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Sorrexerunt testes violentl i

quorum non erajn consclust

a me quaerebant »

Violent witnesses did rise upi

on matters of which I am not conscious,

idiey question me.

Ps. 35«11 ( + )

LXX and Vulgatai Ps. Jk, The latin version Is that of the New Psalter.
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1 Frolop:ue
Cteatimony)

- Witness,has "been considered the purest, the most sublime expression of faith,
^ widest

Almost all religions (in the sense of this word) commemorate their witnesses,

their ma^^yrs, and very often cite them as motives for credibility. In the chris-£
M

tian tradition the martyr is the perfect ;itan, the perfect imitator of the Lord,

Dialogue—the exchange of views, the encounter of beliefs on equal grounds

with mutual confidence, complete frankness and without ulterior motives—is

today considered an indispensable element in the search for truth and the reali4~;

zation of justice. Our contemporary world feels the need to base itself on dia£

logue. Only dialogue maJces pluralism, coexistence, democracy, even justice and

peace possible. Dialogue is the essence of freedom of speech. Politically it

incarnates in parlimentarianism, ecclesially it manifests in the dialogue with

the 'world', with 'non-christians', and even so-called 'non-rbelievers' (as the

Vatican, Geneva and Fhanar testify). Contemporary ecumenism is founded on dia-r

logue and even evangelization cannot ignore it, (|) One could summarize the last

J

twenty centuries of western ch^ch history in the following kairological moments:

Witness (until Arius), Conversion (until the im^ct of islam). Crújete (until the

discovery of America), Mission (until the end of the colonial era) and Dialogue

(today), (¿L)
(testimony) testimony //t^

What is the relation between witnesSy|and dialogue? Is witnouA possible when

we admit dialogue? At a certain point, does the witness not refuse dialogue?

Don't communist and inquisitorial methods, while claiming to engage in dialogue—C.
Both the goal and the v

albeit as interrogation—represent a refusal of dialogue? Buegn'L Uiu priuuiiur*i> j
end of the dialogue seem to be the defendant's confession. Jt'>-
nrirf,...f lull ti'T ilvi'-ilii ill iln.jin-,, liiilli i i II J L'uil iunl iU Ulid?



03/2 A Double Dialoguet 'Early Christian* and 'Modern Political '

Before analyzing the relationship between witne^s^I^dt^cfia^ogue in order to

' t

discover its underlying myth, we would like to show a double dialogue, 'early

christian* and 'modern political', presented side·'by-side to make the differences

and analogies plainly visible. We do not dramatize here, nor do we suppose the

interrogators are in bad faith. The acts of martyrs, contemporary literature—íïeed

we do more than mention A, I. Solzhenitsyn?—and the history of every period fur4!.

nish sufficient examples to allow this concentrated presentation.

Judge: Are you an enemy of the State?

Christian: No,

J: Well then, why don't you obey its

laws?

0» I obey my conscience,

J< You must bow down and offer incense

to the Emperor,.

C: That would mean T recognize him

as God,

J: So?

C: I recognize only one God, the Father

of our Lord, Jesus Christ,

JI Yes or no: will you obey the State?

Ci Of course, but this act of adoration

is not part of that obedience,

J: Who is the judge here, the State

or you?

B

Judge: Are you an enemy of the State?

Citizen: No,

JI Well then, why don't you obey its

laws?

C: I obey my conscience,

J: Then collaborate with the State,

C: That would mean I recognize it as

omnipojrent and infallible,

J: So?

C: I recognize no absolute power.

J: Yes or no: will you obey the State?

C» Of course, but not through a ser-?,

vile, blind, unconditional fear

which only yields,injustice,

J: Who is the judge here, the State

or you?



CI I cannot not obey God•••

J» According to your personal inter-

prêtation?

C» According to wy faith,

Ji Then you divinize yourself»

Ci I obey Caesar in his own domain,

Ji And you decide what that is,

Cb I follow Jesus Christ and his teach-

ings do not permit idolatry,

J: We don't ask much, not even what

you believe. Just submit to the

lawj sacrifice at the altar in

honor of the Emperor,

C: In whose naune?

Jj The Emperor's,

Ci I obey God before Caesar,

JJ Don't you see this is sheer

obstinancy?

C» I pray only to have the strength to

remain truthful.

Ci I cannot not obey my conscience,,,

Ji According to your personal inter-^

pretation?

Cf According to my convictions,

Ji Then you consider yourself above

the State?

C: I obey the State in its own domain,

J: And you decide vdiat that is,

Ci I stand by the human—or humanist

if you prefer—tradition of pert

sonal.. dignity,

Ji No one; wants to strip you of your

dignity. We only want to re-educate

you, destroy this ill-fated indi-r

vidualism and pride in thinking

jfourself truthful,

Ct In whose name?

JI The Party's, That means the People,
/Vl
/ien like me. You know very well

that the will of the people and

truth manifest themselves in the

process which the Party incarnates,

Ci No, I don't believe that,

Ji Don't you see this is sheer obstin-^^

ancy?

Ci I'm tempted to say the same thing

to you.



Ji Don't you realize your behavior

is irrational?

Ci Why?

Ji As a result of this small act,

you will suffer greatly and then

die.

C» True life is not on earth.

Ji Can't you understand we seek your

own good? We just want to maJce you

see your mistake.

C» Mistake?

Ji Just this: if you want to realize

your ideal, you need to live in order

to convince others you hat»e the truth.

Ci Merely existing is not the supreme

value. Besides, arguments cannot

persuade any one to feelieve; this

is the work of grace.

Ji But dead you can do nothing.

Ci Ybu cannot kill real life.

Jt You're just a fanatic.

Jt Don't you see that such individual

behavior is an aberration?

Ci Why?

J I Because it means chaos, because

the group must determine what is

truth; only the group counts.

Ci So?

Ji So realistically speaking, the

group wants to rehabilitate you,

it invites you to collaborate with

its goals and admit your misteikes.

We want only your good.

