoical trajdition of the Hwropean Middle Azes called |
the onclogy of being? There would be no need for India to oopy 1t or to

adopt 4¢ unoritically, but could we not suggest that she could discover
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gomething of this kind that would enable her tz be Absoluti atia 'wi thout

logeing the sense of the Relative?

Perhaps such guestions meoy sowad a ii%tle naive in thelr
generality and perhaps, too she bdenevolent anewer would be that la Indias

F u¢ serious syshem is se onesided

ag o deay idelug %o scve fhe beings Or vice verse. And yet s mere

; giiupee ab the philoscphicel discussions in Iadiarmuag the different
schicols in encugh %0 zalke ua réalise thet the antisouy Stue, naatua has
not 5aan overcome in the sober roala of pure metaphysics; oy ia other
wvords Gthal bebween tShe Pufncnides of India aand her jeraclites no

Arvistotle has yet cnorged,trying for an irreduoible and ultimabe fnsight

42 thal Ledng which moves, clanges, io nol yeb Drahman, though L8 not
nobthing. A gtudy of the deep differences batwuauZQESKhya sysien aud ;
the Creek=-Scholustic convepilons of sot and polence fnepiibe of exierasl
similaritios would throw light in shis thésatie (&f. eventuslly 168/169
ihe iiﬁﬁaar&ah bedng i sot "gortly astual wad pertly poteniial™ (&59)'E

N 204 foar

(itolice mine). Heedlegs to suy thet wo ore Bot pleading unow for am

aristotelian way but for a philogoshical overcoming of $he main Indian

antinony, 1% io nod enough to say that we may choose either way or

| asnes Philosophical eaguiry has alvays been a pioneering search for 2
pathwey, without neglecting eay sign, even i{ thomse hints may happen Ho
oamn_zrum the Staglxite.

polti_<f ot :

liere we ghould iike Soc slacken apesd for a while, and bring

gat the genersl tenoyr of our preaant resarzg with the aid of a couple

of gwaﬁpta aexanples. /[iet us take the problem of change, first, mnd

very briefly, regarding the genoral Thematic on cousality (74/&5.121.166

8q.) ond secondly, in mors detall, regarding the conception of notion
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end reat (178 sq.).

Zo begin with, i change could not Ye explained rationally,
this would net mean at all that changs is unreal, unless “¥ Plarisat-dag
6 nsoume thal rablionality ie the criberion of reslity. It would not
prove thel reeson is uareal either, but only that both are incomuensurable
beterogenecus; ab lesstd ﬁhe?&ar as & rational explanation cannot be
given, In ghort, the provles of reality should be carefully distinguished
and dealt with on its own merits.

Jecondly, raticnal éxnlanatian does not mean full intellectupl
evidence., The forier meang Lo Tind, %o be sware of the "rational® laws
by which the thing in question fg goveéerned. The latter means the awvare-
ness of the thing itsclf, tronsverent 28 it were to our intellect. Ve
can rationslly sxplain quite a nusbers of mathematical theorems or phy- _
sical vrocesses, without having the intellectual evidence for thems Mo 5

rationnl explanaticn can atop or satisfy as it were all the "vhys" we

are capavle of pudtting., It muet stop somewhere, because its function is
not ultimete. oo to oriticise o rationml explanadion booéuae it does not
exheust all the "whys" ie cut of the guestion, The contrary would pree |

7oy that the realm of resson is sbesolute and X

suprose eAAdl |
1llizited, The oritique then would be very essy; bubt this assumption in;
a0t even rational,
: &
39, the feot of the incapacity of our resson Lo explain

causality would only mesn that ceuselity i not o "retional™ cetegoryy

Lk g tlie.

The 'adhyanilka is sbasoludely convinced of this from the very

’

beginning, but 1% pubs it only as o resuls of 4ia eritical analysis,
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wo enterod iunto 185 defallg they would aﬂ&tf nlow
vhat wve Intend to bWying omt, mnd distract us fronm our cantrﬁl poindg,

; L & shoa
he analvsis off this
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SAMNCSAre 25593 ‘/{4 ninl schome thatl iz revested
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in all fadbhvanike ssalveis.
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The four possible alternntives ws clrendy nentioned are

m,;. Ll shay won

here reduced Lo Wwo, how thie retional oritigue

aad middle pocition; paredoric:d gp this moy sound in »

-
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Agcording o the ;anor{l gcheme, Ay ia this omse the effech,
way be coasidered "as Lhe seli-Bapression of the csuse, or es coused
uy fackors ciher thenm iimelfl, oF Wik, or neither. The last olternative
Gacunbs o glving wp e sollou of causation, ewe The thivd clternative
A% reuily an smelgem of he Tirst two™ (168)., How,with the saze aental
% hasan 8} wi 1%

sobemo of identity Sbe gecund alberzalive will Le redunced Hto the first
-

L]

Qhwe LI tho ofTegh werd diflerent Trom the caumne, then there wo ba
U,h‘;’&‘.«
In this oirmummuh.naa "anythdng

T g

& laek of relation beiween the two.
should be copable of belag sproduced from anything® r17") unless some

other factor were the reel Csuse, ia which case ue(¢p¢lu have fallen i
into the firgt aliernative. Iul the first altermative, the aath&fya«

vada, is essily refubed. Causaliby would meen heve nmeraly seli-duplica=
tion, becouss Bhe gufficisal recssn for ile cun self-rapoduction is 1Y
elroady presaent in the effect, which would heve e producs a swcond effec
end so successively withoul end. Horeovery "if the cause and the efiect )
were identical, how is one 0 funcition gg cuugg end the obber g3 sifect®
(169)s S0, there is no explanationsg ;aniﬁln G&@% raﬁukua dialectical

Lig
riticiam in 1te structures an Gdﬂhﬂukﬂf }
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Aowy She firzy roie of any sound oriticisa is to undorstand

: pﬂh—__ﬁhwﬁg
2 oy Wl oy [eomanei tranT  Esends s e ¥ ) S T
Edontt o /aanint onene of a8

vaat ke oWhas m‘m.L\a A DY e 2oy h.I(

nediCeA 5 : B ;
Hadhyamika btringsdowa the most differend conceptiocna %o a logical poatbern

that they do nob ascoept and recognise as thedr ows, In $he oxample we
are 2y o« daring tho disnissing of the third alternalive and the muode
of dealing with the second one are iypical of the iadhyauika procodurs,

=

Ine Hedhyesike uakes the wost stremnucus eofforts to G*iarﬂ%ﬂ;F
any puuiuiou}§§ a relaiion of adaolulte identilty or sbsviube non ideatity,
Lither the effoct im oqual to the ocsuse or it ie nots If 4t i8, there
ie uo ceuse and effecty 47 i% is nol, there is uso relabion PosSsciblew
becense it agein levels down any relation to identity and ﬁan-dantity
(partly ideatiocal, partliy nanwiéenkicml)n-and taus there ia no effect at
all. ihis bliaducos co relations 18 the nont sharecteristic feature of
the iadhyemika dislectic, Iut ihis two-dimeasionsl criilique aisfes tae
point altogetiher becouse the very object of ite atteck is = three-
dimensional realitys. Even mere resson is somedhing more then the power of
the yga . ond po--gig of ngn. It 46 also the peselng from oue to suother
from the yes %o the no or vice veras. Alanéwith the fwo exirene pogi-
tions that owur resson can tnink gg-immediata and valild an they are,

thers is their "relation®, Sthat is $o nn@;thcr& iz & "ulddle™ plso given, ’

if, for instance, the third altoraative is sigaificant at all
1% is not in any wey an "emalgen® of the two exiremes,; tut a resl third o
position tuatl tries to exjlalu az fer a8 possible Sthe pesuliar phenomenon
under study, caueality in this cese, that is neither identity n:r none )
tdeutitx. .“ho same happens with the second ocase which 18 not so nalve
as to m:x that the couse is not the "cause" of the effect. FPrecisely Yool

because they are not the same there is o specinl pelation that constitutes
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Lot us orn y he oritic atf shae nobions of zovenent
an? »eut, ¥e hmow now how the Nedhyanikse dindectic wor Zegidoes

making a eriticien of its oritifjue we ano1d also be able Lo snswer

Bt anipmd tow wrawligg Meumian o Biigs Pad T omped o P g
GRYaELga WONKE, esT A ¢uie o s s e Y e 5‘!@ :)

ian 1o solfegontradictory and that of rest
fares a0 bettor. OSobh are equally inexpliccble.

Whet is wobion? Ihe Hadhyemike acems biind to the vealily

.

of wovement, for suvicusiy it is melther identity nor non~identidy. in
it ,

u:,;quuq.nca,/w;&lgaw not wovement, bub only "three [agsors [ti.zatjam

Ezu&ﬁidus“c—;d) cspential for the gowarrencg of motioa® (178) (itaiice and

brockeie mine).

The fTirsé cbervation to make here la dhat we have losi sigat

e vt el v

of nobios i order %o conaider ssme faotors, oondibioas, ingredients ond

the like that wo Sake nevertieless %0 be "@éssentinl® not for the nature

of auilon, bub I.Jl‘ its “occurronce®. 1t is as if we examine the two
2 mnd hat produce She nusder &, t‘ozw of the factors
i‘s.c:iu:‘ﬂ,(ala;m m.ﬂ.}. give us She produst and the & is the vory deatraction
of the 2 cad of the 3. The Hidhyamika would dismiss the 6y Lecuuae
Lt
pho 2 ig not the € =2 ralber controdictory wixnm it (the 6 is the-nohe2)
and the soue hapyens wibh the J. ' '

W2y
Professor Masid w&ﬁb@ the exauple of Zomo. Hay I vemark She
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gel argument? it pasche from the rablonal, logicsl sphere of his

tutelloct to & reslity, an eximience sutside L5, It only proves that the

Yie, or contradictory.

" " % vy o . M
o g n o A md ok k. wk ae e . - . N e g iy 2h
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=

14 does not oven touch the molion suteide his ming {fchillas 1o the
sofl ) and very few osher annocentiong of mntion#’ﬂithﬁf, R b SR

tenides, we mov Lo-day Shat his mental imegination of

14viding “apace® into an indeflianifle guaber % parts is not ouly pnaﬂtxchl

(%
it thearetioslly impossible. Bt we are aot concerned now with the J

Indeed, thers is 2 fundesentol diiference Lebveen Zeyo and
o
..\

-

1anriuna, which does not lde in the feob tuelt the former "did not distw
ront” (170) wheress the latbery "dendes bola astica znd reat® {1?9)/but
in the peculiar significance of negntion ia the iZdhyomike system. fere

moeative judgesent is the pegation oF e {155 ond 168). This

smounts to paying that thc(n&&atis& of wovement L8 »roperly speaking the

necabion of the affirmative judgenent avoul movement. tut strikingly
guough the whole oriticisz of the unstion of movement doez noi deal wilh

the judzenent aboulb moticn, WuE 2 { motion taken in the mont "realistic

& : Wl . : |
The three esseniial factors for the Nadhyaukia's eritique of
pobion ares "the sproe traversed (woved im), the moving body and the

movenont iteell™ (178).

Agein et first sight the heterogeneity of these three factor
1

is strikings {he simple and nedivly realistic imegination {of space),
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the physical entity (of & body) and the abstratted notion (of movement).

“ [}
I1f they are going to be factors it will fWLAAAM4LQL7, be on very thyp

different levels.

The first foctor puts up but small resistance %o eriticisa,
Jiret of all the implied notion of aspace is untenable. It makes & gub-
gtance out of it end manipulates it as Af it were a "thing"™, cutting it
down, dividing 1t and comparing it with other spaces". Aand then again
it applies its identityusdhen'|: the "space® is either slresdy “tre- U
versed” (gatam) or not-traversed (ogatam). "There is no third division s
of space as the 'being traversed® (ganysmanan)® (178). And only this
one would make motion gaaaiblox hence motion is impossible. The 1ogiw
ol argument is clears any paiﬁt of that "space® even in the supposed
moving thing has been either traversed or has to be traverseds In short
the body may move, but "space" camnotd nove-and does not allow movement,
Bven the "traversed" "space" lies gquiet Sranquil there. Being blind
to movement, the Madhymaika la:.::zhing &% fprozen. ?ﬁuﬂaa&m secs
the static picture snd from there cannot conceive motian. 1t would be
another picture. And agein the implied cénecphioa ¢f space is dntenable,
It is on idea like those of the people who ask what iz Shere after the
lagt star or vhether the antipodeans walk upside down. |

The some schene is applied to the second factor: What is b
moving bDody? lHot a single effort ias made to grasp the gover as such., I
kills She uaving vody at once distinguishing -and substontialisinge- 2
(static) mover and the "motion" inherent in i%. "The mover is either
asotionless by himself apart from thepotion, or he has o wotion other thaz

the motion which inherits in hin" (130), The first aclteruative is a
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mover that moves ond gagcke pesagd!

s g Bd an Faa P o sy Bk B e Papii B
JVar ala oGl wWere ,L‘.n-:.e:.;.dz"%l; "the mover would alvays be

P! A : . g »
Jo dHontines poilusopbers are really :“tﬁ*.’f‘..:':-fi,,.‘.,}-ula LOF N9
3 wihden Foliogopuy aaa fallanl -
¥e ganacd here 20 iato Jotaila on $his 3ubjact,(?& wileh we
over tw: hundred pages in o9y Zl gonoests de nadurglesss
Yo

o 95 eq>).Tha eligax of the Grack vind represanted iz Aristot

recisely in overaoning the atatio and $he gurely dyaamical

of belnza by n rizht saslyais of meviag bating. Movenent is

arigtic sad irreducible aaspest of things. Hoving bDaiag is

oz A o & o 9 W
ead esisteniislly Yeconing,

~he motion of the mover is ouly =i abstraciion. 1% is the

¢ 18 She woving nover wo have o

fom

congidor, anG whose suundivion we have U explaine--or o reject--withoutl

recurring to ausbraciéicugbnat 2o such are lnbrinsecal.y iucapable of

explaining

e couerele facd of swveanenl,. Even a “riticue sust Luow ite

own limite ualess it is U degensrale iuto o retionallsiic canoerd

miased with

and yhey of

could be op

The third factor, the aoveneut Ltself io also easily dis-

no abtteupt to understand the iden, but ssiing for the yhsre

b i
o

such au idec, pgain substantisbted as a thing.

dimilar vonsider tiong, which space here compels us %o omit,

plied to the critique of the nobion of rest. It is not saked

vhat reast ig or oight be, but simply who rests? And the baffling onswer
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comest ™iot the mover, nor the staticwthe nom-moverj; and there is no
thiprd who could rest. The static does not rest, for it is already
gtationery™; (182); Haqthe nover fdr it would be contradiotion, it would
hé'no gsore mover. Llesides philosophical considerations of another kind,
even logleslly spesking the argument is weak, It tokes "reat®™ in & two-
fold sense: as "gbabtionary® end as “gomias bo rest®. Applies the second
sense So the first part of the dileuma and the first sense to the second.
The static does not gome 1o reshs, beceouae it is already at rest. The
sover cennot be stabionery for it would ast then be mover, »at it already
recognizes that the static is i; rect and it is not a con;radiotion that

the mover comes o rant;_q. 5 W
' : c) @ ajhaxu-ammhu° ﬂémﬂh
ﬂarnxlﬂag;\,neiingwayigtah b 'ﬁ&aﬁliaiﬁahuihamgatc

(‘puld like to deal at length with a second exsmple of parasount impure
tences The atwe~andioe prehlanatiay Cﬂﬁ shell have o limit ourselves
to the central issue at stake hers overlooking very many other points

that would make our contention more plausible and seasoned.

Undoubtedly one of the most relevant features of the Hadhys~
mika systen is its challeagge %o Indian Philosophy as a vhalu{ <}nﬁ not
the last merit of the schalaxly study ve ar@_analysing ig the presenta-
tion of the whole of Indian Philosophy not only ccherently, but also in
an unitariesn way that allows ue to value the comtribution of the Indien
mind to the philosopbical endeavour of the warldé)

Lnline

The whele—of Indisn Philosophy resta on, or rather moves in,
~for 4t is o dynanic lifa;;tha internal tension snd polarity of the Zbua~
anatas thematic. 5 otmee — vada Z

on the ¢ne hand, the Etmapvﬁdq: Something wsust undarli;_”
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tdon of bhe world aad the gulsleace that "undegatands™ everything.