Ci You wauit only the group's good ,choppin£
off the true fulfillment óf the human -,

Biy (^rsc^aik wiAiiáMÉag. ^
^

Ji But you're part of this collectivity.

This is what gives you all your

rights.

C: But the group is not necessarily

uniform...

Ji No , but it id united...
1

'

Ci To accomplish goals which axe not

convincing and stifle the

ffima?'i)eing.
_

^

• selfishness-1 s·nd
Ji Then yourcondemnsyourself exf,

communicatlas youaaHhC from the

community. You are a blind fanatic.



i

f
Cl Not at all»

JI Yes! You refuse dialogue,

Ci We're otviously not talking atout

the same thing,

Ji Have you anything to add?

(testimony)
Ci God is my witness^: I follow my

conscience and Jesus Christ.

JI History will prove you wrong.

Ci You're not the judge of history.

JI In any case history is on our side.

Ci Small victory» there is a Providence

11'
which will judge even you, since you

ignore truth.

JI What is truth?

Ci Our Master did not answer this

question.

JI And you?

Ci The disciple is not above his

Master.

Ci I should like to speak with this

community.

Ji All your life it has listened to .

J

you and now has handed you ojirer to

us. No one would listen to youi
it

they Right put you in arjasylum.
Ci I would still like to explain my

point of view.

Ji What good is it to listen^o a

madman? Would you like to answer

once again?

Ci Let me be heard by witnesses.

(testify)
JI History will witness^against you.

Ci You're not the judge of history.

JI More than you axe in any case.

Ci Only because you are in power.

Ji Because we are ri^t and know the

truth.

Ci What is truth?

JI The Will and Welfare of the People.

Ci But who determines this?

k-9



II

Jt Let's leave these speculations.

Give witness of your sub»*ission to

Caesar.
(testimony)

I bear witness^to my faith which is

action, a way of life more than a

doctrine or an interpretation.

Ji That's just sectariaJi fanaticism

talking.

Ci I believe in Jesus Christ.

JJ But this Christ did not forbid you

to obey Caesar.

Ci I witness to truth...

J J Abstract...

C: Concrete...

J: Which?

C» Christ.

JI He, it seems, would prevent you

from being an ordinary citizen.

C» He tau^t us to reject idolatry.

Ji One last effort: interpret this any

way you wish, but render public
(testimony)

witness^ to the Emperor.

C: It would be false witness^ testimony)

J i To refuse means death.

/ Ci No, it means real witness^ testimony) .

I J: to whom?

Jt The People themselves.

I r

Í

C: to God

J: Where is that?'

Ci I believe in something less volatile,

ôore stable and solid.
J

JJ That's just religious fanaticism

talking.

Ci I don't believe in God.

Ji But you do believe in something

that goes above and bqjrond the group.

Ci I witness to truth...

J» Abstract...

C i Concrete...

J i Which?

C i My conscience.

JI We'll have to re+educate it.

C i By force?

J i One last effort: help us to re-educate

you.

That:?
C i f . would betray my convictions.

JI Very well. To refuse means death.
V

V . '\
Ci No, it means real witness5í imoni/^£/
J: to whom?

C: to Man ■

J: Where is that?
iV'



Testimony
y Thesis lyitncss Is Possible Only in a Mythic Communion

These two colloquies which,' In a certain sense represent the beginning and the

end of a historical era, Illustrate ray thesis concerning witness In our time of

,
testimo

LL dialogue t ^s possible only In a mythic communion »^ ^Tnyfhlc communion—'

,i testimony
participation In a common myth—makes witnuuc possible. Outside the horizon

a common myth, testimony becomes^

provided by wltnftS§=^^meaningless. Further, we perceive this pre-rexlsr-
I' testimony

tent mythic communion only when dialogue Is raptured or when wi tntins produces día-.

logue. i.e. somebody to witness to (the wit'
nessed) —

To Illuminate our thesis, we will divide It into three parts»
/ Testimony c.

A (' J ^

0

Wlkntitis Is only possible If there Is an audience ^distinct from the witness. So

testimony
w44rmT.TTg is essentially a relation, but not a dialectical one. Neither Is It mere

dialogue In the traditional sense of the word. It Is one element of the dialoglcal

dlalogae , but even this does not exhaust It.

Testimohy .

'

belongs to the order of myth, not of logos. Strictly speaking, you

"bear witness to a loyalty, not to a truth.
! direct intention force of the

The- wl·l·l to witness destroys the^testlmony. Further, any herraeneutlc of the

testimony by the witness makes It vanish. One cannot be a witness and an exegete

; : at the same time. Should the witness try, however, and should a semblance of

his testimony still remain, this would rather be confession. A witness does not

bear witness to hiiBself; whereas-a confessor confesses his belief.

^ Semantic Reflections

Before developing these three points, we shall situate the problem with a

few semantic reflections. 'Testimony' and words from the same root come from the

latin testimonium , which derives from testis . I.e., trl-stans . literally he who

'stands for the third', he who can really witness, attest, give evidence because



he is an impartial third party outside the litigations. (^3)

On the other hand, the greek gives primacy to the anthropological,

as opf^ed to the juridical, dimension. comes from mrtu , whence

anguish, care, anxiety .and ¡'^1 ' ^ ^
, preoccupied, concerned, anxious,

, requiring much deliberation; to think, meditate, be

•anxious for, whence , anxiety, thought and ,«0 consider,

reflect, deliberate, etc.

The underlying indo-european root is smer ( mer ) which means to reflect,

think, remember, take care of, be anxious, recollect (cf, in sanskrit smrti > that
LU j
which one entrusts to memory, i.e., tradition). The root is also connected

with men to think, remain (cf, in sanskrit manas , in latin mens and

anglo-
manere jC,S ) The.saxon word witness also springs from the order of knowledge'/I

(wit, wljjg^jm ). (G )
y

folioujing 'jFollowing its etymology and history, we reach the^deicription: (^)
(testimony)

' '

dence of a conviction one holds, about which one cares, which one recollects

i testimony J
1 witness i is the act or result of witnessing, of attesting, giving evii.

and for which one is concerned. The witness knows, understands, recollects,

is anxious for, concerned about; he thinks, considers, is preoccupied with what

he will manifest to another in his testimony.

To testify:y then would be the act of 'recollecting' in one's own 'thought'

through 'concern' for that very reality to which one bears witness. Contrary _

^neither the word^witness' nor 'testimony'
to what one mi^t think, 'w-li-1rii"iii nnl. denotes an existential or volitional

,both are

attitude, but^io- clearly rooted in the order of the intellect, the memory, thought.
the words they

Nor does^^^^EESBf^ suggest action, intuition or will; rather S belongs to the

realm of consciousness. Now consciousness has at times been hastily identified

with the logos ; myth also belongs here and with full rights. We want to show that
testimony

the character of «ilncua is to reveal myth. Myth reveals itself in dialogue



just as the logos literates itself in dialectics.
(testimony)

We end these considerations now to study the problematic of witness^in the

particular and precise viewpoint of our thesis.

/

. Testimony
5 WUjjl' u^; as a Relation

> testimony implies .—,

The fact that tnonrr-nvi n^n a mythic communion between the witness^^
^ i\A'' .

'

witnessed ^ testimony entails
^

and the^udience)means, in the first place, that 'gitinnnr. iiiipl4frs a special rer,

witnessed

lationship between the act of witnessing and the^(kudience). By witnessing we

/ \ witnessed or

) mean the witness in the act of testifying; bV. àüdièhce the one to who« the witness
/I

testifies, the one who recognizes, in order to accept or reject, the witness and

his testimony. We must distinguish witness , the audience and the testimony ; the

last being the contents or meaning, i.e., what the witness testifies. The audience
The audience ' "à^

is the one for whom the witness discloses himself as such. in ambigiiniiiTlLi^t^

ht—rttny means a person, a fact, the object on whose behalf one testifies (God,

truth-f an event, a friend, etc.); even what or who receives and recognizes the

testimony of the witness (the judge, society, humeuiity, a group, the future j(etc. ).

We shall try to be as precise as possible in order to avoid confusion auid so use

witness to mean almost exclusively the one who gives the testimony; exceptions to

this usage will be clearly indicated.

Above all, testimony is a relation. It occurs whenever a witness is recognized

as testifying to something by an audience. In the final ainalysis, the audience

must recognize the witness or there is no witnessing; at the very least the witness

must believe in the existence of an audience. Without this recognition (between

the witness and the audience)—be it mutual or only unilateral—witnessing is not

possible. The testis ,'the third*, is essential to testimony, even when removed

from the juridical sphere; a third part is also necessary in the anthropological,

order of knowledg'e for testimony to exist as such. The witness is not someone

/



who knows something, hut one who communicates this something to another. WltnessT

ing is a phenomenon of the third power (witnessing, audience, testimony), re-

flexive consciousness of the second (knowing and known), and immediate perception
'

a phenomenon of the first (the perceived).
Now this relation between witnessing and the audience is not dialectical ,

that is, it does not derive from the order of the logos. By the order of the

logos we understand that epistemologisally verifiable domain of consciousness,

the critical realm, ( ^) Could the witness testify via the logos, he would be an

expert, a lawyer, a savant , a sophist or a sage, but no;^ a witness. If you can

prove with reason or furnish evidence, you are not, strictly speaking, testifying,

you are not witnessing but demonstrating. You do not testify to, a geometric theo-t,^

rem, you prove it. You do not testify to a mathematical axiom, you postulate it.

You do not testify to some fact accessible to others; you point it out. You do

not testify to acquired knowledge, you indicate it. You testify only to what is

inaccessible to the audience outside the testimony itself. The witness has an

'A *
■

inherent authority which is at once his strength and his weakness. You cannot

criticize the witness by attacking his testimony as such, i.e., by aji internal

principle of verification—except, of course, self-contradiction. You must be

content with extrinsic criteria: the witness is honest, loyal, intelligent; he
or motives

has reasonsffor his testimony, etc.

Testimony does not present the structure of A Is B or A is not B . Its form

is rather M says that A is B or M is in favor of A is B (or their respective

negatives). There is an elemeht which escapes dialectics, an element which is

not of the order of the logos, the logic-al realm. There is no need to testify
il

whei^he other can experience or confirm the testimony by himself—although very

often the higher human experiences are inaccessible except throu^ the mediation

of a witness. The'tutor or the teacher demonstrates, proves, communicates- leaxning;



jyo

he makes one aware of new facts or helps uncover previously hidden relations?

hut he does not hear witness, or rather he witnesses only insofar as the students

are not ahle to realize hy themselves what he is instructing , llie instructor is

a dialectician, not a witness. On the other hand, the true master is one who
testify.

testifies to something the disciple cannot yet obtain hy himself. One can|only
"

to transcendence, vertical as well as horizontal: The ultimate place of testimony

is not dialectics. In this realm testimony is only provisional and must give way

to reasons verifiable hy the intellect.

Strictly speaking, the interface between dialectics (that acquired throu^

critical knowledge) and testimony (that requiring the mediation of a witness in

order to he accepted) cannot be defined a priori . Without the witness of the ances£.
M

tors, elders, scholars, wise ^en and saints, human life would remain -'.banal. It

is through authentic martyrs—throu^ witnesses—in every field that humanity does
^

• not wander aimlessly hut journeys toward a positive eschatology. The master tesf,.
tifies to the invisible in the hope that eventually his testimony will become^

superfluous, that one day we shall see face to face.

In any case, il t-i-iii,11-nw—testimony does not belong to dialectics.

-^J Witnessing certainly implies a relation but

the sense of dialogue as a dialectical tool. As long as dialegue is

dialectical, i.e., an intellectual arena where one contends by means of reason
confront

—to droírrat the adversary, testimony has no place in it. As long as the dialectical

dialogue remains -4infin1 flhp.d -and atiH open, as long as one continues to inquire,
to question oneself but to admit only reason, dialogue does not allow any witness

i 1 I-

to testify, fot the witness testifies precisely to something which escapes the

grasp of dialectics. Otherwise witnessing is out of place. This is >diy :

testimony always takes the form of an apodictic affirmation (or negation): '-tíiis



<f52.