Tow, there ave aeny-"possiile™ ways of iaberpreting thia
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atman, REither in a plyralistig vay: thers are sy atuen, elementa She
2

gonbination of which produses 5o worddy oF in a2 guailiatic manneriw

only %w> prinsiyl gulity, bHe thay on a cosmelogical

{?rak?ti Puragﬁ} P ethingl [of }- 55uical rise iover-boings, planes
or in ¢ ponipbic fephion (2 relagn, featielss; Absolubison, etce}e  The
sunzit of the ghii?saynical*ﬁpccuiatioa Lop etili o ?Lfkhrtu DSl
bilitys the gduplbic cuswer: God and the world, the Absolute and the
Relative are ngt %z ;twn exaaplies of uh&tf - Ghe wheh vould va i her,
Bore ewurese thon the Abgolubtoe!). The effort to sclve this dllemia COne

stitubes tuo webaphpyalcal prollen pus SeuOllgngd, no® oaly of the lvdian

i rind, but of 2hilosophy; ae guch. The indian Absolutisns have siruck at
the problom, and deepened i in sueh o way Lia: Do philceophiocal spocule-
tion 4s posaille novedeye withow! laokisg iuto sccount the provicus raiged
by the Indisn gystems. And yeb &sutﬁﬁaﬁ“ﬁﬁtﬁima~tha%o‘quttﬂ tae absence
of an imwedlate intullicn of Lue conliungent belay ln¢£an advaitisag fall
egain and sgolin into one fora or obhier of monlsu. b we oaﬂ?ﬁ Siow

Cotel st
| now\Bhis exciting itinereary of the Indion sdvaliic Rtne-7adas,
one thing remaius comuon $0 &ll Vhese aystems. Being is Deing

and does not tolercte gops, becouings, poteatislities, iuperfections,

changes, moveaments., he "atﬁ@r“, or other "side", whatever it may "be"
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cannot impinge sgainst the Unconditioned, for $% would amount to saying

thet it is not more Absclute if Seing could ever de dependant on what is

:
e - VS

not Jedng. . 'j_i.i‘_:x,fma o
)

On the other hand }tha enttuo~vida. The whole criticism of

the previous view consists here in sapping the reticnsl or intellectual
presupposition on whieh the fi.ra'.s group entirely reliess Thore pust be ¢

 ground, athnrwiu nsthing is ndg vhy th.ta eraving o under-

stand, ta creep under the only at % of reality; Le. change move-

: ment? Paradoxically eaough change is also denied, because there is A

i ro SAing thgt changes. Deing is t%:e great illusion and if we speak ﬁoro of
be~coming ve nust discard the interpretation of a goming to De.

Fure dimlectics sust needs be inclined towards this second
group. Fure metaphysics oa‘hnot give up some at least of thc require-
menta of the first systems, The Madhyanilka ghts the Gordisa kiot, but

-. gt the some btime it thmnWa‘ywuh the bath waber.

Iz there not, ot least possible and Porﬂaps even already

existing es & philosophical approach, 2 yig medis a poaitive a:::-lution
to this Stme-anttma dilenzal Couldflot Indien Philosophy overcome this
impasse positively snd discover that Deing is certainly fmc. but that &
hows precisely becouse it is the Fullness of Being, of One, is Life, is
Plenitude, is Silence but also Word and Love? . Could not Indian Philo-
gophy try to "accept” at least as a working-hypothesia that the Ab- '
golube (#ti‘l s relstive eanoapt golubug abe-s DNOLig~ lsosen fr-:m us)
i i rether sn lg~golutg, o Fullness in itselfl that has "nmthiag'—-
life, Consoiousness, love —w- of which the little atuas of this oarth

are nothing but shadows, perticipstiocns, ereatures, ¢allings? e
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i

I am not making a plea for the supra-philosophical
conception of the Godhead as Trinity. é?g?ﬁﬁinot saying also
that the pre-philescophical Indian Wisdom as we find it ia the
"Seriptures” is very much on this line. i want only to
state thMmitim of a dynmmic fullness of

Deing that dees not distroy its Unily and Simplicltiy some-
how give an answer to the philosophical problem of change.

What is the underiying pyesupposition common to
both the RAtma and the anfitme views? That change is not possitle,

that becoming is contradictory becsuse being is imusutable.

Either what'ig is and then camnot beceme, come to be, to is,

because it already §8; or what “is" is not, becamse we can

nowhere find such an "is". The noment that we “imagine™ we have

caught 1%, 1% venishes away—it "1s" nosh more, there exists no

such "is". Ultimately Sitma and nairStaye-vEda present the
[sm structure:




v BT a
There is only one way of being & "being®. lNo "phenomenon®, no "thing"
-;}'thia world fulfils its requiresenta. The ig lies beyond this world,
.deveid of anytbing that might contaminade it. It iz pure transcendence.
Aﬁbﬁb is the atuan as well sa the na&iannﬁpaas not matter at all 4if pure
finrelatedness ig or ja-gob. It is nob only that we have no way %o prove
it or to speak sbout 1%, 4% also makes no difference. The "thing", i.6.
| the cow, the house, my soul, my’ thoughts, this earth, = is poS. Either
| "4t is-got, for the satikas, bocause it, bthe .uw. eltsy m@offar as it ia,
' ig Drohmen, or for the n@stikas it is-not, becemse it, the "thing" is,
| neither gg "thing", nor as something glge.

ﬁhat "ig"™ it then? It ”Ls” gerteinly not "being", but it is
- not "“no * gither. In the. analysis of that "thing®™ that changes
lies the yhalq busingss of Philosophy; end in findiag a balanced answer
qzha roal *nriais' gﬁrndinn igdom.

| Ftas snd nsirttaye-vada 1ie here tosuthor on the one side of
a higher dileama for which Indian Philosophy has ne%—ga%—a teruinology

not
of its ow and l an afraid will find the Western aanoapha/adoquato to

. express it. Thab fwéwt&k of Aristotle, that gnglosig of the

scholastics, that nggx{p& coming of some moderns could well be the

provisional tools for overcomiag tLia KHisw of Indisn Philosophys

| And it is here that one of the pivots of She whole/Indisn Life should

: prove of asbonishing vitality: Ths.aaacapt of Karms (end even in & pense
of dharna), comuon to both Indien braditions. They would face then o
third w»s&ﬁa tradition thet could solve hermoniously the dilemma and

polarity of Indian thought, Xarma is much more than cryntaJZsed aotion,

or stored time. It is something that becomes, comes $o be and yet ia not

the (Lace
She leing. But {t—does not LElong to o nota&%ﬁQ%;;%ISS'SLGh an idean,
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The dilemsme 18 not Etug-nairBtma, but identity and differsunce

or in one word, relatioihe It is Drobmon--@tmen, or Absolube~felebive, or
Deing end Beings, or ia Flatonie torms the One end the lasifold, or again

feality and Appemrance, or Eternity and Tine. .

Quite rightly the MEdhyonike puts sll dislectie problems
of Philosophy on She one gide; :all belong to the relaiive, to the cone
tingent, the sphere of reasca, it will sajr. On the other shore there is
Intuition, E”;iinyat'i, Hirvena, the Zeal, Being. It provides us also with
the internal dislectics %o recognise the inefficiency, bthe insufficiency
of the firast side. HMoreover, i will ntverjzgigw wa to "substantialise"
the first side, u}{t vere somebhing of ites own. Quibte forcefully
WBgairjuna seys that "NirvEna is the reality of salodsd, or conversely,
sabsare is the falalty (aﬁv;ﬁi) of ziiwﬁga“ (162), 1ts only internal
defect would be stleast followin: Hurtils exposition ihal Ié;-’fig gD
gimthntnmjupfmmnntmuhthcueoadomoﬂof

the rmtrauona and contradictions we tm in the reals of the contin-

mt{ The jump is certainly maibla. hai)u firet of all an existen-
tial pua-o'nr in vhich we roally do not jump, but are taken over, by

the other side. The grace of God, the #if% of intuition, the higher

| knowledge of Faith and the like are here more or leas Mm

| prm!.&ﬁﬂ—to state this existentisl situation of ours. And if I am not
nisteken this ia Wa conmon opinion amnongz the Indian Systen; the

 MBdhysoike not excluded. It is not a dialectical manoeuvre that saves ]
us or that saves Philosophy, but e deacmdﬂdnﬁ/ redeaption, the cbedience
% & higher "calling® the realisstion, or rather the being "realised"

by the Real,

Everything is transitory, all our Philosophy is only
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provisional, all our constructions relative--and false in consequeace

-

the noments thoy claim some absolutengsse-sll our belng = shndog,a would=
and yet, though the Bdhyuaiks seems to forget it, a villiebe

Ve ¢hing.s
EC ga{, Yo - he

buiag)ux pro-gsaence of

-

the Esgence, mu ex-gistence of the only cone

ind here lica the "crisis® of Indien Philosophy and 1its

ﬁ' chellenge tc bthe world to-days to turn back, or rather Lo tura upwards,
to dispose purﬁelvaa in an expe&tﬂﬁéﬁ&aad, not to our Fosson, or our
possible faculties or efforts, but towards the Source, af wiich Reason
end our whole aal%ea are @ husble and weck, but yet agmeﬁauf;ﬁal spark,

because in It wo bLreath, move mnd grg.

e

Jenaras iu Universiily

1958
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fundesendsl law of intervals (1),
B

There is, nevertheless, a Christian doctrine. Butbt it
is not like the dialectical logical unfolding of a rational system
out of a ceatral axiom (2). That is why we can affira that the
Christian dootrine, although sufficient for preserving man f{rom
aubstantial errors is neither complete, fiunished, or closed (3),
nor is it static, petrified, crystallised i nce for ever. e
-T;uth is slwvays the same, the deep meaning of the Christian dogmas,
that which 1ies beyond the concepts, that which is the @hristian
reality is one and unchango:£la, but the conceptual frame and the
intolléctnal systen ia which?thn parts of this ineffable reality
are moulded are as contingcn; as Lthe historicsl aglturas through
which menkind passes (4). Dut there is even more: Christianity
itsolr?fake Jesus (5) and every Christian (6) is not only pilgrim
and itinerant but slso becoming, growiag, reaching iht Church in
Heaven where God will be all ia all (7).- -

(1) This does not mean that there caanot be universal concepts of
general human validity. DBut such perennial value can hardly
be postulated g-priori.

(2) The Christisn doctrine has been developed in a pure existen~
tial and historical manner according $o the circumstances, :
stressing here one poiant, there another, due to the vital and
pastoral necessity of correcting, or preventing or reacting
in face of one sided explanations (of the @hristian mystery,
aad never in a “logic ayotamatiq@ vay QE?"KL.& e

(3) This is not the case with the Revelation, fullness of which
is Christ himself, who being God is infinite and therefore
not closed, limited

(4) The whole gquestion has a definite expression in Christianity.
it 18 called the Homogeneous Cvolution of Dogma

(5) lwe., II, 52, ete, (6)  Ephes IV, 13
iT) I Cowsy XV, 0
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\é,sz;- ihe gources of Christisn doctrine

Where then does the Christian doctrine come from? The
€hristian comwunity, let us say the Church, a8 the continuation
of Christ hicaself, is the ultimate.auurce on earth of the Christian
doctrine (1). If she is the ontical reality itself liviang, grow-
ing and couming back to the Supreme Origin of all, she canﬂ‘g:hava
fégz’:tner exteraet criterion f the truth (2). A

-QWH/ Lx o [

‘hat is %o say, that.tha source of the Christian doctrine
ia far from any individual 1gterpratation or ¢capricious statement
of any authority® It is the Christian mind reflecting on the
reality of the Church herself which iries to expresa in conceptual
forams her real nature. The Christien gnogig— in the orthodox
senge of the Patristic age-—-is, of course, not without an interanal
hierarchy. DBut we are now concerned not with the functioniang of
the Christian gnogis (principles of Hierarchy Holy Ghost, Orthodﬁxy,
etc.), but with the material so to say from which the Christian

sind sust draw its consequences and build up the Christian doctrine

(3).

The Caristian docirine is tha.intellectual effort within

‘\_k vy

the Christian faith, or if you prefer/made by the Christian mind to

T B M e S R SRR T S T T R S A S T A L O e T e R D R e O T T At I Y N S 28 T T I % G L R

(1) ¢f. Eph., V, 1 3q.3 Apeg., XXI, 9, ete.

{(2) Cf. I Cor., XII, 12 sq.;} Hom., XII, 53 Gal., I1I, 283
m.. I. 24; 283 m.. I' 23

(3) Ipecipessment of the Church being ultimately the same mystery
of Christ is something more than the Jurldlcal amg of the

Church; and in one sense— becasuse it is the laat manlfesta-
tion——is the clue to realise the integral sense of Christianity.




w. T
formulate the Christian ¥eltanschauung. The source can only be
the reality itself, seen under the light of the integral human
intellect. This gnosis is obtained by means of all existential

sources of knowledge (1).

The gpgg;fic and characteristic Christian doctrine is to

be zoundkin»:f‘tufﬁﬂgo my ( o Koﬂo/L;aL )J: Scripture and
Tradition. Both are not two independent separable sources of
information, They are only two distinct aspects of one and the
same reality. The one is the written and the other the spoken
word of one and the saze Holy Spirit inspiring the sacred author
and the living witness (2). The formeq,atreases the essential
dimensions and the latter the existential one of the same econonmy.

i The ;::S is the clue to the other and vice~versa, not in a

i : rationalistic "vicious circle” but in a vital gcircle of mutal

enlightenment, ©

st ol Ma,“qnjumm GMLL MW% AELG.
i tradition,kkhfhough it has a cartain priority, ono;;;;;D

—

?mrh‘“aluujg%gle exists as a matter of fact) has no «alue apart from the

| Seripture, It is the vital development of the living Christ— and
his Message— and the existential interpretation-—and realisation—
of his sayings and deeds (3). But a good part of them have been

5 written down and "Wes Scripture cannot be broken" (4).

Imommemanm

(1) Cf. the same idea in the Bhagavadgita, IV, 34, and also
the nice metaphsr of Mahabharata, II, 55, 1

19-2-0

(2) Cf. HMatth,, v*x, 21=23; Ime., XIIZ, 26-2?; etc,

(3) Tradition does not meen all that christians have done. It is
neither said that the praxis of christians had been always
stainless, good and in one word, @hristian (Cf., Matth., VII,
21-23; Luc., XIII, 26-27; ete.)

(4) oy X, 35

@; Obir bnn botn Ruonambracd éyaa?u.% Mk Mo Seloviog S etadprae.

Tyohon v otk Aot ¢ hﬁveimﬁvﬂp poastiod wu poeris libai, et paohi

5 ﬁwaneM+h9+ﬂﬁ9*ﬁmM6M« bt |, WiFum tn Save 0 ifotrna et itenim |
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5‘/4/:- Ihe Mganing of the Seripuure
On the other hand the Bible outéside biwe Tradition is not
the Christian and Haly Seripture., It ig then only a simple more or
&
less profound book which every body can interpret in his own wvay
and find in it what he likes projecting into it his particulary

e~priorizas (1)

The 8ible—like any sacred book- cannot be approached

without reverence sa@ \from ouiside orﬂig & puragparticular, indivi-
AT

dualf&ay. Bvery book can only be understood if we penetrate into
w e~

that—which the author intends to say (2). To believe that any
human expression can be understood in itself uprooted from any
rejerence to its author, disconnected from any anthropological
(individual and soeciological) relation, is to fall into the most

extreme rationalisam (3).

I must \read/indeed hEE'Saripturo, I must try to grasp
agesti its real meaning aud to realise its vital message. I
cannot leave tqothors what is a matter of personal effort., DSut
this personal realisation cen only be obtained if I am in ontolo=-
£ical comsunion with the author, if I believe, if I read the

(1) It is a well-known English saying which truly affirms that
"the devil can quote Scripture for his purpose" (Cf. Hatth.,
VI, 6; Lug., IV, 10-11; ete,)

(2) 4nd in this case the author is God. We need therefore the
assistance of the Holy Chost to understand his Hessage.
{Cf. lo.; XIV, 26).

(3) It may not be necessary to know the man and his environment
to understand what it means to say: for instauty "five
fruits pn the tfree"; but that is not the case if the
writers : Logos, love, Peace, live and similar things.
Understanding may S$=ite—pisee by means of concepts and written

ét C’OMOE&QA (contdapo 9)
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sacred book from its Tradition and (within 1§ (2). That is the

universally humen (2) and Christisn position (3).

After these statements we can susmarise the relation
between Christisnity and Bible--regarding the uaﬁ purpose of the

Symposium "Religions snd Seriptures"--as follows:

{ = Christisnity being more than a doctrine, cannot be
fully cantginad in any book.

Ll == The uuriatlan.daetrina veing a living and dynaniced
doctrine cannot be held and frozem by the statements of aay book.

L1l =~ The Christian doctrine being the humsn expressioa
of the divine Revelation cannot WD contradictiza—eith the

@W"dcemms of the Kevelation, that is the Bible.

IV = The Bible being the written expression of a living
fessage can only be properly and truly understood from withint the
living Tradition where the ssme Divine Spirit breathes (4).

v A§“¢£o Bible-b:%hg,thc written besrer of a simple aowd
unutterable divine levelablion- the Nystery of Christ-— its Message

cannot be grasped by taking or dcvoldpang isolated seatences, but

words; but only e man can understand a man, if we mean b e

understanding something more than to know the wisomt anatomical

rationalistic structure of a thing. In a pure philosophicel way

we can also prove that the condition of understanding is a

comzunity of being (a dog can only understend a men in that which

1 o

bo.ttg fhave in cqmmon, mot iu that aﬁhh?h@u“ specifically human), oLt
(1) This does not mesn at all that [ cannot have my personal views

and my original ideas. It only means that this ny personal dise

covery and my own seuse belong o the Tradition itself and en~

riches 1it.