3V/

Is what happened', 'these are the facts', 'I state or swear this', 'I attest

this*, non possmnus , etc. The witness ends, shatters, dialectical dialogue "by
another

placing himself on what he believes to be {i lilghnr level. His testimony uncovers -

A, '

depths which de facto pure dialectics or simple dialectical dialogue do not aichieve.

To every dialectical argument, he responds that things are a certain way because

this is how he has heard, seen, experienced or believed them. The witness also

ultimately taikes exception to dialectical dialogue» he does not remain indefinitely
different

involved in dialogue, but declares that he has a source of knowledge which —'

forces him to give testimony to what he believes to be true.
allows no room

Testimony ends dialectical dialogue and in turn, such dialogue^matketfwitnessing.

"Igniimir tifh-, As long as the process is open, as long as the dialogue goes on,

no testimony is possible because there is no witnessing nor any audience, but

l.
'

only partners in dialogue, equally open to each other in a confrontation which

accepts only the conètraint of logic. Each one is seeking? there is no

i !

room here for the apodictic affirmation of testimony which, when it comes, can
either be dismissed qrff)

only^fend such dialogue. The place of testimony is at the end of the dialogue and

so finishes any dialogue. But when do we know that there is no longer place for
that the re is thé tirnef)

dialogue or^gea^ for accepting-fehe witness?

■ Now ''^the dialectical dialogue is not the only, nor even the most important,

form of dialogue. Discovering the caf^al importance of dialogical dialogue repreî
I

sents an important cultural mutation in our times. (IP) Until recently dialogue

has been mainly a dialectical tool; now, disengaged from dialectics, it has its

own justification. This égae dialegue is neither a tool nor a pis-aller . that is,

a purely extrin^^ aid which acts as a catalyst to invigorate my introspection.

Dialogical dialogue is not the external reinforcement of a monologue in the beÇ

lief that 'two heads are better than one'. Dialogue here is not like procedure of

the "great executive's" subordinates whose critical collaboration enables their



. ,■ I
■ /

1 a<íL.
In its critical form it_^"boss to deploy his best dialectical skills, a noveTty o-T'contemporary

culture and it befits the kairos of our times to have liberated dialogue from

the tutelege of dialectics. No longer does dialogue necessarily belong to dialec-

tics; hence it does not exist to convert another, to evangelize; m it is not

merely a method to know the other and his point of view, nor is it Ct better test

, of his dialectical skill. Dialogue is, fundamentally, opening myself to another

so that he might speak and reveal my myth which I cannot know by myself because

it is transparent to me, self-evident. Dialogue is a way of knowing myself and of

disentangling my own point of view from other view-points and from me, because

it is grounded so deeply in my own roots as to be utterly hidden from me. It is

the other who throu^ our encounter awakens this human depth latent in me in aji

/
endeavor which surpasses "both of us. In authentic dialogue .this process is recipÇ
rocal. Dialogue sees the other not as an extrinsic, accidental aid, but as àhe

indispensàble, personal element in our search for truth, because I am not a

self-sufficient, autonomous individual. In this sense, dialc^t^ is a religious
act par excellence because it recognizes my religatio to another, my individual

poverty, the need to get out of myself, transcend myself, in order to save myself.

Dialogue seeks truth by trusting the other, just as dialectics pursues truth

by trusting the order of things, the value of reason and weighty arguments. Dial
lectics is the optimism of reason. Dialogue is the optimism of the heart. Dial

lectics believes it can approach truth by relying on the objective consistency of

ideas. Dialogue believes it can advance along the way to truth by relying on the

subjective consistency of the dialegical partners. Dialogue does not seek to "be

primarily duo-logue , a duet of two logoi which could still be dialectical; but a

i; .(
dia-logos , a piercing of the logos to attain a truth which transcends it.

We call this dialogical dialogue and we add that the relational nature of all

witnessing belongs to this dialogue.
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concept
Now the problematic is more complex since this mutation in the rtrrhiiTüp of dia^

testimony
logue corresponds to a certain mutation in the concept of the wlltiuuTi» If dia-

logue is more than a dialectical technique, it cannot dispense with a certain
/ ■

testimony, i.e., with the non-apodictic testimony of the other which communicates

his experience and does not merely criticize my views. Without this testimony

we cannot establish the true dialogue we have described. If I Ccin learn some

yet
new truth on my own, even if eventually helped by another, I do not^^leave the

territory of dialectics and my partner is only a critic. But if I cannot know my

owit myth, cannot discover my own prejudices and above all cannot recognize my pre-t

suppositions by myself, then I need the arguments and criticisms of my partner as

testimony , ^well as his wllneaa.. His testimony says to me (without proof until we share a com-f

mon language and homogeneous categories) that there are other points of view, other

possibilites, that what is self-evident to me may not be for another. This new

sort of dialogue can lonly proceed by mutually integrating our testimonies within

a larger horizon, a new myth. (^ ) What the other beaird is not a critique of my

ideas but witness to his own experience, which then enters our dialogue, flows

with it abd awaits a new fecundation.

Where this dialogue -today is perhaps most plausible, most delicate and also

difficult—but most necessaty—is between religious traditions, between worldfviews

and between ideologies. The working attitude of this dialogue is fundamentally

diffèrent from that of dialectical dialogue. The christian will speak with the

buddhist, for exaunple, not to convert or merely to know him but to better under?.

stand himself in the radical sense of an understanding which goes far beyond a

}

simple development or a broadened outlook on oneself or one's religion. He apf

proaches the buddhist to integrate on a new horizon humarjexperiences which until
' ■

twhiçh^
the dialogue were irreconcilable, inscribed on different skylines and (piri^tted
the game of dialeotics only as a second instance, (ffif)
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There are then different kinds of dialogue, just as there are different kinds

testimony
There is dialectical dialogue and the 'monological' witness who re-r^

fuses all dialogue. But there is also dialogical dialogue and the dialegical

witness who welcomes dialogue, both barely ex-perienced on the global scale in which

they present t^ttoselves today, as one of the greatest challenges of our times. (^)
.