(2) Bvery humsn expression—and much more of it points to the most
personal ond important matters-—is only o means of conveyance for
& transcendant otherness which can only be caught if we are in
tune with the integral existential source (or cause).

(Contdc ceaw 10)

(%




must be tocen ap a winle (5).

] y D )
s/ ate é’eg"'.
Vi — The Eible beimgrwritten down in order % help

mankind on its peth to salvetion must be consildered, besides its

historical cheracter, ss a spiritual, myatic@ureligioua book and notb

ag a soientific or rationalistic one from which other dedsucticns

and consequences cam&?gfﬁf:;;;ﬁlogically drawa,

e Panikker.

&t

(Prow Page 9) (§)

(4)

Common to @atholics as well as to 6roteatants.

ihe latter believe so stromgly in the necessity
of reading and understanding tho 85ible within the
Christian communion that they asssume the Holy
Ghost inspires the bona fide reader. lie is not
slone, The Spirit of Christ breathes within him.
e ie a living member of the comaunity, aud that
io Tradition. Catholicies does not deny this
fact, but correcots its possible sbuses und mis-
understandings completing the idea of community in
& realivhwman and histo¥ical sense bLesides the
nystesical one, but in unity with it., There are no
spirits without®body here on earth.

It is not necessary to remember that the "Spirit
breathes where it will® (Io., III,8) end that the
conception of Church of this puper is the ontolo-
gical ome with no other limits (Cf. lp., X,16).

(5) The Bible is neither the "Constitution"™ nor the "Canon Law" or
the sacred code ofylaws of Christienity.

e




[ Reprinted from THE CLERGY MONTHLY SUPPLEMENT, May 1958, pages 64-68 ]
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5 The|Integration of Indian Philosophical and ‘ (v
Religious Thought (.7, CallsCic T&w&a&{
By Rev. R. PANIKKAR, Banaras

“ Quoniam in ipso condita sunt universa’ (Col. 1, 15)

I. The Problem

Our question does not belong to apologetics but to theology.
Apologetics here would deal with the problem of how to intro-
duce and make acceptable the Christian ideas in the non-Christian
world. Our problem is the opposite one: how, and how far can
Indian phijlosophy help us to understand and to express Christian
dogma ? é

It is a traditional idea that philosophy is ancilla theologiae,

: and the question therefore at issue here is whether Indian philo-
- sophy has such an ancillary function. It goes without saying
| that “ ancilla ” does not mean slave and that we must allow Indian
! philosophy the full development of its service —and for that
| philosophical freedom is required. Short of this freedom it would

i

be neither ““ ancilla”’ nor “ philosophia ”.

: Indian philosophy and religious thought will thus be “integ-
i rable " into Christian theology if they prove to be a good instru-
| ment of expressing and understanding Christian dogma. This
| very fact of being utilized as an instrument will help towards
! transformation or rather conversion of Hinduism itself.

II. The Idea of Integration

Integration represents more than mere adaptation. It goes

also a step further than sincere adoption. option 1s to make

. our own something that in naturé does not belong to us. It is
! predominantly a juridical concept. We may have full right to
adopt Indian culture, but if we do not go beyond, it will remain
always an adopted child of other parents. And there is the danger

that the parents might claim their child back. Even if the parents

were dead — they are not — the future generations living on merely

| adapted, or simply adopted, concepts will hardly be able to draw
! therefrom the full Christian life required for an autochthonous and
authentic growth. Adaptation may perhaps be a necessary or
previous step and adoption a useful tentative, but they can go little
beyond the stage of expressing our own ideas in a foreign language.

Integration implies, to begin with, that we speak in the
proper language and think in the language we speak. This
problem of language is more than a mere metaphor. To know
the language of Indian philosophy is today an imperative duty of

L W) Thin W e geucnal Tofe 3 Cowfrewee of ReClong eud
]wfmm og CodloCie Seduuanits (eld Bmaq&m {u bee. t'iii.'Jm.i‘?‘x‘Q, .
lqmuana, of & Ceclure 3:‘0&0 VP W o c:%ag—
?ﬂsm‘l‘@a Suﬂr&mcuf” ol _I_*_’_ Ngrz} ﬁ?ma;, v -4




Christian theology, the latter claiming to be the intellectual ex-
position of a truth that affirms itself universal, catholic.

Now, there are two ways of learning a language. One, proper
to adults and foreigners; the other peculiar to children and
natives. The first way proceeds by comparing * words” with
“words ”’, i.e. in our case, concepts with concepts; and when it
is a little more advanced, idioms with idioms, say systems with
systems. The person who thinks in one language —in one
culture, one philosophy — and speaks in another, however great his
technique and mastery might be, will always remain a stranger
in the second language —in the second culture and philosophy.
The other way of learning a language is that of children. It does
not proceed by way of comparing words with words, but of discover-
ing relations between words and fhings. We cannot understand
the Indian culture if we do not go— or have gone —at her
school, like little children, and try to learn things and their mean-
ings. ‘“ What is this? ” asks the child pointing with his finger
to a particular object. Only if we are able to point with our
intellect ( in its intuitive function: infellectus ) at the very “ things
of which concepts and words are already translations, shall we
be capable of under-standing the answers of the several philosophies
and proceed to a possible integration.

Integration means to assume really some principles, or ideas,
or attitudes and make not only room for them in a previous
scheme, but to convert them (for it is a real conversion ) into an
integral part of the Christian life, tradition and doctrine. In
order to integrate we must, in fact, assimilate what we assume
and make it our own, so that the differences between new and
old elements become at least irrelevant.

Integration, assumption, assimilation and the like are all
metaphors that have to be understood in the right way. They
refer to the “ essential ” order. In the existential sphere, words
like explicitation and organic growth are more apt to express the
other side of the process. Christianity as “ pleroma Christi”
does not integrate anything because everything that “#s”, is
already integrated in Christ some way or other. We integrate
ideas, attitudes, principles, but we only explicitate, develop, make
grow the Christian reality. Integration is not an addition of
altogether new and foreign elements, but an organic enrichment,

a new synthesis, a recovery or discovery (or redemption) of
fragments of truth (which therefore are Christian by defimtion,
if Christianity is the whole truth ) which become ‘‘ incorporated
in this growing of the Mystical Body.

III. Conditions of Integration

1. Understanding of Christian Theology

It is obvious that no integration is possible if we minimize
or narrow the nature and extent of Catholic theology. Theology

2




is not a kind of supernatural metaphysics, nor a mere rational
science Grawd sions{r. certain—sevealedl_premises

0 SR

#mself. Theology is further not a private affair of the individual
nor a ready-made and closed set-up of doctrines. If we still per-
sist in calling it a science we should not forget that it is a *“ scientia
subalternata "', a participation in the divine knowledge ( ‘‘ scien-
tia ’ ) by which God knows Himself and in Him the whole universe.

Theology, or * theologia viae” as St Thomas calls it, is
(also according to him ) the normal expansion of faith, the fides
quaerens intellectum, searching for an understanding of the reality
given us in and through faith. This living theology is a constant
companion of man in his pilgrimage on earth, helping him to
decipher the meaning and to adore the reality of the living Word
of God, that came down and dwelt among us. It is the dialogue
which the Deliever (and this implies: #n the Church) constantly
holds with God in his interior contemplation and with men and
the world that surround him in his Christian action. A theology
deaf to the environment where it has to live would become very
soon also dumb for that milieu. “ Verbum Dei non est alligatum ”’,
says St Paul, it cannot be tied up to any particular class, world,
and culture. An isolated and chemically pure theology for fear
of contamination — as the Jews who crucified Christ refused to
enter the palace of the “ gentile " Pilate — would, to say the least,
remain barren and ineffective.

2. Theological understanding of Indian Philosophy

Theology in India today has to make of Hinduism, as of
any other religion, the subject-matter of its study, for the double
reason of the eventual presence of the Word of God in it and the
undeniable fact of the words of men about God. This double
“Word of God” belongs to Catholic theology, to which could
also be applied that injunction of Christ: “ Colligite quae supera-
verunt fragmenta ”: attempt to integrate all those fragments,
to pick up all those broken pieces that have fallen from heaven to
earth since people began to live, i.e. to love, to think, to sin, in
this land of India — for He has universal providence over all His
children.

In this theological perspective Indian philosophy does not
appear as a mere intellectual set-up of ideas — to be discussed
and criticized — but as an existential reality which has, on the
one hand, shaped the mind, and hence the culture of the people
of India, and, on the other hand, whose function (in its positive
elements ) has been to lead the Indian people to know, to love
and to attain the only true reality of things that transcends all
understanding.

It is a fact that the spiritual and intellectual nourishment of
the people of this vast continent since millenia has been Indian
(Hindu ) wisdom. Now, so far as they have led a good life, so
far as they have been saved and reached salvation, they have done

3




it, ultimately in and through Christ, the only Mediator, but
directly or immediately by the means provided by Indian culture
and religion. Indian spirituality in its genuine values has been
the quasi-instrument of salvation; in other words, the grace of
God coming down from Christ has been wrapped and embodied
in Hindu values. Practically and for a #ime Hinduism and Indian
philosophy have taken the place, have been the forerunners and
even in a certain sense the substitutes of Christianity and Catholic
theology.

The possibility of integration is closely related to the dis-
covery of this existential character of Indian philosophy. The
ideas might not be orthodox, but the existential bearing of those
ideas could well be pointing to the Christian reality. It may be,
for instance, that the correct philosophical relationship creature-
Creator has not been discovered by the Indian mind, but wherever
a good Hindu is at prayer that relationship must existentially be
there.

This theological approach prevents also from false ‘“ irenicism ",
for it does not ignore the place and role of evil in the world, nor
the necessary discrimination of doctrines and ideas. These can
often be an obstacle to the working of divine grace. Not every
doctrine is fit to express, not even to “ contain ’ the Message of
Salvation. Integration remains a priori a possibility, but only
a serious study in concreto and a posteriori can decide about its
reality.

IV. Principles of Integration

1. Principle of homogeneity

Only when there is a common ground can a real meeting take
place. If there is not the same * formal object "—in scholastic
parlance — no dialogue is possible. Only homogeneous elements
can be integrated.

The transgression of this principle leads either to syncretism
when we collect, for instance, only similar expressions of two
different philosophies, religious or cultures; or it leads to an atti-
tude of negation and refusal when we see only the expressions —
or even meanings — at variance. How often identical state-
ments stand for an entirely different vision of reality, and not seldom
do different expressions try to convey one and the same truth.
Homology is not Analogy, and vice versa.

If a Scotistic thesis, for instance, cannot be judged and
understood from a merely mternal Thomistic point of view, much
less can Scholastic formulations be merely compared with the
rather symbolic and intuitionistic expressions of the Upanishads.
Neither can we compare popular beliefs with well-elaborated
theological concepts.

Christianity and Hinduism are two philosophies and two
faiths — two different experiences. For a Christian to understand

4




Hinduism, he must somehow enter into the faith of the Hindu.
This leads to our second principle.

2. Principle of profundity

“ What is #his? " asks the child, we said. Only from an in-
sight into that “ this”, only from its real source of inspiration
is a philosophy understandable. Only then we discover its truth
and also its eventual deviation from it, and are able to express
better than our partner what he really infends to say.

A real Incarnation is required before Redemption can take

. Place. We must experience the problem in question in its pure

nakedness beyond words and concepts. It is not our specific
problem now to decide how far it is possible to make this ex-
perience with Hinduism as a whole, but we may remember that
the Fathers and also the holy Doctors of the Church did some-
thing of this kind.

It is precisely the fullness of Christ that allows us such an
internal experience of any other truth. But the integration of
such an experience belongs to the organic growth of the Church;
it must be a development from within. This is the meaning of
our third principle.

3. Principle of tradition

Christian integration discards an absolutely new system or a
radical starting-point ignoring the twenty centuries of Catholic
theology —as well as millenia of human thought. The Logos
has been at work since the beginning, and history is a fundamental
dimension of the Church. Even if at times the theologian feels
the past as a burden, the assumption of it is a part of his co-
redemptive task.

This principle means that it is not sufficient to christianize
now, say, Sankara. If at all he has positive values, they should
be integrated into the Catholic doctrinal body even at the price
of eventually abandoning less suitable philosophical perspectives.

Principle of tradition is not principle of staticism. This would
be stagnation. On the contrary it is a dynamic principle, for
tradition is a living stream in the Church that cannot be frozen
and stopped. The moment we stop tradition, we do no longer
convey the living message, we don’t trade with it — as in the
parable of the talents we are asked to do — but we bury it for sheer
fear of losing it, because our faith has ceased to be living. The
very essence of tradition implies that we leave behind the steps
by which we climb up the mountain where the living God dwells.

* * *

The how of this integration is a burning problem about which
I would like to say eventually a ‘little bit regarding concrete
topics as Creation, Truth, Time, Advaita. It is not now my
task, nor is it that of a single man. It is the work of an entire
generation. And I am convinced, this generation is ours.

5
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On which grounds can Christians and Noa~Christians work together?

A4 — leed for = common ground

It is obvious that any co-operation worth the name—

i.e., working, or rgther,scting togetner— implies g double sharing |
. n aemmwlﬂ%ﬁWlwmp i
in & common thematif) (Othervise there is no real partmership in '

action, but a merely "diplomatic" and passive co-existence or

simply paraliel actions that remain mutuslly foreign and collide
» mﬁf __.‘ i r
with each other once the geed is(at hand, Co-operation is not a

rece to see who is going to get the prize or who is going to reach

the end first; 1t is neither concurrence nor competition, bwt | 0 f
€o11aborstion and partnershipﬁ?ﬁe first stepsgom a real ;;;;b::wa“ \
sain, -Shiisdoubiv partivipation—iss t’wa}u{,;

@ — A _common point of departure

It is not necessary to have an integrally identical [
ground covering the whole of -ﬁ:ﬁl- personalities engaged in the e f

They

common workg ¥ ‘may and can have different backgrounds and pre-
How

sumptions. iﬂfygﬂgommon ground is required, that is %o say a i
3 i | !

certain parity in the preswppesizion- of the work in itself. In ’

other words, a subjective common ground is not necessary, but Ao ﬁ

A
objective communion would be gufficient. This meanime that the

"work" Christiana and non-Chrigtians undertake muat make sense

£

= Ja

o |95 - I~ = s ol ci-totr— el K _ v 2 o i
.W'yoeflﬂn.l( MM‘&L Qo ”ﬂ»‘u“é(c Jé’{,gé) \TLE j’?ew u)h‘kma' 4'/) wm..f[/ :
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for both and as "work" have the sasme meaning for bo th.
L =
R s m———

ky— A _common aim,

Any action is specified by its aim, 80 much sqe
that an externally equal action performed by tw;dferaons with
(o -LEMJ
two different aims cannot be called ga action, nor/Lo-operation,
but rather complicity and exploitation (by the party aware of
the diversity of aims)., Collaboration means working together
: Lk .
for e singlehim. This gsmt of the activity however does not F
exclude

need to be so exhaustive that it shouldfurther— but not con-

trary--aims in one of the parties.

If Christians and gon—Christians have to co-operate
in any activity, they need, in consequence, to have the possibility
of sharing () a common ground in the point of departure, and

(éb a2 common aim in the work to be undertaken.

This second point is easier to discover at first
sight and moreover/does not enter\gstrictly/into the proposed ques-
tion, Ve are going to deal only with the first problom, that is

to say to present a2 sketeh of the basis on which that co-operation

is poseible from a Christian standpoint.

II — The triple level of Chrigtisuy - human - existeuce

It is a fundamental Christian dogma--in its correct

and precise meaning— that Christ is God, the Hadiatoa and the
RN pm

Lord’and this in such a pdeuaPy way thaﬁ,in this full sense/thera

is no other God, no other Mediator, no other Lord., His divinity, ¥




-) b
his mediatorship and his sopvereignfty are not only unique, but
also universal. Lvery man coming o this world is under this o
triple influence (power, calling) of Christ whether he agrees/or

not, rQCQQQises(S} not.

This threefold calling of Christ is not an external
mm-«mf:'
and irrelevant appelm, but touches the mest=tawerdig:
atructuref of our being, and in fact constitutes our very ex-
sistence. K Ih other words, each one of these callings has an
ontological bearing, builds by itself a layer of 6ur existence and

thug offers the besis on which co=-operation among men is possible. f

a/)-- The Koinomias of human "nature” received from Christ
fne Creator

All human beings have received from Christ,?%gt

Creator, a human "nature", This constitutes a Communion, a

Koinonia with every humanﬂgfifﬁtJhEE% all human activities of the

order of "ereation® are(ﬁy this nqlf'féggjcommon to Christians

b‘?f ween fon
and non-Christians. There is no difference’on this gecular level

h e
and they may and must work together :;iihts many strains and
Btresaas(tgggiﬁieri ,

W—.

o A /—)suparior |

ol \T__aﬁ_%,ﬁnr==!faﬂ;ny of his fellow-beings. He cannot
0“ - rorm
exchde himseli— arffhis level is concernad-—gf collaboration
[ ]

in the common endeavour of men in the cenerede struggle for =

better world and life. The edchatological character of Christianity

is not a refuge for lazy people or an excuse for ignoring the -
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world., If at all, on this level, it is a catalytic activation;
for the "time is short” and we must let the telents received
yields their fruit. QO In other words, "grace" does not destroy
"nature®, but elevates and perfects it. All men are brothers.
The immediate result of Christ's coming is to reveal to mankind
this human-—and even cosmic— Xoinonis, to us, childrem of the same
Father‘who makesﬂif sun relse upon the good and the bad ... The
true Christian 13'\/)11@ Christ, the First-bora asong men—a brother
to mankind.