'

Dialogical dialogue accepts the witness of the other and together with him seeks

to integrate this testimony in a new experience no less concrete but more univer-,

sal than the original starting point.

Nevertheless, witnessing cannot be reduced to a component of dialogue. It

presents its own consistency over and above any dialogue. We have no guarantee

that the witness accepts the rules of the game of dialogue—even of dialogical

dialogue. There is ^ff^lishness of the Cross' in most religions.

Doubtless there are pathological forms of witnessing just as there are diar

bolical and fanatical forms which refuse all dialogue and any analysis? but hisr

tory and experience show—no need to cite the Phaedrus—m that there are authenfe
V

_

■

tic forms of witnessing which do not spring from dialogue and which cannot be inf

scribed in the dialogical process. We might call them revelatory forms: they re-.

.....v bear .

veal a transcendent message and ewrteria their own authority. One hears, loves

^
and accepts them or one ignores, hates and refuses them. They have nothing to do

with dialogue; wanting to 'co-opt' them dialogically would vulgarize, deform and

finally destroy them. Francis of Assisi could not give reasons for his message

any more than Camus' stranger could testify to his innocence. Jesus spoke with

the roman and gentile Pilate, but was silent before his compatriot and fellow-be4

liever Herod, with whom he shared not only the sajne idioms but the same language.

Wanting to master the witness, to reduce his testimony to dialectics or even

to dialogue suffocates the Spirit, straitjackets the freedom of God and lían. Want?
I

ing to dictate the rwles of witnessing, to manipulate its reality may succeed for

I
I



r !&, '3-while.. .until asses (^) and even stones (í^) "begin to testify!
' more than

To "be sure, testimony enables dialogue to be .-uilliiiuUt! luid list a mere dialecf

tical strategy; on the other hand, it is no less true that the witness constantly
'

challenges dialogue and only in certain cases does he allow dialogue to continue

without destroying it. But testimony is not a simple provisional working hypothesis.

Even in the most perfect form of dialogue, the witness will not be accepted if

his testimony does not present a certain homogeneity indispensible to dialogue,

a mythic homogeneity. This needs to be analyzed more precisely.

6 The Relation Between the Witness and th^Audience Çand the witnesses, the
T

~

,,
I \ audience, is a relation

between the
We have said that the relation which ehaïAi. witness sui generis .

It is neither dialogical nor dialectical;, but rather mythical. It arises from a

mythic communion: testimony makes sense only to those who share a common myth.
Í1 J / ■

And it is precisely this myth to which the witness testifies. The crisis which
testimony

ifX''" today confronts from every side is not due to a lack of convinced

'

communal myths. The w ^ t ni.'uuife very foundation—the myth Bald irjcommon by the wit-j

ness and his audience—ts disappearing. For example, the christian priest used

to witness to the on-going process of redemption (jv?j|Lh"tir~thi'i The witnesses
K their testimony is witness

are still there, but^scarcely visible; they have ceased to proclgim Uiuii LulII

because that particular myth of thàçhurch which nouri'sht'd thorn made their
¡y 7-" possible
—witnessing uuLliuiiLlu no longer holds. The anti-clericalists of last century arose

V people
precisely in countries of traditional beliefs because •feey thought that Jxriests were

-"^-9 ÈS.?timony

people or a lack of heroism, but more properly to the crumbling of traditional

testimony s i,

_bad or evei?^false vSinêëSêë of what they still believed the Church to be. Today

people no longer discuss what kind of witnesses priests are, "because they no longer

recognize the context—the myth—of the Church within which the testimony of priests

was inscribed. The'context having changed, anti-cleripalism today makes no sense.
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To give another example: today we are undérgoing not a crisis of patriotism, but

the dissolution of the myth of the fatherland which heretofore made a certain

patriotism positively or negatively meaningful,

testimony the witness
Indeed, for the to exist,must be able to testify to someone and

r*QCQ ivQr*
have this the audience, receive his testimony. This person need not be a

cur

"judge or someone actually present in favor of the witness o£ not; the audience cam

b^od, Society, History, the /uture, etc. But someone must be there to receive

testimony \
the wiinasa; the witness proclaims his textimony to him . To live in thapresence

take as witness
of God, for example, means to him^of our actions and to be able to

say: *I do not receive glory from ^en*, (^)
In amy case there must be a certain communication-, even a certain communion,

between the witness and the audience. Authentic witnessing begins when the au-i

dience recognizes that the witness is actually testifying, affirming, revealing,

uncovering, manifesting:;something hot given in either a dialectical relation

(irî^gument) or a dialogical one (in trusting the other).

In certain cases, it may be that the audience exists in the mind of thé
will . .

witness alone, but this does not contradict our thesis. There would be no actual

witnessing until an audience appears; yet the witness can be am authentic witness

because he believes in the existence of an audience.

One accepts (or rejects) the witness when one enters into a mythic communion

with him and accepts (or rejects) his testimony tájthe degree of this communion.

The first christian martyrs, for instance, testified to the truth of Christianity

for christians of subsequent generations; they testified to the strength of their

convictions or their faith for historians of religion; they testified to their

fai^ticism or their blindness for mansist or maoist adepts. Testimony only appears,

at the level of the audiènce's communion of myth with the witness; the latter onlyj
testifies'to something we outselves can accept as attestable. Witnesses testify to

miracles to the extent that the audience belifires in miracles; otherwise they testify



to their superstition and gullibility . (& Christ's resurrection was pondered,

proven, attested to by the primitive Church in exact proportion to one's belief
^Christian repeat [x'rr·^

in the possibility of resurrection,
'

ibese witnesses Uumu B'iiliA the same thing
-

myth

for twenty centuries, but we ajccept them only to the extent that we share a common

Lth them , ^Á:\
Contemporary tíieological reflection of Jesus'

resurrection provides a striking instance. We accept as authentic the witnessing

of the early christians insofar as we believe in what they testified to and

belief is provided by the mythical horizon we still hold in common with them^.

L

Be this as it may, you witness to a loyalty, not a truth. The witness does

would (remain
no^ reveal a hitherto unknown truth—which alwaysforeign and inoomr

prehensible—but a lojralty to a certain situation we already know. In the exr

esj

ample we feave earlier, the christian martyr witnesg to the christian 'truth' to

^ f of religionJ •. ,

christians, to the 'truth' of hejoic courage to historiansyàna to the

'truth' that religion is the opium of the people cind the enemy of progress' to marx7

ist and maoist ideological adepts. In each case we admit witnessing to a loyal-r!
the case

ty—to something -which we believe to 'be
^

In general, the witness has been studied within the framework of a specific
a witness.

context—precisely because ("""only makes sense» within one context. As long as

we .1

JSGS. live in a given culture, in a particular mythical context or a particular hor7
we

izon of intelligibility and exnerience, 3^ are not aware that /our witness makes

a'bsolutely no sense outside this ¿iven horizon, The task of our epoch is

to expand this horizon to include a transcultural perspective as well. Only then

shall we become aware that each concrete witnessing does not have universal meaning,
silence^ „ i

/■ "^.of witnesses today which(^prompt^ us toIt is in fact the notable
oUA.

myths and
TÂÛ d'O A^C-O>V5Í0Ül^

discover gàataiLfmyths and'^a^·b··É·i the true unity of humanityot^

We have said that the place of the witness is within a mythic communion, Wití,

nessing belongs indeed to the realm of consciousness, but not at the level of the

¿«LSÍS.



logos. One could almost assume, by process of elimination, that what remains in

consciousness and is not logos, is myth. But here we are not conoced to argue
I

semantics. We could call myth that invisible common horizon which allows com-

munication.

testimony ■

To recapitulate, we might say that there is no wümggs without a hermeneutic

of his testimony by an audience. This hermeneutic implies a common horizon which

we have called the mythic communion between the witness and "àhe audience.

7 Interpreting the V/itness

nuine witness already discovered in the li^t of
f^'

One charactéristic of a genuine witness already discovered in the li^t of

accept
what we have said is that the hermeneutic necessary to his testimony

comes from the audience and not from the witness.

testimony by _t.he
To clarify our thesis, we would add that voluntary manipulation of the^witr
would invalidate the

' -

tios'' -H+T tefit1m^ny^u"ii"''1 tn Tm nri+>inrri^;fa>^^ The true'wltness

bears testimony in spite of himself, without intending to, strictly speaking.

He bears witness knowingly, but he does not tesfify for the purpose of witnessing.

He witnesses because he is compelled to do ëo, impelled to give witness, so to

speak, by his conviction and the power of the truth in which he believes.

'■ I ^reflective conscrcusness)
It is the audience which discovers the testimony of th e witness.

rnay^elicit in me the will to testify would destroy th e value of the~)
dfeta-troyf! the^^stimonyT"for then it would no longer represent the irruption

of something higher, the rupture of endless dialogue or the overstepping of a

any conclusion.
dialectical argument incapable of reaching'the tri tncrsod , It would no longer

represent the epiphauiy of a testis , a third, but the deliberate influence on a

second, i.e., a proof presented to an audience. In this way, testimony become»

dialectics or dialogue, or worse yet, didactic; but it disappears as testimony.

If 1 love—]<ty-4Hiigiibor, I do not become a witness in order to I»*-*

.
---- sa? QMyn?n:- clnr- my fr'liiriila or my teathe^c (

really testify of any authentic love for my neighbor if I love him in order to

fitness of this love to him or anyone else-~my friends or my brothers.
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^ thl B I do not testify to a true love, if I love someone, In order to bear

witness of my obedience or my loyalty to God, I do not bear witness to the truth

of my faith if I proclaim it in order to be a witness. In other words, the wit-

ness cannot intend to witness without becoming inauthentic. Of course falsehood

is also possible heree^ As long as the audience believes the testimony of the

witness, he bears true witness— ex opere operantis—but he ceases to do so when
• t

the audience discovers that he—rather thai^he testimony itself—intends to

speaJc, to bear witness.

In fact, the will to bear witness implies wanting to show, to prove the trdth

of my witness to another, to convince him, to convert him because I myself am con-tl

cinOed that the contents of my testimony are proper for him too. By this very

fact I cease to be a witness, because my testimony ceases to be the testimonial

of a third, the affirmation of a conviction, the expression of a concern, the man£^

ifestation of something within)*^hich one cherishes in itself and for oneself,

the spontaneous epiphany of an experience. Instead it becomes a conscious act

1 ; . (

which intends to make the other share my convictions; the purpose is no longer
t •

the passive blossoming of a grace which the audience freely discovers, but the

activé communication of a value : I consider proper for others. The motive

is no longer in the 'thîhg' testified (the testimony itself), ^t in the reason

one wishes to testify,}
So we can shift the emph^s of witnessing and this displacement changes its

n^f^e and transforms it into a duty, a charitable act and the liKe, depending upon

how we interpret it. The intention to bear witness implies that you are convinced

not only of youi^truth', but also of its value for another. Moreover, this value

does not consist in the truth of the testimony per se , but in its utility for the

audience to whom one intends to testify. It is justified, then, in praigmatic

terms and not by virtue of the demands which genuine witnessing itself makes; you
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have the audience in mind. A good doctor—one who is a living witness to medical

knowledge—prescribes a remedy or a treatment not to testify to^th efficacy but

to cure the patient. An honest lawyer axgues a case not to testify to his de-r,

bating skill but to obtain justice for his client. True social service does its

job not to testify to the superiority of the society which commissions it or the

•techniques it uses, but to assist in a concrete human situation. The businessman

does not testify to the excellence of his enterprise, he seeks to convince the

buyer of the utility of his merchandise or services,

A simple example serves to reinforce what we have beeniüeveloping; as is evident

in any courtroonr; testimony which considers the effects it will have on others

by this very fact loses value, A witness who testifies only when his testimony

is agreeable to his ideas or friends loses credibility as a witness, (s^)
We might go further still and assert that any hermeneutic by the witness him£