E&__ The Digkonia of Christ, K the Mediator,calling gll

J men to collaborate in His Redemption
Nobody can go to God, the Father, but in and through
Carist—irrespective of creed, place «v Kwe ., He is the only
Mediator.‘ But this "going back"™ to God after Original Sin is a
wvay of Redemption. The specific and historical character of
Christ, the Mediator, is that of the Redeemer. He has redeemed
mankind and the whole cosmos—not only "Charistisns®; i.e., those
who consciously acknowledge Him, History is nothing Jiﬁé bzz‘the wmQ/d?An?
pedl of the family of man— and of the whole universe in a broader
sense-- towards the new hecaven and the new earth by weeas—ed -
g toboelf oS to it cmewnbong

continuing and applying fo<msebs, olissieetiend SeEsonad K,
the Redemption of Christ. khe ultimate meaning of human life in

this historical context is to work out, to continue, to apply,

to realize ... the Redemption of the world. ain, in this task
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Christians and non-Christizns have a common ground, becsuse a
common calling has come upon them, the calling of the diakounisa,
of the Service to the Redemption of the World, The Christien
might have a fuller awareness .what he is working for or called
to, and even might have received beiter tools for this job, but

7 \ L;A' JL‘ﬁL’
the non-Christian alao,{firsgx haa!beenf;EEEémed and secondly, has
'

to ecollaborate in the redeeming of himself as well as of others.

In other words, all human activities that\ﬁfifjg;;;;;a&‘

redemptive value, offer a common ground for co-operation between

ho
Christians and non~Christians,—a=d tﬁey have to work together,

- el ly

ﬁ%hough the level of awareness is different in aé@gér case. The

non=-Christian ,
"o (,7 GAn, LiaT2Anmo D —

working for the welfere of his fellow-beings. The Christian is

éhrist) is

engaged in the same beneficence— in the classical sense of the
word—tyitnasaing Christ and letting Him act through the Chzistisals H«

presence and action in the world for the fulfilment of Redemption,
v o anl ( »  present

Moreover, he "#eee"—becsuse he "believes"—/Christ' $eeee in all his

s Pased—

aEterins bretdsﬂn. This level of beneficence, or of works of

mercy}is perhaps the best meeting-place for a fruitful eacounter

Afone Chatromy .
————-oudd—rather

and close collaborstion between Christians and

Ihis level of diskonig is the sacramseantal level par

excellence. Uartainly’tha 80 called non-Christians dfnbb have the

fullness of the Sacraments of the llew Law——though there is 2 baptism

d
of desire—, but theyréhara in the cosmic “sacraments”’of the First
' wh f,"‘;I el £ !04
: Covenant of God with mankind} just after the Fall, and awes before
. e thil cace
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are paclcviarly

Fo)
oF o - s Ly e f
the special Pact with Abraham. Ve tﬁlﬁk/%%@ﬂetafly in the
3 ¥ : - ho }'.
"gsacrament™ of sufierlngrthruugn which every man tget comes b0
this wurld’gets,)at least), the chance of purification. It is the
N a5

right and the duty of Christi=ns tocggythere, to be the ministers—

these \We mole & 1 ;-.\ weld

the deacons (Diakonia)—of this primeval sacraments. We-west o
\/uj AA ¢+ = ’ leu-t =

@ag?;hig} Christians have the right, because they have the duty
gas- e fo - >
gjfpractisbq; the works of mercy and of collaboratfmm with all those
who have been inspired to do the saue. The works of mercy of the
qf:’\f To
Church—and of every Christian—-ag; for everybody. To the Bishop

a8 suceessor of the Apostles has been entrusted not only the loyal
who are
sheep, but elso all tﬁose;@%ill outsiﬂq, And vice-versa, there
& #
\&era marcyfin action e Christ is already there ,and the Christian
has the right, gga-moro, the duty to collaborate. He is at home

wherever love is at work.

Q)—- The free c i of Christ, the
} of His Living Word

Lordifgr the Kerygma

Faith is certainly a free gift of God that differen-

tiates men e2nd gives a new dimension to human existence. But

faith is also ‘a.to bt calling o£(Christs) And
ﬂgds anéwpr recognises Him as the Lord, for nobody can eall Hinm
Lord igmotl/in the Spirit.

Ontgﬁbunda of this specific Christian answer, Chrigtians

angbon-uhriatians caunot collaborate in $hese activities where

' a‘k.?_,{i- HmJWC-";
Christ, the Lord,is sxplicitfly and actually o « But if only

he  the Chriatian)haa been made capable of giving the answer, the




calling of the Lord is universal. On this very ground he has the
right and the duty to the Keryas g of such a2 calling o all nations

and peoples— because Christ calls them through His Christians, His
Church. This Kerygmg is inherent in and constitutive of the

7 /
Christian vocation,

‘he first ground is one of equality, of communion
(gitggii_) the second is one of service and collaboration (diakonia),and
thiﬁ third one is a ground of witnessing and proclaiming (kerysma).
And yety it is a common ground )aqcm-ist is the Light which ene
lighteneth every man that cometh into this world and the keryzme
of the Caristian 1s“?é:£iy that of removing, unveiling— re-vealingw

that very Light already in the heart of everybody, He canna?eo-

N
operate in darkoning the Light, sat He mus collaborate/fﬁj;e where
GMO{ s stil! Decayse &f
this Light 13 di .d = nsncience/ or dgnored misapprehension, pro- ?

«’/—_ .bp'w-.., ror wilFeigin
ﬂ@ﬂgyacbmxjj/ﬂ;zaga>k; is not prevented ﬁg-p#ﬁ‘;uhuiﬁ_ﬁgfégJof Contradiction in
—-‘_‘_‘_‘—\—u_—_——

all its glering—bat yet saving— Luninosity.

This amounte to saying that when the Christian preaches

the Messoge of Christ he is not an intruder and a foreigner, but

wThe
he N the Hessenger, thad brings "what" the peoplep areg longing

and looking for,¢lthough sometimes he may not be received, not
b because
tolerated,aiﬁ cast awagﬁ like his ﬁastef, he comes unexpected and

like 2 thief. Enough that the disciple should fare like his Master.

And yet in Him/heve(gll the Wabiond) their hope! The ground is there,

?
vut if the grain doesn't and die ... To be a witness

means to be a martyr.




In order to be able to draw practical conclusions !mpu~
gi these principles we must keep in mind this double, slmost
dialectic, characteristic.

|

| = Conneglion.

J
Human life is one, Bure "nature” does not exist, PQ F‘Ma»&\%
v That, moung He
iere are no "natural”™ acts and no "neutral” institutions., ! #ho
is not against Him is for Him, Social action is always more than
social action and even speculative thought is richere (or poorer)

than pure and disincarnated contemplation.

Those three levels of Christian action are intimately

interwoven jand the collaboration of Christians with non-Christians

Wiant g %&. SR
cannot overlook this fact, The Christian caanot filtgiﬁi, as 1 Lo ﬁr/_

M i_ggu., ]
were, (only what he finds good, ignore the reat,/aﬁﬁ offer his most
awui{ A‘H\QUOM.-LMAM){"—‘ (,La’b e Lu‘._
cordial /collaboration, He~camnoh,—on—the—other hend refuse all
~

co=~operatism, because optimﬁfaconditions are not there or the non-
a0 not ‘N

Christians dea't fully agree with him. It is)the theologieal role

of th#ehriatian virtue of prudence— the Fronems of the Spirit

ﬁ science of the saints, according to Scripture)— to find out the

middle way and to perform the seansible sifning;fgzgg;;.

4
JJ—- Discrimination .

The whole issue depends, therefore, on the particuler

@
Judgenent akoni the concrete case, Genersl ideas have only a

general value—which is very important, but not everything., Ve
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still remaining in the realm of principles.

j) The distinction made in parasgraph I betwecn the
objective and the subjective, or the aim of the work in itselfg
and the intention of the worker, should provide some guidance in
this matter. Christians can coo;aerati:s in all such common
endeavours where their koinonia is granted, their diskonia reco-

.

gniﬁed and their kerygma respected.
L il =

ﬂj In;ﬁéée of conflict among the three levels their

hierarchical structure should be the deciding factor. That is to

e &f i ik
say, a Christian cannot cooperate in a kil of work where he

explicxtfly or implicitely is supposed %o frave {0 give up his

al E.a(.c-"‘f”

faith and his kerygmatic vocation ( common worship om g
equalitsrien basis). It goes without sa¥ing that kerygus doaqhét

hor [ W NLOL i ;
mean shouting all the time, ne-t even speakin zt:"-';.k ._..:_._.__-_.-._..- place. i

Fual e uukjw&ﬁl B

m (}Te—cpﬁmot collaborate wner is ik onia lasabeiised, &'x—ﬂt&eg@ﬁ I |
.¢r.m.—- in the ease o some &f he [LaT f

AT ALAP))M his own kerygma (8ay rkar-priests in France, or Aewee ¢ |

ne patriotic Catholics in China). Again, we don't refer to A f{i~
5 o
pogsible danger of misinterpretation, (séy the case of digkonia
Zo
levelled down to philanthropy), but ef = systematic exploitation

of one level agaiﬁst the other.
o2l '
%) The collision can (arise not between two levels, -

& w
but between one level and the whole person, ives5=e-properly
a
Speakingf;oral eonflicts It is the problem of the means. Again

a distinction is required.

wih o gouan Chastron. )
A Christien can be convinced— even tS=Wtw(Couviciionf—

&
s Dut~ofhis beins\a Surisbherse that the means a certain




work in which he is called %o col‘ubur:? are not effective,

/ \)-._gf"

r\-\.

efficient and the like. This reason woald no

&g cooperation. He should, if possible, try to : .
itz Lo Ay B rnearno Gl ATl
. prove that &be means (are ,1e real ones and nﬂ$¥ﬂ!5 )therd, aee. 5¢t;1,,g‘

-
his

™ is the realm of practical prudence and he should with intelli-

gence and patience,try to change the pattern .(The whole world of

NUmerovs

politics can nraviae us with nunhef}ess examples).

that the means are unacceptable to his conscience , because
he sees them intrinecslly bad, wrong, immoral, against higher

values, etc. In such a cas% e must refuse his co-operation-dif

chh Mo hns

those mesassre—irbrinscelly Dady—o¥ (if they are necessarily
be avs e
connected with the work in quest;oq) . would amoung %o saying

that the work in itself is immoral.

g; Finally,if subjectively the personsl cponscience

q{ &11{1(_,»- 6 G R Llbne L vl-f“‘-“» 5

is ea—tive—one—hend the lasi 1asbance,{"bgectivelx that very

conscience recelves its light not only from inside, but also from
outside. Christ does not only speaky inwardly to h&@, but He has
slready opoken and is speaking in His Church. @u the 1gght of

wWhick
Christ and His Churchlllluminatiag his personal cunaciencqﬁgggggy

the Christisn (try to solve the possible confliects.

IV - Chriagian-nonﬁhriatian relations,

Two,! in my opxnlun,//mportant ideas should be
’ utres_,s.aw w to'

1 = Sincerity

BoupleteBHH f,'% tuis sketeh,

The cosoperation of the Christian with the non-

o=,

R — )
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o
Christian is 2 tru®® and sincere service to the conmon endeavour
in which both are engaged. The Christisn should not have ulterior

motives of proselytising or ubtiliging guch an activity for gther

ende. If ke had such an attitude he wo uld misunderstand the very

7 Lo (AT 1*”T
core of Christien doctrine, | imp1101té1y'fhat Christ is also
the Creator, that creation is good, though fallen, and indulge in
Ve, : :
an heretic/monodimensional supernaturaliss (Montanisa, Jansenisnom sodi
du‘%‘“ﬂﬂ‘
om—be—gige—of fonoticism, He has no ulterior aims, but he has a

k{H

deeper aﬂﬁ%%§é§g§§E insight in k&8 wﬁrk of collaboration. He does

not only perform a diaconnecbed action, he is not only fellow=-worker

ﬁ“&*ﬂquu‘#

(~

with men he is rufﬁﬁer)fbl¢ow-worker with Christ in the Redemption

in The fre aplifn
of the world and(f_“”fﬁélzggzhg of the Kingdom of God.

b|= The Christian Pleroma

\

Though the following idea transcends the frame of
ong
this concrete problem and cannot ue developed fully now, it’ds
jn o ofder QLU
essential, iamscapinieny, to eea%re the guestion at issue, for it

all
is the underlying basis of wk:tn&gffrJrL stian-non-Christian rela-

Ig‘__,’:_jrf-'\

tionships.

L]
The relation of non-Christisn Religions with Christianity

wol of .
18 ﬁ&h L SO G—M\"

o =
_— o — e e P e Thw— e

st rather/of potency to act, seeds to fruits, type or symbol to
the thing and realiiy in itself. This does not mean that there is

T 2gualos iy mn
an irenic cuntlnultynorr“ﬁ"lndul*euce in an opbtimistic equaliterianism.
'nis would be the other extreme of levelling down Christianity to

the natural level and ta dedyjt e central Christian mystery of the

Cross. The seed must die, the symbol must give way to reality, bhe
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L £
tinuity end passive co-existence, nor absoluibe brake and aciive

intolerance, budtra¢af;rmatiun, real conversion, death and re-

oL et

surrection, or, in-eﬁe-ward)xedamwtionfis the true Christian

n the(wick/ahse= smokingf (B
. 3 | »
To make = long story/short I ahould like to utilise

attitude, He ditht come t0

[ 2]

e

lassical Indian example: We all aim at the "thing", we are all
ultimately atiracted by the only source of everything, we all e

somehow surmise reality, but they "think", Bmim "imagine" it to be
A
= gnake and ardsfreid and £F avay. Ve knoy— for belief is a

higher form of knowledge—that it is a Yope, and a VYope of salva-
G.‘MA.“ 1a+\'|.|'v| on
Mankind or for

tion and hope. They take it for Gagapati sy OT

59 S -
wh ideal or syubol ,ancient or present; we know that its

an
real name is Jesus, the Christ. The "snake" is merely appearance,
it is not real it is not a snake; but it is an appulrraacepi

the resl, it is reality in the form of an ap 6ﬁaﬂce, in the status

of "illusion”". It is not %o another God Efv should voint e, it
» : \kaky
is not towesds another direction (Weé should try to walk. Let us

go c¢loser hand in hand towards it and discover that it is not a
Rk

"snake", butffz'is somebhing it is the real, "the grace oi God

our Sanffer@hﬁtmﬁh gppeared to all mean"™, but this time in its

g e -

; o
true form, 1nkhe God made flesh and dwelling among us.

’ i i * ] 2 el
B ey L 0




] / £ BDITATLIOD ON ELCHT
!I = - —_— s o e o e s . S —— 4
]
r "Appellatus a Deo pontifex luxta ordinem
[ lMelchisedch"
! Hebr., V, 10.
2=y M/
= / 4 VK E
Ai—-Tﬂﬁ FACTS if. PAVRKER.

| The Scripturs
a)- 0ld Tegtament
aa) Genesis, XIV
ab) Psalm, CIX
b)- New Tesgtament

ba) Hebrews, V

bb) Hebrews, VI

be) Hebrews, VII

2- The Liturgy
Latin Canon

3- Tradition

4— History

A 5- Legends

B— INTERPRETAT LON

1- Physgical ooﬁtinuity

2- Pastoral continuity

3- The order of Melchisedech

? The cryptic figure of Melchisedech, "King of peace", ri-
sing suddenly from nowhere - nay, from the carth simply - and per-—
vading the whole christian spirituality, has always attracted the
mind of the Church from olden daygﬁéawn to our times}uThe reason
for it lies in the deep mystical and theological meaning of his
pergonality. Irﬁouls like to sketch - it is only a draft - a par=
%al aspect - it is only a fragment of the Theology of lMelchisedechs:
| What does it mean the order, the line, tThe manner, the taxig, the

al-dibrati aceording to which God has appointed His onleybegotten

Son high priest for @ver?. (¥)

(4l Tﬁia ‘EULJ'T,CQ wan E«-«‘.@-ﬂ{u({ Ads ‘_BM“ A “ L‘l’w;t&a“ (:50-935“4.
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This "meditation" hes—heen precegded by a ”étuay“ on Melchisedech.

We presuppose Knowledge of this subject. The following sources wu-

pported the "study":

He

I\j.

0.
Re
Ge
F.

J
-

STRACK-BILLERBECK

Je
de
Ce

H.

M.

LESETRE

o

T. BULLOCK

BARDY

n
I CHEL
GALDOS
WUTTKE
Je JERONME

(BINISCH

CHAINE
DANTIELOV
PICQ

RUSCHE

SCHHAVS

G.T. KENNEDY

Je
P.

W.H. GRIFFITH THOMAS

A,
H.

OGARA

VACCARI
PRAT

BONSIRVEN

LECUYER

V. INMSCHOT

J IRKU
LIETZMANN

-Melchigsedech - Artiche in "Dictionnaire de la
Bible" (F. Vigoraux) -1908 t. IV, cc. 939-942

—lielchizedek - Article in (Dr. William Smiths)
"Dictionary of the Bible" 1877

-Melchisedeciens — Article in "Dictionnaire de
Theologie Catholique" (Vacant), 1928

~llelchigedech dans la tradition patrestique,
"Revue bibligue" 35(1926), 496-509; 36(1927) 254

= _Art. in (Kittel's) "Theologisches Wor-
terbuch jum Newen Testament".

~lMelguisedech en la Patristica, "Estudios eclesids-
ticos (1945) 221-246.

HMe%kisedek des Puigterkoeing non Salem, Giessen,
1927

-Dag gerchichtliche Mel-kisedek ~ Bild und seine
Bedentung imm Hebraerbrief -Freiburg i.b. 1920

-Abrgham Sieg uber die Komge des Ostens und sein
Begegnung mist Mel-kisedek -"Studia catolica",
(926) 152-178; 217-232

~Kommentar jum Neuen Testament amwssTalmud und
midrasch, Munichen, 1922 8Qe 1V, 1, DPPe 202 8Q3
452-265, etc.

~Le livre de la Genese, Pads, 1949

-Bible et Liturgie, Paris, 1951, pp. 196-201

~-L'epitre auz hebreux, Paris 1952 and specially
II vol., Paris 1953, (pp. 179-214)

~Die Bestalt des Melchisedekih-

;muneogenes Theologische zeitsehrift", 6(1955)

30-252,

—Katholigche Dogmatik, Munchen, 1949/1952 II, 195
sq. IV, 1, 507 sq.

-St. Paul's conception of the Priesthood of
Melchisedech, Washington, 1951.

~CHristus rex sacerdos secundum ordinem Melchise-
dec "Verbum Domini" (1943) 138-146; 177-182;
209-214

~NMelchigedech, rex Salem, proferens panem &t
vinum, "Verbum Domini" (1938) 208-214; 235-243
—La Theologie de Saint Paul, Paris (38 ed) 1949

2 vols. (Cf. sp. II, 448-452).

~-Le sacerdoce et le gserifice de Jesus Christ
d'apres l'epitre aux hebreux "Nouvelle Revue
Theologique™, 71, t. 66 (1939), 641-660

71, 66(1939), 769-786 (&f. spec. 659-660).

-Le gacerdoce celegste du Christ selon Chrysostome

TNouvelle Revue Theologique" 82,72 (1950), %1=579
~L'Alliance dans 1l'Ancient Testament, Nouv. Rev.
Theolog., 94,14 (1952, 785-805.

—Priegt — art. in (Hastings's) "Adictionary of
Christ and the Gospelg".

-Altorientalischev Kommentar zum A.T. Erlangen,
~llesse und Heirenmahl, Bonn, 1936

(And I wouls request not to criticise this meditation except wit&
the same spirit under which it has been written and having gtudies
the problem seriously).
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1) The Scripture

IInlike other christian themes it does not spring up from the
tradition or the life of the chrigiian community (Chrch), but it has a
pure scripturel origin, i.e. comes there: from the Bible, imposed so

to say from above by the inspired writers.

a) 0ld Tegtament

Only in two plapes appears, and in both cases suddenly and
withoutany previous introduction, the figure of Melchigedech.
aa) Genesis, XIV, 18-20
Abram,
- not yet Abraham, and this point is important - comes back from a
victorious war and he happens to meet "Melchisedech, the king of Sa-
lem. And he, priest of the mosgt higt God (E1L Eljon), brought out bread
and wine. And he blessed him and said: On Abram be the blessing of the
mogt higt God, maker of heaven and earth, and praise be to the most
high God, whose protection has brought thy enemies into thy power. To
him, Abram gave tithes of all he ad:¢ won".
ab) Psalm, CIX, 4
This megsianic
psalm, quoted by Christ himself and studied in the Epistle to the He-
brews, after giving some titles to the lMessias "Magter", adds: "The
Lord (Iahwe) has sworn an oath there is no retracting, Thou art a priest
for ever in the lime of Melchisechech".
b( New Testament
The full study of the only one
place where Melquisedech appears would imply long pages ebout one of
the most difficult problems of biblical Theology. We are going simply
to quote the text because we are not concerned with detail or messia-
nic exegesis, but only with one of central points of the Theology of
Melchigedech.
ba) Hebrews, V,5,6,10
The whole text

speekg on priesthood and the priesthood of Christ. "So it is with

Chrigt. He did not raise himself to the dignity of the high priesthood;




have begotten thee
this day%$ and so elgewhere he gaid: Thou art a priest

\
line of Melchisedech, ... A high priest in the line [ulocfur, accor—

ding to the order~J of Melchisedech, so God has called him".

"Where ["Ue:-.-f'.:)w.ld the '«reil] the fore-
runner Jesus in entered for us mede g high priest for ever according
to the order of Melchigedech".

bc) Hebr., VII, 1 sq.
This chapter all entered

on Melchisedech and Christ has been considered as climax of the whole

Epistle and the kernel of the biblical doctrine of presthood. And it
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has been also said in this connexion that herdly can we get an inte-

-

gral idea of Christ's priesthood if we do not understand his relation

to Melchigedech.

Tt was this Melchisedech, king of Salem, priest of the mog?t
high God, who met Abraham returning from the defeat of the kings, and
blessed him: to whom also Abrsham divided the tithes of all: who Tirst
indeed by interpretastion, is king of justice: and then also king of
Salem, that is, king of peace. Without father, without mother, without
gensalogy having neither beginning of deys nor end of 1life, but like-
ned unto the Son of God, continueth a priest for ever,

Now consider how great this man is, to whom also Abraham
the Patriarch gave tithes out of the best things. And indeed they
that are of the gsons of levi, who receive the priegthood, have a coms=
mendment to teke tither of the people according 6o the law, that is

17

to say, of ther brethren: though they themselves also came out of the
loins of Abraham. But he, whose pedigree is not® numbered among them,
receive tithes of Abraham and blessed him that ad the promises. And
without all contradiction, that which is less ig blesged by the betten
And here indeed men that die, receive tithes: but there he hath wit-

ness, that je liveth. And (as it may be said) even Levi who receive

tithes, psid tithes in Abrahem. For he was yet in the loins of his

father, when Melchigedech me im,
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under it the people receive the law), what further need was there

that another priest should arise according to the order of Melchi-
sedech, and not be called according to the order of Aaron? For priesg
thood being translated, it is necessary that a translation also be
made of the law. For he, of whon these things are spoken is of ano-
ther tribe, of which no one attended on the altar. For it is evi-
dent that our Lord sprung out of Juda: in which tribe Moses spoke
nothing concerning priests.

And something further becomes evident, when according to
the similitude of Melchisedech there arises (?his} another priest,
who is made nor according to the law a carnal commandment, but in
the the power of an indissoluble life: For he testifieth: Thou art

a priest for aver, according to the order of mggchisedech.(ﬁhat

mean%] here is indeed a setting aside of the former commandment, be-
cauge of the weakness and unprofitableness thereof: —For the law
brought nothing to perfection but the bringing in of a better ho-
pe, by which we come elose to God.

And in as much as it is not without en oath, (for the
others indeed were made priests without an oath; but this with an
oath, by him that said unto him: The Lord has sworn, and he will
not repent, Thou art priest for ever); by so much ig Jegis made a
surety of a better Testament.

And the others indeed were many priests, because by rea-—
son of death they were not suffered to continue: but this for the
fact that he continueth for ever, has an everlasting priesthood.
Whereby he is able also to save for ever them that come to God by
him: always living to meke intercession for us.

For that was the high-priest we shaild have: holy, inno-
cent, undefiled, separaid from sinners and made higher than the
heavens: who needed not daily (as the [other high-priegt) to offer
sacrifices firg for his own sins, and then for the people's: for
this he did once [ﬁor all) in offering himself. For the law maker
priests of men who are frail: but the word of the oath, which was

after the law, [has established] that Son who is utterly perfect

for evermore".
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of the batin rite the reference to Saint Melchisedech —-as the Roman
Council from 860 callsg him - and his priesthood. In all other rites
he has an equal prominent place. Number of old prefaces from all ri-

2

tes mention lMelchisedech glong with Abel and Abraham. He has a pro-

Lll

ag a gaint in eagtern Church and even to-day the common

s in the greek-gyrian rite is lMel-

0}

name for the first part of the ma
chisedech (Aaron, the second and Christ, the third).
An epiklese of the Gallican church callg the ceremonies of

the Mass, ritu Melchigedech summi gacerdotis oblata, offered in the

rite of Melchisedech, And so algo another epiklege of the Mozarabic
Liturgy identifies the offerings of the Christian Sacrifice with the
oblations of that "typical" priest Melchisedech.

The meaning of this lex orandi in the Chureh is everywhere the sa—

me: The "king of Jjustice" is considered having offered to God a plea
sant and worthy sacrifice in the same line as the offering of Christ
and ours.

Latin Canon

After the consacration, the priest again prays God to
accept the Sacrifice of his “Yon, because the Mags is not the mere
repetition of the once accepted sacrifice, but our real temporal
incorporation into it. And so, precisely here, the priest recolliects
the continuity with Abel, Abrsham and Melchisedech: "Upon which wmouch

afe to look with a prophtious and serene countenance, and to accept
them as Thou wert pleased to accept the gifts of Thy just servant
Abel, and the sacrifice of our Patriszch Abraham, and that which
Thy high priest Melchisedech offered to Thee, a holy sacrifice, a
spotless Victim".

3) Tradition

From the very beginning the Fathers of the Charch have
congidered the "mysteriousg" figure of this king and priest not only

ag a "type", a forerunner of Christ, but also as a representative

of the divine priesthood on earth gince the beginning of the
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world. And so we could aduce Justin, Tertulian, Clemens of Alexandria,
Ambrose, Augustin, etc.

1

The languasge of the Fathers is bold and imbued with the

conviction of the cosmic meaning of Melchisedech and the catholicity

of Christ, who rids us from the inutility 'ﬂ130é7w0¢543bf the 0Old
Testament. So writes St. Ambrose vght.: "Accept what I am saying, na-
mely that the christian mysteries are previous to the mysteries of

the Jews. If the Jews go back to Abraham, the figure of our sacramets
was already there, when Melchisedech the high-priegt came to meet the
vietorious Abrsham and offered to him bread and wine. Who had bread
and wine? Certainly not Abraham, but Melchisedech. He is ‘therefore

the author of the sacraments".

Shall it be necessary to quote St. John Chrysostom, as &
representative of the grekk patristic age?; "Abraham would not have
given tithes to a gtranger if he had not acknowledged in him a much
greater superiority of honour. But what a striking thing has proved
the great Apostle! He hag uttered a mich more agtonishing and amazing
truth than that of the Epistle to the Romans. There he gimply decla-
res Abraham hs the king and patriarch of our religion as well as of
Judaism. But here he dares something more towards this patriarch: He
shows us that an mncircumeised men is much greater than he. And what
ig the proof gives?. He proves it by saying thet Levi gave tithes to
him",

Algo in the Middle Ages the Theology of priegthood has been
connected with this man "without mother, father not pedigree nor date
of birth or death." Of Petrus Lombardus, Bonaventure, Thomas, etcC.
The whole Scholastic accepts and comments that "there (in the encoun-
ter betweeh Melchisedech and Abrgham - in Augugtine's words -) arose
firet the sacrifice which now the Chrigtian offer to God in the whole
world".

4) History

Not only, so to say, the ecdegiastical tradition deals
with Melchisedech but also philosophers, hereties, apocryph scrip-

tures, rabbinic literature etc. are interested in him,




His mysterious figure is interpreted according to the main
tendendes of the time or the previous conceptions of the writer. So
the &&MV&{iite‘ature trieg to connect him with Noah and points out
that Levi had been circumeised. Philo gives a pure allegotrical inter-
pretation of the king of peaCe in behalf of his Logos idea. Similarly,
for the Gnogis, Melchisgsedeeh is an intermediate power in the cosmic
emenation procesgs, etc.

5) Legends

Finglly all over the chrigtien period we find typical and
interesting storias about this pecualiar personality.

& —— =

h many vaerietions is
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Perhaps the most common repeated wit
that of ‘the esgtern book of Adem: NMelchisedech is shifting the corpst
of Agam to mount Calvary and so partakes of the priestly funciion of
Adem and is the link between him and Christ.

Of course, Melchisedech has been also interpreted as a "gpi-
ritual @oemic energy", as an "angel" (Michael, specially) and even as
the "Holy Ghost". Not much later then Athemasius and figuring among
hig (pseudo) works we can read even to-day & faboloug whole life of
thig priest of the Firts &ovenant.

II. Interpretation

1) Physical continuity

The whole Christian message represents
something new and unkmown before, the Christian fact is a mutation in
history, Christianity is not the mere development of a natural reli-
gion, und its doctrine is not a kind of sublimated theory of the pa-
gan mysteries whatsoever. But this novelty does not cancel the com—
plementary principle of continuity. Christ himgelf was the expectatio
of the peoples, he did not come ‘to abolieh the Law or the Prophets
and he is sctive since the beginning of the woris; nay, by him every-
thing has been made anf in some sense Christianity exists since the

very beginning.

Moreover, because mankind and even the whole creation is




a unity nothing absolutely new and disconnerted can exist on emrth.
Even Christ, the son of God had a Mother in order to be the Son of
Man. History never begins absolutely anew and a "ereated human being"
by God is always at the same time the product of hig parents. Every-

1

thing, each process in the world has its origin in previous beings
: nation
and brings forth consequences to others. A mew is an outeoming of a
previous higtoricel reality, a discovery comes out of known facts, a
new sect or religion is the reform or fulfilment of a pre-existent
one and it aequires its shape in dialogue with its en{ironments.
Christ is the only one priest of the New Covenant but his
priesthood being new and supreme is in the temporal order the conti-
miation and fulfilment of the priesthood of the 0ld Testament and
even morex of the priesthood of the First Testament.
The divine adventure — Ot KoWOub— of Mankind with Y04
its Creator and Redeemer has had three Tesgtaments: The Covenant

with Adam, the cosmic Testament of God with lMan, the contract of his

very bding, so to say: Thou shalt be Man! Thowm shalt be gon of €Gogd.

This Testement has a double string the primordial string before :
Adam's Fall snd the second string of the Promise - of the Proto-
Gospel - after the Original sin.

The second Testament is the contract of circumcisgion the

Alliance with Abrsham: Thous shalt be the Father of the elected

people! Thou shalt be the Progenitor of the Mesgiasl

The New Testament is the fulfilment of both. It is the
Covenent of God with the whole Creation in the figure of Christ

the Mediator. Thou art my most beloved Son!

Now, Christ is not only the lMessias of Israel, He is not
only the succegsor of the priesthood of the sons of Levi. He, ‘the
High Priest of the New Testament does not even belong to the pries-
tly community of the house of Israel . On the contrary his title
is in the line of the High Priest of the First Tegtament: Melchi-

sedech. It is significant that the Deuil Though pomessed of Gerasa

called Jesus: on of the most high God - x
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And this continuitu is the meaning of the mysterious en-
counter between Abraham and the Priest-king. And here lies the mea~
ning of the legends on Melchisedech connecting him with Adam, Noah,
Sem, etCa.

Abraham has been segregated from his own country and sent
away 0 a new spot to be the father of numberless generations and the
trunk of the people of God. A novel Testament is going to be signed.
God wants him to carry the responsibility not only for his own peo-—
ple, but for the whole world also. It is not enough for that that he
bears Adam's blood. He needs, further, a special linkage with the
rest of menkind, ha needs the blessing of the priest of the First Co-
venant , for he must be in himself something more that the represen-—
tative of his own people and the father of the elected folk, but the
mission of his people is not only for its own sake, but it is for
all menkind. Salvation comes out of the Jews, but it is not for the
Jews alone. And this link wilt Humenity is established by Melchisge-
dech, for lMelchisedech is certainly a figure, a "type" of Christ, but
nevertheless he ig an historic real personality; he was in fact
priesgt of God and his priesthood was a real one not only accepted,
but ingtituted, appointed by the Most High. And the New Tesgtament
tells us that this continuity was established, and how the priest
king blessed the father of natiﬁn and this blessing regted upon him.