self destroys his testimony, Jf the left hand knows what the right hand is do-

^ éîing,,,."^©) Indeed, many passages from the Gospel fit here; (^) the parable of

the Pharisee and hhe publican is another example, m) If, having understood the

Pcirable, the pharisee no longer boasts of his fas'Jing nor proclaims how good he

considers himself to be nor judges the publican because he fears the parable's

condemnabion, he is twice cursed. If,- in turn, the publican problaims himself

a sinner knOT^ng he will thereby be justified, he shall be twice cast out. As the

text adds, this means that whoever exalts himself will be humbled and whoever

humbles himself will be exalted. But if you accuse and abase yourself in order

to be pardonned and raised up, you will find neither pardon nor honor, We canil.
not escape this impasse by dint of reflection or will power. We cannot manipulate

faith, nor dispose of myth at will or by thou^t,
, \A)e
bear witness to something ysa cannot indicate in any other way or prove by

reason; that is why witnessing engages the entire life of the witness. You bear



Ultimately we can only bear witnessj
f

with our life. Now,

not by reason or sentiment, but through our life.^
witness thrnii(rl·i ynnr llfPj n"t t'y rrnn^n "r ntn*<nrnt. is given to te

" be. ^ — T--, >

i i.e. to, giv en 1 up—ana J
•prSári=c5g^~MP paçia mí this gift we also give life, transmit, continue, immortalize

it. ) Do we meaJi "by all this that reflecting on one's life is inherently in-

authentic? an instance oijoriginal sin in Maji? Are we not saying that in-

terpreting one's life as witness destroys its authènticity? What shall we think

then of Christ who said: "For this^ have come into the world, to hear witness to

the truth*? (^),
Certainly I can know , .my life hears witness in the sense that I am aware

that I communicate what I have seen, experienced or realized, and which can .

he expressed only in lived testimony, But when I lose sight of the third

party testifying in and through me, when I fall hack ■

on myself as a witness, I

destroy my testimony. In this sense Christ said: 'If I hear witness to myself,

my testimony is not true; there is another who hears witness to me, and I know

that the testimony which he hears me is true. '

Does this constant prayer, in one form or another, 'Thy will he done',

'not as I will, hut as thou'.wilt*, (^) not characterize an authentic life?

iVe
Is liberation not primarily liberation from the ego? do not witness in or by

^our life except as an expression of loyalty to a 'third', to the Spirit, how-

ever we may call it, which alone enables us to say that a higher power guides us. mr
Or again, to express this with profound witdom:

By whom it is unthought, by him it is thought;
By whom it is thou^t, he does not see.

Not understood by whom it is known; ■

Understood by whom it is not known. (^)
This is not paradox hut literal truth: the mystery of life is not understood

by those who understand it or think they understand it. Just as understanding the



the mystery destroys it, understanding reality renders it inauthentic} it is nof^

longer incomprehensible but understood only in a limited way. What is under-».,

stood is not reality at all, but the object of understanding. Nor is the mystery

of life truly understood by those who understand they cannot understand it; not

by the pharisees of the intellect (even if they call themselves philosophers);

nor by those aware of their ignorance, who understand their ignorance or under-.,

stand that they do not understand. Rather, it is understood by those who really

do not understand—and in not understanding, do not understand that they do not

understand* Only infinite ignorance is a blessing. This is why it was later

proclaimed! 'Blessed the poor in spirit',

In brief, the hermeneutic belongs to the audience, not- to the witness. Some

will then discover that this hermeneutic is itself a testimony which the audience

has given without being aware of it. Thus life continues in the encounter of

witnesses. Our thesis says that the witness exists only in the framework of a

mythic communion with the audience and so it goes on. It is history as dialogue,

A witness arises and the acceptance or refusal of his testimony penetrates as if

by osmosis into human experience to the extent that the witness lives in communion

with Man,

8 Witness and Myth

The place of the witness is in myth, Whei^e live in the same myth, we are

open and receptive to the witness. The logos does not need witnessing! at the

very least this would be an insult. Truth must be proved or demonstrated accord-

ing to its intrinsic evidence. Witnessing to anything belonging to the order

of the logos is out of place, although such 'déplacement' constitutes one of life's

tensions. Intellectual authority is only for those who have not yet di^wered the

logic/al character of the truth proclaimed by authoi^ity. The logos properly functions
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in dialectics.

Today dialogue distinguishes itself from dialectics and seeks to accept the

witness. In thus accepting the witness in dialogue, we seek to re-^introduce
not

testimony into the realm of the logos. If we do not succeed, dialogue will

oeed_fuc.ther.
"but if we succeed, we shall continue to search dialectically aind dialogically,

the more enriched "by the various witnesses. In this process there are martyrs

and conversions, bpngled dialogues and successful syntheses; ancient myths crumble

and are demythicized; others, more meaningful, arise and penetrate humanity. We

pass from myth to logos; we enriCh the second, we change the first.i.but we do

nop exhaust it.

/v"/ So t^SBSMMPHMriipself ^ín a dialectical relation with dialogue. On the one

hand, W nourishes dialogue by Contributing lytfBsiEeanbMwaf'; on the other hand, iiit
i4—

wiitnegB represents the end of dialogue, because as long as offers testimony and
t)bL^O J

only thatV''thé~lñgos, iiti aal·l·gd t8'"i>0leeMii, thchunuw'

la i 8iia"baili

^■■11 ^imn-Priiii 1 i IjlU——ii i Tn niiini iiiiMii ill M>a-.aaaa_laaau-L

üWW) nnnVtm}iiibnoi'a wiUi'iesB 'in ilaa^·fCT.'lug·mni··lwpo^ii

m
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Notes

1. Cf. the International Congress of Theology on Evangelization held in October

n

1971 at Nagpur, India, where the major items discussed were dialogue and ^

development. The most recent Roman Synod (October-November 197^) convened

under the general title of Evangelization in the Modern World, has dedicated
/

many of its sessions to the question of Dialogue.
A»-.