Should we remind our desecrated generation of the meaning
of a blessing?. A blessing is a psycho-physic reality - preserved,
by the weaym in all religions - which alone proves the deep unity of
the material and the spiritual world. How could & spiritual gift
cling t0o a material thing if they were absolutely heterogeneous? A
blessing is a spiritual reality descending upon a material being and
remaining there. A blessed thing has "gomething" which an unblegsed
has not and this something rests upon, impregnates the matter and
confers upon it a new walue. A blessed thing carries with it, and

in it, a spiritual content.
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Melchisedech has no egoteric meaning in a pseudo gnogtic
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does nor meed

to be interpreted in a fantas-

he 0ld sect of the lMelchigedites or the new tas-—

e spirituality. The priestly King of Peace has a phy=-—

sical and concrete role to play, full of trascendent meaning, it is

true, but nevertheless his mission is a definite and historical one;

to convey to Abrghan,

-

to restablish with him the link with the uni-

versal and general priesthood of mankind sinee the very beginning.
: I g

God hags never forsgaken

hig creation gnd choosing the people of Is-

-

rael for a special mission on carth, had neither forgotten to link

it up with the test of

of thisg cogmos.

the world, nor sbandoned the other nations

2) Pastoral Continuity

The phgsical

continuity, does not signify a denial of the

moral discontinuity, nor does this pastoral continuity intends to

abolish a pmactical discontinuity ; but they only aim at complemen—

ting the principle, or

better the fact of novelty, by the principle

of constancy. They belong to different levels and we do not pretend

at all to controver the break-up, the novelty, the restoration, and

even the revolution of

other dimengion of the

What does it

Clmistianity, We only desire to remember the
problem.

mean that Abresham, who is going to be the

cornerstone and the living symbol of the oath of Jawhe with his

people, accepts the blessing of a "hathen" and pays to him tribute

as to one who is greater than he himself? If we meditate upon the

apparent spiritusl climate of execlusivity of the 0ld Testement,

upon the jeglous God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, who does not to-

lerate another God, nay, another form of worship than that which he

minutely prescribes, we can only discover an orthodox answer remen-—

bering similer paradoxes in the 0ld and for all in the New Tegtamenk
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were performing miraeles in hig name,

his external followers, because "those who are not

for you". It means the same as the Masgkr's scolding
of his Church, because he wanted to find out wuth a

intolerance the kind of privileged position of that

prophecy of Balaam's ass,
forbiding
f excomunication on
though they did not

against

it

hig disciples
thoge who
belong to
you are
Peter, the head
last remmnent of

beloved disciple

who was to remain till Jesus' teturn ... It meansm in one word, that
Christ was before Abraham, he the o and w , the Beginning and End
upon whom all things have consisteney and through whom everything has
been made.

There is only one High Priest in the new Alliance, becau-
se there ig only one Priesthood at the end of the time, at the full-
ness of time, that of the Redeemer. Moreover the priesthood of the
Law the priesthood of the sons of Levi has finished its mission and_
objectively it has been abolished because it failed in receiving the
Mesgiahe

But in Melchisedech we have the priesthood of the first
covenant between God and Man, this priesthood, ingpite of all disfi-
gurations still persists in the pre-chiistian religions. Melchisgedech
is priest of the Most High and in a certain sehse akk priests of the
Only One Godhead among the different religions of the world partici-
pate of the priesthood of the First Tegtament. The priests of all
religions, inspite of its imperfections and however the true figure
of Melchisedech migth have been concealed in so far as they are priess
are priesgts of nggg the blfiquﬂ the trascendant and sublime God.

And that seems to be the meaning of so many catholic docu-
ments, including the Gouncil of Trent and Pius X1 encyclical to the
Catholic priests, when they recognize the necesgitu and nalidity of

priegsthood for the human species. Pheyywere and are priests of the

eternal Divinity, end whatewer excellency lelchisedech may have lad

for performing his particular function, he was nevertheless priest




of this very and unique Godhesad.

wrong doctrines and

- |

The religions of the world maj

bad features and even sometimeg diabolicael intrusions; but ingofa

as they are religions they are pre-figurstions, forerunners of Chrig-

tianity and their priéests are really priests in the line of Melchise-
dech, that is true mediators, true elected men taken form among

others for their brethren for that which belongs to God, that they
mey offer uposacrifices and oblations for the sins of manking.

The Christian way of approach therefore at a deep level of
en ontological encounter is not and cannot be the meeting of a compe-
titor or of an enemy who has usurped a post which does not belong to
him, but is the sovereingn Christian way of service and love. It con-—
sists, unlike the elder brother of the prodigal son, in imitating
Christ who came to serve and not to be served and in being disposed
when necessaty to receive the blessings of our "heathen" brother-
priegts in order to integrate them into the fullness of their own
priesthood according to %Fhe order of lMelchisedech.

The dey in which the climate of understanding has grown
up to the point of making it possible to receive a blegsing of the
non christian priests, that dgy the way for one shepherd ond one fold
shall not be anymore far away.

It is well understood that this blessing does not mean a
Christian compromise but a Catholic embrace. It is also clear that
after the reversgsing of the pure earthly values done by Christ, the
blessing of the "haathen" to the Cheistiam will not gignify at all
that the non christian is greater, but that the greater has become
the servant and that he who is the first has learned to be the last.
Did Christ teach us any other doctrine? Di he, the King and Judge
disdain or refute to be judged and condemned by the civil authority-

which comes from God and even more by the Supreme Pricst of Aaron's

order appointed by his divine Father?.
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obfocty tot o powe oubfoct.  ow, I8 that roasdiblo?

*3 is ™ mopd, thovefope, be commerded inds *1 aa . Teb thle chanpe
is polovnnt for W aro pot dealing &ih pure Aaloctise. uncmemelogy ia Whe
phit Insoptdonl mthed of amdyninge the pure wtelsdoal dafie (siwen indeed on the
losdson of wy oxistence, in ny consclovsress 4F ve prefor). "1 o ¥ is o pwe
@slactiosl staloneess ondoge I find the P a3 T an In othor words, Iemmd
B St vitioh T anif the I (of the *I an ™) han to to the twuihy e sulfeed.
But I an nob able % S0l such o pegdaito o Msx.ﬁhmwﬂn@

I g3 wt oy todyy T g b oy mind, T gy wot gy splvdd o consclouge
nos. ! lpgp o tofy, o oiod, o opfetds ot X oot 1dentily mpuelf with ony of
the Siiogs I heve or $n uhich ¥ shee ((1). T canswd Ldontlly oy I withuwyrem
cithar. 1 anvob only oy em o8 3% i vov (lokd mup). UK a@ 35 indsed el thal
T oo ooy Dot 0ot that ubleh T wad snd o1 lags thet wideh I sheld . I gn
rather thet which I ghnll bo then that widch T Dappen %o bo mowe  Tho veal potentle-
1tieos end fppeg of 1y todng are mot yot rresont oy g Lok sovely oob this
potty selflsh gm that T oti1l dlocover S5 moe I sl be () I3 I adeiDbm-yod
{2)e lowthe I uo o looking Sone-cmont be the changing subject of nese rela-

%(axprg 2. tho deon retertyeios) somes of troth in D. TUON., SuBeileoles
6 Iy e 26y ot Ip Wailnin, O . 20
((2) of. the peobehly Poeads-SAIEARAYS Comantaey on WigESon D, GITLAPED
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tivo oo otages; o fo difforect fvom vhed hodebown ond vhat shellede (1). Ue
olmply &8 (in the spro~torporel way) (2).
Horedvar, mmﬁ bos oo ultimate meandng. et docs
B man? ot kind of gp-lindtolion (3)2 Tho I fo the I; T in I, Uz I wuld
moen the T Ualt 1o oo, mamly, the I that %o of w0 I T con novor Do (e sbeolute
Subject ve w@v scarcling for. [y I io gluays an obfoct, the glponogs 35 alunys o
Prodicate (of moj: "I soonly the I of n’. That 38, I an b e roal, ultisete
I98. Thae is, %t us say, o desper T within esedf (5). In the somwh br G

Ii {7
\2)

In other vonde: The Seuth S0 g tut S §3 cnly S, wben thore i Sdeoti.
Siogtion Dotugen O and Fr  when 3% 1 ¥I" 3s socwerded 3ol S do 5% when P s mede
ted 1ot S oo thet tho sulfost can pub IErOl? 9 ... Subfoct and Objoot i the same
ast (6)s Only o lvowing sl froo O can pub 1t0ulf an P5  Dub onlly an sbsolute knoue
07 endl freo ¢ oan Sdontisy $teclf with 1teeley(?) o gy, uhich 18 al8o &

rhenomenological faoty frosente w from falilng inte epplatey. Ve canmt saypemnch
huh-smx.O
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uhoro) from the nest and the futwe “atheoenioad 11, 34. . s
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i ot ot i evet ot gl vestams st - (o) o 19, e (over) ves ed 1
(ot212) % come, ml,hwi. Cf the same idew, XX, 6, eto. Cf. |
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(Pgo@r Peuf)

Byl

~f. stiam "Ce que tu vois n'est pas,

tant est grand ce qui est,” JACUPUNE DA T0DI, xix
ib. and the commentary of Catherine: ... "¢'est-d-dire,
toutes les choses visibles qui sont eréés ne sont pas, elles
n‘ont pas 1'8tre veritable, tant est grand celui qui est,
Dieu, en qui est tout &tre vrai." loc, ecit. Further on, "...
1'&tre de 1'homme ne peut en vérith htre appeld '8tre', mais
plutdt 'perte d'btre’, «.."y ib., p. 51,

(from p. 6
note( 4
of p«5

Cf.the expressions Io.y XIV,17;
XV,26; XVI,13, and II Epist, Clemen-

tis, IIX,1 XX,5.

{frem 9, note
(5) of pe 8)

Cf. stiam for the "intimfius intimo meo CALVIN's brillant
page,sx "Cuod si nosdri non sumus, sed D mini, ... ergo ne
vel ratio nostra, vel voluntas in consiliis nostris factisque
dominetur./.../ Hostri non sumus: erge quoad 1icet cblivis-

camur nosmetipsos ae nostra omnia, Nursum Dei sumus: 1114

ergo vivamus et moriamur./..." titut st
religionis, 1ib, III, eap. 7 (Upera Calvini, ed., Brunsvigae,

186‘. vol.,II, col, 505).
And again: "Das “eich Gottes, das ist in euch' /“lue.,XVII,2]1,

Matth,, XI11,28 7, Wer das Reich finden will - das ist Gott ...

der muf es da suchen, wo es 18t: das 18t in dem innersten
Grunde, wo Gott der Jeele weit niher und inwondig.r ist, als
sie sich nolba: 1-t.; J.i:ULER. .od;,v : lier habe

dragmas...(

edited by H, KUNISCH, Hamburg (Rowehlt& (klaastkor dor 1dt,
u, d. Wiss.), 1958, p.82,




note (9)

8,2

This was the right intuition of Xant, there is no 7 capable
of a total identification with 5., The "Bing an sieh" is
unknowable because there is no "sich" identical with the
"Ding”, except in God, P expresses the predicability of 5 but
not its identity., Its identity lies ocutside any possible
attribute,

(from p,1l1
note (3)

"L'espressione haqlqa alvhagq & classica fra i sufi, Lette-
lalmente dovrebbe tradurei: 'la ronlt, del “eale’y, ¢ 'la veri-
ta del Vero' (ontolegico), clod, qui, il Reale unico, Di0,..."
G.C. ANAWATI, L. GARDET, Mistica islamjica, Torino (S.E.I.),
1960, pe 293

(from p.l13
note (2)

(2) ¢f the voice of the Christian tradition: "Scientia Yei !
est mensurs rerum, non gquantitativa, qua quidem mensura carent
infinita, sed quis mensurat essentiam et veritatem rei. Vnum-
quodque enim intantum habet de veritate suae naturae /[ essen-
tiae/, inguantum imitatur Jei seientiam, sicut artifex inquan-
tun concordat arti / caudae oxenplurlé?Yv "o De THOM., Sum,.
theol., I, q. 14, a. 12, ad 3, It should not he forgotten
however, that "Scientia “Yei aliter comparatur ad res gquam

seientia nostraj comparatur enim ad eas sicut causa é‘ofticton 

et mensura.” D, THOM,, Je potesy g« Ty a¢ lo, ad 5,




8,3

312’(7)49;. the voice o f the christign tredision: Any being "in sola
6 causa prima habet esse absolute et simpliciter® (has its asbsolute
?pﬂﬂ and total being in the First Cause only). ECKAHRT, Exspos,. in Johan .,
// I, 1-8 Nr. 44, ope.cite. Cf. etiem: AUGUST., De. Gen. od 1litt.,V,15%
ANSELM., Jonolog.,ce34 (PaLs,158,189)3 D.THU., In T0An.,c.l, lect.
1 2 (694 2); BONAVENT,, In I Sent., d.36,, 242, gel arg.3s ete.(quoted
2pud ECHARDI ope omn. in hel,)

(8) cf. the following testimony to bi added o those which we shall
mention later on: "Il m'arrive cependgnt et il est parfois néces-

saire de désigner ce moi, selon l'usage du monde qui ne sait parler
d'autre manidrej meis quand je nomme ou suis nommée per d'eutres, je éi
dis en moi meme: lion moi est Dieu, je n'en eonnaie pas d'autrep SHe d4
hors mon Dieu lui-meme." St. CATHERINE OF GENOVA, Vita,XIV, (Trgd.

and ed. P.DEBONGNIE, Sainte Ogtherine de Genes (Btudes Cermelitaines),
Paris, etcs (Desclée de Brouwer),1959,pe49. Cfs JACOPONE D2 TODI,
Laude, 60,

"Je vis, moi et non moi,

lion etre et non mon etres" (apud loc.cits) _ ?!;\»8? "6 7 )
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Lis L, in the cheolube identifly wo awe somroldng fow. T om ubo s (1) \,
et (2) » Thet oy o the sheokibe T within mpeell, ot nob oy qug. The
sbwolato I &5 the vepl nawe fop 0od (). Ho s uwle g @y orotlerSo fo the | :_
only one Ul onn ey I an Iy or alnoly I ane mmmmmmwmﬁ- \ i
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(1), (), (3)y (€), & (5) on e 20

ﬂ 4; 9/?&]
i
|




‘m‘

1), Hods She stenlute I (2). God S0 I (9). X %o Mo nam (4) Ho s mwoperly

ron 9--/[1} Cfs s 11Xy 13, 0Qe

| ghadnyeke padshad, I, 4 L. C2. gllan 1O0-ghosweleBaniil.
)(2} It L voptlaiills %o ronpebes 2at éémi » R M coxred ayilable

| mems, olaoy FOU, S5 m %m -~ 3 Ofe I 008
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I 20, ?ﬁfz‘—; ehe u wlzf« . cunls s Cutages (e{ J-DAvee ov g:_vﬁg

wi oot Ao“(muuewy}/zg} £. 92)
(& "y the " 35, I8 % bo aoprebonief. Liathe Uow, 11,

q.:s-tat.amm. o, SubmettBamn, TIT, 2 20). SaEanA bes

& sogoifteast ascortion: "Mechemn %o owun oo TP B[F7 e

 tifton, Plondtnds, follness of batng)- Bome U2, Moy - II, 1).
\(5) G0 NS, DAMATTIS, God S5 Trath, "Ihe Indlen "Mlssoridoal Con.

@ oo h‘wwammmm "oy e al2
g wepld I8 perended throush ny Semcdfested form. A1l bofngs adde (rest,
o) 1n ke, WS I do mwt olide in them, mwuqh-um Tdndd
ny dlvize myuteny (oge)! Deinging forth and sustelning (cvoating?) ell boings
oy Spirdt (Self, Atamn) does mot aMide in thesf.
1 omngeods o thls wonderfnl taxt vhoro the Smmuonoo and trarpeendence, e
total dopendmnse of tie things and the aleslite Intoponiente of God 1o affizasd
- waeld segpdee alwet o atudy of L% am.
(2 &m-—!-,l mmumﬁ_!.gm The I 45 o
(3) 2. the vonderfd vt M of Rufiedomenzln Toe I 4 3¢ *In the biientng
Beds (wrld) wes only the self, in the shape of a person. Iooking aweund he
sesr otldng olse then tho 5038 Uo firet seld, °Y af. Thorefore srose tho
netme of I. Thovefare owen to tifs day uben ono is eddvessed ho seyn fnet "Tids
1o T gt uummmmhwm (Trarel. S. RADEARISHIAR




spoalsine the ondy I (1).

God 4p Truth in o G- oxwe. o 10 Troth @ Ho dlvine Subject
In the dlvine ubtewmoo I ag end Yo fs 2300 Troth vefoeeted 0 the iR eprosy-
anpo of this woprld of desoming (2). ' 3o the teuth of teulth (2). The Chefstien
Tricity has oo also dmcwibod e "The Truo, the Touth and the Spiedt of Tyutte (4).

e ™, S5 tous Ingo furoan UV ds ¥ thet ia, 090 fov as See in
Joot and the other peodicnto. ¥ doge wob noad S0 toooue 5 Lo opller B0 T Sy bbb
ot bo the mal, the teus prodicate of the subject.
Trathe Things are tovo.«dich awode o seying thove gupe-iu g0 far o they sve

() "5gu, dom vort 'Teddy mmmmpmumm
segs 2o peafound IRISTE: HONSANS, Jaeche Bedicten (5 3. QULE, Maohen, 1958,
£.302).
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@wwmmwmww {1} Iy the wry fuct Uab they are
dedeate (hefocte wmmmmwwmwm
the obfects ey reoduwoe (thay obwjooty, they throw, lay tefore thempolves)(2).
o are ot comoamed vow In anelgsing the mabure of tds do-
petdence. ur probien is enly thls: mmm%aﬁqu and
bocangthoy ave, Loy gy realise the peculiar belng that thay bavo resolved;
end thoy hewe recotvnd thelr Ligey imofer oo they ams idews, rarts, merticipetions, i
uill choogse the vomd 1t t4nkg 48 fite bebtor 1nto ite concoption (4). 1
tﬂ&munﬁmmwmmmwm "They sgn neb |
: their badng, tab thoy are Jguin: being® (refering to tho englids oo
oooe 2ol hobot cooe perticipabxs’. "ot a singlo creature ig its
bolvg, Db beo & parilcineted Tdng®. D Thom: Swe: Theok, I,9.12, 4.
(1) "ulvemses crestwes ot Sritwales ob cowporales, oon gila sunt ideo mowESs El
sod $d00 ount quEin 1S e PHe evp Scivit croselt, quls creovit solvitt
{admalty) grms Dot oy gog (ondy) Docanse Do Lnouws Ue ... Thevafore bocemwo
fio koow then, To created them: (and) Decmme e created thom, Ho kuew theo®.
ATBTIN., 0a Seiaitale, TV, 13,Cule pme “ese ot of esso 204 [pes. *
in Prinitets] vom oat? “To bzown and o be, there [itthtn the Trinity] te e!
oue and %o sox thing”, log. gll TV, 14, (71. &, 3W9). of. gllen. VI, g
$0 ot 235 Oomd, TN, 31, oFc. |
(2) The Cartesten gogtls coop sum (0 hlek, I axlet) hes Ste oudologioale-and oven '
Wm;mﬂnm thovefore 1 emnje

“henloclee, Ty f-ﬁ 2eS; ol 2
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mmmmm e subjwbedogical olh-and the teuth of the oubjoot
ontolagionl Trubh/hen 16 o e “object’ of tho shoolrto Sdfoot. Vinb the eharecter

of the ghicglizity of o sbject g, s a difforcat problen Th. Lu,&YHL |
*Tids is o vope’ 4a nob aibizately teue, when I sey 4t and dn the

Sacmo 1 Gag 46 42, bub 4% oot St teuth e for o 38 3 Sod vho uhters s d8 &

ope: Sop ids clleswnee of $lg.. =0 & Mpo mine peecioely the ope and, of }

courng, e "Wds” Ul I o 20pse o o confeery, oo W soy “thds ig o yope® i

0 @ i e o e o e o Gl 0 10 o S otthon, o ouYy Glsvrver that

"thape 16 & Top snd Gur stabeusot 18 B, 68 5% wdld b e eror 4f e KOuld say l

“there 10 o onglw®. lare wo oumn ooe the @ffurorss. o inteswnl private Jogon

orrenronds to the seuwks of owr internal peivade teuth. It is ot croative of teuth,
tut dlscoverser of teuth. *This o a soale® i5 aloo teue 17 W mean Yy Hdg theb

el wo famging or 586 4o our fuanful s dark vhantesy duping our GWIight wille

WﬂammhmthMwQ&mE&mmM&
tho sme tine. Tids is the Dexptatdon Inte ubich e doctrine of Absolmbe Ydcalsn
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In othor wadi: Troth o the peodaot of o Togoe. Dub our logw oan
only teing forth the teuth of the objeot and fo lopotant tsaeds any ouldest. lovo-
ovew, W disclose the ohjoot and with it ita teuth, becmwe, in some vay, the olject
has boon alveady pob a8 o sulfoet by the divize logos: l.0. koo bown slready
"thought” Yy Cod {1). The divine Yogos, ob the contvery ty His "thisking® pwodicese
crentos-ils objocia %o bo sulfects. Things ave that wbich the Ioms, the slwolate
iatelloct “thinks” of then {(2). Thet glwes to them thelr own IntelligitdMey (3),
and telng @),

In a speclal ood peoulier cemso--about which motapiyeicisw may disputoe |
wmww,wwwmﬁ |

T y— =Wmmqmmmm 5|
& quo depended ... £t sladliter res mabwnles dlounbor esne vorno, secundum guod J
I, Qa6 sel. “Evomything is called teus abwolutely, sscomding to the intellest |
(mind) on ubdeh it depends... And oo the natosel things aro culled tewe in o j
far on they abtaln the Miemoss of the idess uideh ove in the divine mnd”,

(2} "Dedege guodemmpdo uoe oot verites, gl cmda suntiors, of Quodamands Mfe.es
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(3) Sc says for instance the JUfI mystie ABUL'~QRSIM al-QUSHAYRT

(X1 cantury}}§i3§igfﬂairo (ed. AnsarI) 1948, p.136. Or, in the

<iﬁ?ion. He Who unites, and He Who is unitfffj

words of another Muslia myEEEa: I looked and saw,that lLover, Love,
and the Beloved are all one, for in the world of union all must

be One ABT ¥mmif YAZID (apud R.C, ZABHNER, Mysticism ~ Sgscred and
Profane Uxford (Clarendon) 1957, p.196) As Zaehner remarks the
attribution to AbU YasId of Bigtam may not be genuine. The same
jdentification between the Xnowledge, the Knower and the Xnown

ie %0 be found in the Jewish ﬁystiotazfacr. for instance G.G.
SCHOLEM, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism, lLondon (Thames & Rudeon)

1955, pe 141 (quoted by ZABHNEH, log. git.).
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19,1

Truth is the Hevelation of
Being (1). It is the light that shines in darkness (2).
Any truth from whatever source it may spring, comes ultipa-
tely from the Divine Spirit (3).

(1) "Verum est manifestativum et declarativum esse", says

{ t tiber die s lLeipzig (Hegner), p.5l1) trans-

lates: "Wahrheit ... bedeutet gerade die 'Cffenbarkeit des
Seins',."

(2) As important references for a comparative study on the
light's metaphysics gf., Svetasv, Up., I11,6 and 8; k&
Iba Up., Vi Mund. Up., XI1I,1,7; Brhad. Up., IV,4,16;

(S8ANKARA's bhasys in he 1.)s Chénd. Up., I1I,3%5 13,73

6It®, V,16; X,413 XIII,17; miex XIV, 17; etec., sed necnon
AUGUST,, Sermo 67, ¢ 5, n. 8,9 (P.L., 38,437); Contra
Secundinum Manichaeum, ¢. 26 (P.L.,42, 602)j IOHAN, SC027f.
R ERIVGENA, Homilis in Frol, Ev, Tohan., (P.%e,122, 290)
reffered to by D.THOMAS, Expos, cent, 8. Ich., ¢. 15 (393 a)
and somehow m modified in De veritate, q., 8y a2, 7 ad 23

BONAVERT,, Sent,, I, de 5, pe 1, a, unie, q. 2, obi. 23

II, 4. 3, pe 1, 4« 2, ad 53 d, 4, a, 4, a, 3, 9« 2; !}goﬂ
gf. etiam, ™ux in tenebris lucet', fes enim mamiwm omnis

creata sapit umbram nihili," ECKHARDT, Expos, in Nv, sec, Ioan.,
I, 1=5, n. 20, "lux deus, et omne quod divinum et perfectic

est, ‘enebrae omne quod creatum est ..." ib. n. 72,

*Omnis sudbstantia influens in aliam est lux in essentis vel
naturam lucis habens.” De intelligentiis, VII, 1 (8, 21) (apud
ECKHARDT, op. oit.).




19,2

(from p. 19,1)
note (3)

(3) Cf. the continuity of the Christisn Tradition: "Quia
guper illud I Cor., XII, é_3_7 Y 'nemo potest dicere, Dominus
Jesus, nisi in Spiritu Sancto', dicit glossa Ambrosii

["ef. Glosss Lombardi, (P.L., 191, 1651 A); Glossa Crdin.
(Pelies 118, 540 B); Ambrosisstyum in h,1, (P.L., 17, 245 B) 7:

'Umne verum, & quocunque dicatur, & Spiritu Sancto eat'.”

De THOM., Sum., theol., I-II, g 109, a. 1, in 1, (gf. etiam
ad 1), There is a kernel of truth in every podnt of view:
Do THOMX., De malo, II,2.

Cf, stiam In Gexxy I Cor.y XII, leet. 1j In Joan.,

VIII. lect, 6.
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32,1

We sald already that the place
of error is the statement and therefore, that it properly
belongs to the logieal sphere., Error however is also connected
with the existential situation of man, First of all, without
falling in a purely intellectualistic identification between
error and evil we can easily discover that error has also a
moral rescnance, and that ignorance as a cause of error is
not elways free from sin (1). Error can enter also when we
proudly overstep the limits of the statement and fall then
pray to a sheer m "nominalistic" nothingness (2).

in cider not to complicate our
study on truth by introducing the akin problem of error we
shall limit ourselves to a sinple remark on the place of

errTor.

(1) "Error manifeste habet rationem pececati, non enim est
absque Praesumptione, quod aliquis de ignoratis sententiam
ferat.” D, THONS.y De malo, q. 3, a. 7.

(2) ¢f. the spiritual climate of fellowing sentence:

"The essence of the 'truth' most glorious and most exalted is
nothing but Being. /.../ Every 'how' and 'why' have made
their appearancs through Him; but in Himself He transcends

every 'how' and ‘why'. * JAMI, ih E.H, WHINFIELD, Lawgﬂig,

London, 1928, p. 12 (apud MARGARET SMITH, The SUfi Fath of
Love, (in Anthology), London (lusac) 1954, p. 48,
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—54,1

Lrom p. 34
note (2)

The Hebrew has not even an équivalent for « When it
rarely appears in the version of the LXX 1% corresponds %o
18b, heart. To express the intelligence the N.,7, following

in this the A.T. generally says heart, ‘18,

(from o« 27
note ?1)

£f. etiam, +++" quia una actione generat filium, qui est
heres, lux de luce, et creat oreaturam. quae est tenebra,
ereata, facta, non filius nec heres luminis, illuminationis

et creationis.” ECEHARDT, Exposf, in Ic., 1,5, n. 73 fon.
eit., p. 61)
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S e e e ._ e ey IS ..} -
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‘ of thio word@® I, 9 1

(1) cf. Gbmges IV, 15, ThiS S0 mob the pave momal doby of tollSng the teoth (Jng.
XVIIZ, 20} and to be stmply In our specod (RN Te 3), Dub of dstag the teuth
(;\Aql’g‘idrﬁ’TES } of beling o the touth.

) P BT, g, Tk T S e o e
dhorneb gonll termbe-SEntinarm, CLKT, ¢ "Truth o alumys dhaeme dn the bedage,
tauts 1o oternal, 2. gldag KIAIT, 24 the eftdenl sopech of teulh: “There 18
no dhosen oroator then Truth end 05 afn greator Wen uatroth. Deally Wwuth s the
aoud (bupia, oty glgndoind) of dame’.

(2) Of. ANYRRIINSS “Uaeitoten Sooose® (Jonfige T, 1) o8 o treditional oole of the
Mwu-?amx. {02, Toes 105, 2. L. mote (1 ) of pagw 02

(8) Ofs Iep ITIT, 37 “What T ues Dove fop, vhet T e fnbo tho vordd S, do o
beor witnosn of the Truth. wever belonge to the truth, Matens o oy wiod.
It 3o sn empeosnton ubdeh doop Dot have modol or pamllel in the UM Testament,
(sseanding %5 DD, gD GlfesAAy i 4 “ptants bere v the vesln of pure and
ontoenal reelity an dlstlaot feon e wrld of trasslect phemwase® (De 178).

But we eannot onter have 1n the dfseusalon of thab seodomse).
\@ gﬁ He tw%hw avole deisp JM; by F.Zuciprre D Peflys e
- hesbtivom i b oo Chkglom e Ree 5 ( Dimpikar'se c‘;/@?m e
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- dea Sads pelnd of view, w conedt say Wad teuth 1o onep o Saeeala
unfad cudy S0 aften to Sepess and esepe? tho socopbance of teuth,
wng ad wbedy can iovede thet wilch males the arudierudle cntleal rolae
Won Tevoon God vi- calle me el oy teing wbiod i Mo eallng (eod oy angwor).
Trolh 10 eo weniodd o5 bodrgp sve menifed, I mwd Sl N oD Epacal oy end
%ém*uiamsrﬁm-myimm.imm‘mmya:nawmwmoqﬁmmww.
Ew;-’xymw. |

Tn e otine hood, o phuwdity of touth 1o Lodinble, i ioese
reossiiie e oy being is motteroble (1), Tittmtaly 18 %o so, Sor tho 2eascn theb
oy tedng lleell &5 wotidng olse then o diving vllevenco and Wb gy otier especssion
wmmamm.mmfmmwmgmmmmmma
teaslatlsn of ite

for tiat roastn e are b allowed % drwe ﬂmmm
mlollally of the axintential tdh, Ithﬁhet&liw.;ﬁm of e
probles Lo Sadiie in e kind of relabivien o> ovn Indiftereidida. bseovas, a8
soon & I bogin o epenl ahoud the teuth, I doncond t0 tho yosln of cosennen end theve,
1% would o upong or rothor onetorss b dofond oy plicdty of tooth. The cxlo.
Sootilal teuth expevoscs the oneoong, the wmiguoross o ceeh bolng end o soeb io
Lnadlubic, ummzwmmmwmmﬁmm
wmmmmmhﬁwd&mmHhWM.
milnteli AN}, e in corcoguinse vedller fy twold, nor plualistie.
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are onne Things ave gy M\lt ifo }\A;K oo and oy (Plade)s The wlly and
Phuality cowot be pub soperatoly,.

If taee o g condain phmeliity of il 40 wald be fulse W con-
olde et Wwuth is vot ongs Tt caly 1o e aleolnle dlving Treth oms, but also owr
leren rolctive teuth o me. ind Shin in GO sEBESMe

1.
im%%ﬁa&mwflm;?w,m&m
B Tollt of view wy g@y 2o nob yrer gDy WY Peteon IS not your soReoh, fion W stand.
podnt of the fleolatey Mo doge wt fwememes tulcs Tou Aok tetd in ceder fo 0eld
you and ve loke fxistense, ot only $o tho divine end timcloss Delng Oney bab aleo
o belos podced, crenlod, emeted oo I Pls Selns eve coe. The winle cvestiotee
i we 1Ge 9 sgrasinetdn dole weld 1o aloo ome The "5 is P of the divice
loges o only o, Uo foys Soly w00 on otermed 7S 3o * ond within tids ©, so ®
ooy, al) that S5, &0 foodaded (L.

To'o'y Mohha Ko S AE’X%’TM won the bapoy fomediation and deep
Soddtion of Avfatotiop lefnp lotel dnmemywegms 770 A AN LS g b
sonetholens 15 rorudnn $n Yologe 100 w=(2).

To vintover gy wo nuy emniain thio undly and plnea iy, AL y dives
M_W;MMSO}A » Yoecoctton, Him, axlotence, monados,
mqummam '

o o fn ibe Potedatic ine. Of @ & inple boaditiowel sewyde: "Duw enim

ropraonontaiivas emls cfus gud sotn intollizitomGe Sod quin Deus umd aste et
cidan crentuparud . "By She very fach of kuowing Sngolf, God hnous ovesy creatame.
mmquuuwmwmmmssmw

roally undowstands.. mmmmmwﬁhmmsmWWWﬂ
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Although our intellect in not all our boing and ve have to bo very
carefol ot to confound the cosential sopoct of reality ubdch our intelloct can
gronp wth Yeally 1t00lf, nowsthologs tho intellsctnal dimension of o bedng is
oot only onr oot preclovs gifS but 4L 4 also the only moare o have wherely to kow,
%o fool, 0 lawe compcloconeos anxd in some sorse, 0 to.

o bamet glvo up the abtamt %o lmov the truth and oven o tey %o
fommlate 1.

In that senso alss, the cxprassed, the formilatod trath met necds
bo ome, as our intolleot reachosw-up 0 o corteln polnd, It reachos nowrthologs-
o the cscancen of beings and Aascowers the osgontial struoture of tho world. oo
1s the realn of the rrinciple of mw-contrafietisn wich safogiands mot only oup
thought, tud alvo tho csconbtial wmity of the world (1).

"3 is ™ would bo tho perfoct cssential knouledge of all things
which atdracts a8 an fdeal a)l cor intelloctual ototementa (2). In faot our Reowlodge
donls with "8; s 4", "Sp 85 Ny", "Sgy 35 Py® andl oo one And within ceoh stetomsnt
the teuth can only bo ome. Thut is o oayy 12 8 (n) S P (o), 10 canod Be thab
"g (o) 3o P ()%, Our intelicotusl teuth of 5 (o) s only P (n) and mot ? (g
The teuth of & (1) %8 only one,P(n) and heve wo could opply end develop all the
mkdmmub; ptolocy of teuth. nmﬂmm

of p 7 ) ARISIOT., Watacbum,, IV 2 (3008 & 59) of, ctitan (3008 b &)

(1) “Umgodge st intellgitle in quantm cat wm. O enis® mon inteliigt
oo, SN inteligtt, b dlelt Philosopts in I7 Hoterh., *IiNesything is
W#ﬁuiﬂm o v @oes tob undesstand the one, dves
ot understend apthing oo Aristotle seye’s “TUYES AQTIN. Do wEkSeles GeZle
g 3

(2) “Quanto selentis ost porfoction, tanto st magls wnite? '{ho wre perfest & oeie
enoe (15 Gruoulodon) the mee ome (mtted) 46 4% TIR AGep S5 hales 111,

Qe 31, s.d, ol L.
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is imporishable, overlapting, woelwngeeble” (R).
ANDD

Truth will oot w fwee (2); hooudng propordy the Mdden lmowladge
vo shall obtaln libosation (3); Truth io owe Gedwmphaw (4); 2Mfo ovorlmting o
%o nou Thoow(lristeeandmiod (5); only tho wise mn i fveo (8); igwruoce, that
is, the rmelnouledge of teath i the case of all evlls (7); apror axd oin sve wob

(8} Evamytiing is gmounded on teuth (9);
o e g e L e

P e A B i AT - 2t A M-~y B s

loc. oite CLXIL, 10.
(3) of. Iges VIXI, 38,
(2) oz, it 2%, £
Conotitution of the Negrdide of Indis.
(3) o2y Zo., ZVXL, S,

(6) That 1 e vemy $15% of & Sreatise by B, 1) To0 74T 770 084 To
e Vseov €1 vai ~"Guod omls protns Mber oitP. (02, edite obp end
ENDTAND, 31006.1900) Ax Bhd$ Dollof do pechage the mot comon plase of e
MMWtW (VWG § emgnoioeditembes S

GljfrhpaEUN vt Balowe OF Culle DUD, GDu Gl Do 176 8gep 0B

Das IIX; &, 6. B8l of the

" 4
\Y

SGe
(7) mor awvidyB, o0 came of doluadon of. Jofbe Ines I, 2 4 Bfsevete, I, 3, 38,

ote. T
(e) nummmMWﬁwmm/gé “’t‘@c%,ﬂg?,/) -

0 ma Aol Ham{*mmmms 100a sites
CIXIT, 8.




Excelsi®, "I havevaaidi You are gods and children of the lost
High" (Ps. LXIXI,6) and its interpretation by Christ Himself:
51 11108 dixit deos, ad quos sermo Dei factus est -

- et non potest solvi seriptura
vos'y "IT He had called gods to whom the word of God has come and

Scripture cannot be abolished" ... lo., X,35
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teoo bollmees i0 o soifioclion teuth f”u.g/ in ono vord, teuth brings m

axd truth 18 realeotion (2). Those are sely o fou irotances of a perennial human
teadition, 018 and ooxdiopn, cooten ond veatort,

7w conidoratiog goe hove obuioug: Mrod, thal this teuth mand
Iy abmot all rolizions and pidlscophicnl tenditions in %ho wrld 1o ot a Yee

corroctnoss 0f tho otatomon®, bat an cxistentisl teuth (2). CJocond, that teuth bes a
cathartic Smetion (4): le0es Doxfome o prifiostion of our bolng, wob Gue %o any

ware ar conteric chareotor, tub thadm to the way tobwe of teuth and 1t velation
with our bailng (0}, Truth beings
28 2n 240622 “roodon and Tigden of od (0).
mmmmmmwmmmm%?
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@ *A lony I7TT, i7mimniiately the texb adls:
0708 Ahy Ugih £6 T 48 4 By Ioge that fo Trable.

{2) wf.mwmmmmmummumm

: (} ( 2in) —\
okl o -« &é wef*!a’\ /m—/@mw

(=) mm-mmuwwammummgm
that 1to comsapt of teath $5 an cxistontdal ono. Gl Vgoe BHEWINS cxticle
2/&&({?’5;,« mmewwu Gelle DOED, GDa Ollles v 498,

190 oqy Ae WD wg, Pogernburg, 1048; e 148

e
51‘}\%3;\; y\u?o:s gV Tff

BQey 00,

(4 mwwm&wydmceu » fe Sopidate, 22043 RaliSes
205 Gy 205 & 308 €3 [0 VOO 4 6Qe; oo Sop Ariatotls, ofe Dl & (1380
a2); 7, om (- 38.39), ote.

(5) Of. T.0. CIUID, The lkdu ) (Tho Indian PdYgopifienl Congrogs, Kif,
mm;.mwi,mmmmwmwmmm
of uidleh 15 meiiter to iostwast o S0 dedght tus % euslen in v the Ambam
wmwmwmmhmmmm

(8) Of. I Doy IXI, % O/{,LS!O; 40T Sgoped a 011 Q-TOL&L.Q}Q A DTV W
sue shal) to ko Tin became ve aball gog Tm 0 o f5”. The imtaltlon, the per-

foet lmowlodon, 4o viston of Cod will melis w Oode 0. o cuw idea fyom e
standpoing of Cod, sesing vg mum'@umm ob £138
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ds cothartic mrcot-inthoooroont of touth thed Jootern (houghlt tes—ted theouh

the sgne. It 45 on nfom of S0 cwolntdon of | tootem Philoaophy.
oy
The/eoncapt of touth $n the £olden age of the Cred: Mdlsoky speings

= Dron the contral Lon of poificabion. Tho weeelying proouprositdon in 4t is the

vodeciable intellvetumlien of the grontMellenic spotam, lo could almteh the dlae
Joctical wuemts of s rrocaos, oo £ 1imm:
<'=mmmmmmimmnmmmmsuum
mmwmm&mmmwwwmwmm
bomen Botoryeant mturowe, that the nein Mt of Man comists 4n Mg Satatin
in his oolon with $ho Diving, in Mn Mllwos or happiness. The slosdde inSitden of
He Goeck pillavs of the ietorn cultse we to walise et e Mving is Doin: end
mwmmmﬂnmmﬁ)mmmmﬁnm Dot thdo was
mwmmﬂnmmmunumumwmm
% e o Toing, then ve have mo Mishor wy % roach the eingand lmovlodgs ty iteel?
1f proctoaly ths mystoriouws apoimiletion, won, bebuwen the Ylmmuer® and the "lnow®,
botusen subjost and oifect. Thab s 7 o1 A , Hheomy, Oresk conterplatian:
The lmoulodge of Neing. wwmwmmm&ummawm
% nind, e VoUC 45 the omgn ve Deve for 38 and s teath, £ )% L , Sa e
dlscovry of Seing, ‘the wnwelling of Nenlity, the Tnfon uith the Codhood. Teubh is
%0 centiral valm. The wise mn i & codue of twuth end (Galy /i W11 te caved, B
alore wAX abteln £ (4 10T gmmmnmm/”’) be dvindsed,
A1l have rosched the Deing, the goel of Tife (1). Truth booones the only door to
the foing. Piilogiy rov dlanlaces Neliglon. It 4o rather fhp onlightoned feligion.
The only way tounrds the tnion with the Godhend, ideh mow S ldendictod with the
Bodn; 1o conterplation. I ded ATl modwe mtomstically the sopeoms realisation,
mmwhmm frath 1o catbartie ly L%, tay, mewe,

%) m%mmmwwwmmmmm
wite Sndood ulth s hollesde oplelte < A (FA VAT TOS 30TA kil Uy o < Ll




St 28 the pardCind and sefont ond. 0llog &= Yo offct of 2 Jife wiioh hes
%m,“?‘imacmna:tg Py coneroes of things. Tp to this otage Todian

WALOE p A bt )

M Yooty wld (Foliow met Toertdly in opdte of cum simor fforeses (1).
ip-nnd Gare bogiog the doe im0 itty, Dalng and oven on

Veality sal our belng, 19 songlhine mowe Uen the pm{ﬁ\ww

hoowss to our (e That Siret concortiion 48 mt uronDwtheh only onoe

Cld0fw ool e Chrdotisn povdod of tho Jeotern thought olings o ity somsbines

msa.muwmmmmmm‘mMu
mwmmwmuammwmwmumm
contenplation 10 mre than av acd of o nind,

‘brodver, for Clristianity et meblors I3 cot the pogebolvaicel
M-&:MM&MMWW&MMMMM
regedre Lpmn kovulodoe of Lte Page 22ith, supermatural felth, suvos ond ovem &
chlld can o saved, without even “loouing” 2% 35 o lomen vays 0 wy o salvation
is oot “lnoulede”, ©U even contarplation, bub rodempiion, It is b the vies man
smmwmmmmmmwmnmmm
rodeoncd. Shelstlenity doeo oot teech QRALLY LK 5 vosel tie Llmsdite, bub

= : - B e i et g W

(1) Por teouity Sabs et n oxder t5 awld W comloe Troblen oF the Sast ot
Chrigtianity on the bwmn, piilosonidesl mind ue @ ot taskile the Indien reloe

(2) liot vithoud season o Fools beo beeo the madn Christien hewesy of the Clred
contrlas.
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Toveals fo uwn that the Alsokdbe oo rodeemod g aod wwells o we M calling, In
othor vords, ot the cogex wuth, bt the edotential--diving—teuth
coves tefe Tho Christion rogsege doos ot tell w prioarily to Macowr the troth
ulth our minds, bt rowals to us that the Truth has dlscovarod wo and! ashs uvs to
cling to 1%, This Truth is meither o puve coconco nor o noliod cxwfotorwo. It s o
Uving theandris Porson who 85, at @ camo tite, the truth and the way to 48, bt
| solf-roderpiion, but refemtion of the 0olf by o porsonal £1delity to God in Chedebs
[ wt solf-renligation, Int reeligabion of tho 20lf by doath and recurroction in and
throngh Gtwiot, o the Chrlotian messagp, Wideh wooks every setlone) "hilsecply aod
yot saves us also fron boconing idvlatpesvof “hilogovhy (1). |
i4th the deelm of the intellectual infinence of Cleistiantty ia |
Jostern cultore and the rise of retionalan and $doeMan, Truth lasos that close oone
taot with Mo ond oxintenss,and beconos am-wwhwm
& nore corroctnoms of our Judgeoont (2). Mhm&(ﬂgwerk » b
entamintion either, b an intellooctonl walnod divorced fon proctice and ethdcs.
Truth hes moither axistential, mor religlons muaning, Troth heo 1tk to do with
inte tho realn of Iogic and doos mot allow anymne to como in conftect with 46 hut
mmmmmqmum Naving oo dolindtod ond
wma&mmdmm Hodeen “idlosoply and Selence
mmmmmm. Mwmmmmmxn
() ©fa the Infien sptettoel elscnces in Galin Do T 2 2% gbf e Do 1T,
25 5 ‘Ithuﬂ&%h%ﬂmﬁbm&dmﬂbh“h
(2) mwwumwuummam
Lot us adduce o conbenporary teotimny oo those of othor agos arv rathor vedl
Enoun end vithout muber. "Thove io a way of kouing the teuth that neles w
teus S0 curpelvos and God, and, thorefore nalies W w20 real ond holfer, Iut
thore is another way of receiving the teuth thed malios wo untres, walnly. The
difforonce botusen theso two 1des in tho sotion of cur will,

xtwummu;wwummqmmwm
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48,1

Lf.etiam the genuine Christisn treditions "Nisi eninm iustitia fusti-
ficaret, nemo ipsem cognonceret, sed aibi s 0li ecoset cognite, secun~
dum 11luds Deum nemo vidit Lamsg tus gui est in sinu petri
ipse emerravit, infre J0.,1,(18); neque patmen guis novi
Matthe,XI, (27)5 ot nemo seit, nisi cui acoipit, Apog., II,
versaliter enim perfectionem divinen newo novity nied qui egccipit
pute iusTtitis eidi 0014 nots ost ot iusto sssumpto ab ipee Iustitia,
Et hoe est quod dicit suctorites quod trinitas, deus sidi sold nota
o8t et houini assudmptos Unde in Psalmo (L}.IV, 5)8"beatus quen elegisti
ot assunpsisti™e MEISTER ECKHACT, Bxposit. in Ioene, I,1=5 (¥»r,15),
(In the critical edition of the Complete Works, Stuttgart, Berlin
(Kohlhammer) vollITT (1936), p.i3-14, "re the righteousness #42 net
make righteous, nobody would mow it but it would be know by itaelf
only, asccording to the Word of John (1,18) see M genersl

it is true that nobody knows a divine nerfection™ exeept he who gots it",
80 it is with the rigtheousness which is know only %o itself end to
whom ie assumed by the righteousness itself, And this is the neaning of
whet has been said, that the Trinity is only know to God and the Lian
(Chriet) which has been accepted. Thus it is sald in the Pealm (1XIV,5)s
sea" JFor the authority refered to efs ALBERT (liC oy An _]_:_93'};19001. 18’ H5bj
D.THW.,EE rey Sontegdeld, Qely 8e2y ObJels BONAVENT,. M.&.I’ Qe
objel§ ISIDORJHISP,, Quaest, in Pxodum, 0ed2y ny3 (Pylie,83,308)3 ste.

e b3




- Gl e
mwummwzmmmmmw%mmmwmﬁ:wzw
vithin the four valls of tepe b rouson. mmmwmwmm&aem
%mﬁx}m of tio et i to rresent Gentazy Mes procioely dn the effort

£ cotiing teuth free from tho mape T Jage of soason. The ooly thdng io that
R T a—— '
irally Swopean thoud® is moalloing ageln that tsuth hes aloo an
axiotontiel olde and withdn 1% a cothertic dimenston; wnd 1% bogim fo cuperiense
mwuamemeﬁmm
con, thet the guootion of teuth con mover bo pat woide, that truih 35 nover isvelo-
vnt (1), Ax oo 4% cones elooor o the owelusting pidloopiionl teadition of mankind

for ubdeh teuth heo abunys Doen couotidng more than & cave mwnlal graeotic &opley
of our Individmal sosson (Z). Indood this thlnd otage io mobt & mvre coaing besk o
e gt perdod. mmmmmmmmm Touth |11

stngore. iy wiole body W1l bo ghbeo-n” mmm.gju@,m—;r?
Mﬁw:&nWMﬁMGmMmﬁxuﬁmw
sorvant, oo 4¢ 46 belonged 6 m ty rigb of conguest, then I WAl talwe it for

y> orasted thet T ean do ulth 46 uhatover I ploaso. This the w0ob of all falatty”.
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to Sanatimwiery, the guwe.  Jfalonm To»s VEL, 16
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mot looce any meve o rigoud 48 hes wom, but will tey agidn %o recows ite exloton.
t2al roots and ite theological fomndetions,
ceedng upd  Grudh begen by bLoing corsidared as nomely amother neme

covors almgt a ridicoophical Od‘?"?’c“r‘ &‘FW%%W oo
°Wﬁmwmwmmmwm
af touth, mmmmmﬂmmmuﬁﬁmumuw
mmuwunmmwmwmuw it
mmumsam Troth and toing are mob o realities, bub yub thove
are to dliferent dlmosedons of realify. Tuly whon metaptyaics dlsappoared for o
Sing fron tho Ueotern lopigon ¢ teuth alomo zeselned vithoud its comderpart of
mmmwmmmwwmwawaw,
of oth dloweiong. Truth is indeed a relation, tub sn ontic one. Teath is oot being
& gy ot io Defng oo bofng for vg, for our way of soccss fo bofng is twough
Truth. Is thewe mb lown aoothor ugy to toing? Dub tils othor wy transconds now
m%ﬂnﬁmahﬁn@hwwm.

%mmmnmmmmmmw

texeth, A
Trath/hes & speeial appeal %0 Man, comobines more then Cod, Mberstion,
Neovon, ote, And s 3 not oaly & SHG of cur tmes, tab, 45 tes boen abugs &
overlanting fontore of truth booarso fto specific modisting-charapter, Socaome of ite
mummmmmmmmmmwm
u-m..e-wm. mh—.m_mw
mmmwmﬁmmammmwmm
orizirption Ath being.
m@Fmammmmmmnhmwmm
HATAK, ﬂumu’mw {apad &, RADRANRISITINY, Bletore of Philosords
wumuwmmuﬂunmﬂnmumm

(3) cg. the teruime tosdnious, AAAZ G ~ satyesacharinlpe—o? Hndnion oo the
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of Godly 0%c.y ore all torms of the £inal otatus of Manwaod Naskindwubich ve are to
stetve for and uhdeh vo can hove bogin o realisey nevertholess cbage in an ine
porfect and tnodogites wg. Truth, on the contvery, hes & opocific mening o8 Heolae
tion, oo Modlabor, & Deddos botuson those e worlds (1), Toreover, trulh is peo-
in faol, colneddes uith Dofnge Gody Ootioos, nod 0o ony bub Lommlly speckdng
Plcally, cartios o Spoolal reforence to ug, o the “recioste of the Absolute Jubjeot.
The troth 1s 8, bub alugys the 5 of an onfologiesl pooitdon S 48 P, Jver the
teddge of Trath o atbeln tho Godbesd, Hhon God speeks fo can only opesk Tsuth,
6 nevely boceope lb is mot allowsd o cawet spodk unteuth, Wb bocouse Ha Spesche
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