2. Cf. mjr chapter, 'Christianity and World Religions', in Christianity (Patiala,

Punjabi University, 1969)» PP. 78-127» esp. 85-98.

3. also testamentum , testament, testificari , to give evidence, to certify,

testari , to attest, etc. Cf. C. D. Buck, A Dictionary of Selected S.ynonyms

in the Principal Indo-Eurooean Langaages (Chicago',' Univetsity o:^hicago Press,

I9Í+9), sub voce witness (§21.23). PP* 1^35-36. The riches of this root inA

elude giving meaning to context, detest, protest, testament, etc. as well as

V.^- ...

testicle (witness to virility). Cf.^E. Partridge's english etymological

dictionary Origins; , (London, Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1966, 4th ed.)» -gab-har!'

^BSFeg .

4. Cf. etiam the latin memor , memoria , mora ; the old german mornen and the english

mourn .

5. Cf. J. B. Hofmann, Etymologisches WBrterbuch des Griechischen ( ' TÍOnchen,''

Oldenbourg, I966), sub hac voce . H. Grassmann, WBrterbuch zum Rig-veda

(Wiesbaden'; Harrassowitz, 1964), col, l6l4 for smr and smar in the sense of

remember)^emory, think, recollect. It also appears with the prefixes anu

and prati , although the root appears only rarely in the Rg Veda, etc.

6. Cf. C. T. Onions, The Oxford Dictionary of English Etymology (Oxford, Claren-

don Press, 1966, rep. I967), sub voce . Cf. the latin videre , to see and

the sanskrit veda , see, understand, know, vidya , knowledge, etc. The witness

is he who knows (cf. the german wissen).
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7, Cf. also H, Strathmann, in Kittel, Theologlshes WOrterbuch zum Neuen Testa-

ment (Stuttgart, Kclhammer), sub hac voce . J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan,

The Vocabula:^y of the Greek Testament (London, Hodder & Stoughton, 1930, repr

1963), sub his vocibus . G. W. H. Lampe, A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford,"''
Clarendon Press, 196l), for the use of these words by th^atristic Fathers,

pp. 838 sq.., etc.

8, For some information supplementary to the bibliography given in Strathmann,

op. cit ., in the RGG and( Sacramentum Mundi , see also B. Trepanier, 'Contri-

bution\ une recherche sur I'idee de témoin dans les écrits johanniques!.

Revue de l'Universite d'Ottawa, 15 (l9^5)» PP» 5-63* !• cle la Pottèrie,

'La notion de témoignage dans saint Jean', Sacra Pagina (Gembloux, Ed. J.

Duculot, 1959), 11:193-208. A. Vanhoye, 'Témoignage et vie en Dieu selon le

quatrième evangile', Cristus (avril 1965), I6, pp. 155-71!

9,

(10. Cf. the dialogue between Jleidegger and a Japanese : 'Ein Sprechen uon der
■■■■ ■'

'

p

Sprache kbnnte nur ein Gesprdch sein.' M. Heidegger,. Unterwegs zur .Sprache

/ (Pfüliingen,'Neske, 1959) p. 150,^

Cf. also: 'Dialectik weist zurtlck auf den Dialog und kennzeichnet die Méthode

des dialogische Denkens', RGG (TUbingen, J. C. B. Kohr (P. Siebeck), 1958),

11:167.

11, *We reject the idea that dialogue is by itself a means to evangelization',

is found in the final declaration of the Nagpur Conference cited above, air

K though the , editing Committee tool^he liberty (.!) of eliminating this sen-r
approved by the entire Congress—

tence^ perhaps because of the ambiguity of 'evangelization*.

12. V/e could compare this with what H.-G. Gadamer says about Horigontverschmelzung

as the process of understanding, in Wahrheit und Methode (TUbingen, J. C. B.

, Mohrl(P. Siebeck'), 1972), pp. 289-90, 375, etc..
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. 14, When I initially wrote these lines (1972), Josef Cardinal Mindszenty was just

arriving in Rome after twenty-three years of seclusion. Was he to he con-

sidered a martyr for having refused dialectical dialogue or will history judge
hl^

him a failed witness who refused dialogical dialogue? Of. \ subsequent

(and foreseeable) conflicts with th^oman milieu,

' 15* 2W·a sq,

16, Of, Num, 22*28 sq,

-17. Of, Lk, 17:^0,

18, Cf, Jn. 5«^1 (after acknowled^ng that the Scriptures bore witness to him),
A,.'

19, Cf, Lk, l6:31t 'If they do not hear Moses and the prophets^çeither will they

be convinced if some one should rise from the dead.* Cf, also Jn, 5*^6-47

for a similar problematic,

20,. Cf, for the problematic of fundamental theology today,

-21» Cf, 1 Cor. 15*13» 'But if there is no resurrection of the dead, then Christ

has not been raised,*

22» These days we have striking—often tragic—examples of congregations and

other religious groups which, sincerely tired of propaganda and activism, feel

themselves called to a humble, silent testimony, unaware that their testimony

does not exist and is even revolting outside the mythical boundaries of a

culture where the concrete values ûf testimony are still accepted,»-,-^

23» Cf, 1 Cor, 9»16-17» 'For if I preach the gospel, that gives me no ground for

boasting. For necessity is laid upon me. Woe to me if I do not preach the

gospel! ,',,I am entrusted with a commission.*

-
testimonu

tí,- 24i a principal text of christian \Acts 1»8; does not only say the dist.

ciples of Jesus ou^t to witness to the ends of the earth; it expl^itly under^

I

lines that this witness results from the disciples* having received the power
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of the Holy Spitit—that is, from a third—which makes them witnesses.

, We do not enter here into the important and delicate problem of christian

1, confused testimony with

missions which have too often irrixod wiLuesâ^ proclajnation, evangelization ,

£ind conversion.

V 468.
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26* Paradoxically, one could say that the christian missionary who testifies to

Christ while convinced that this makes the situation more precarious or even .

renders salvation more difficult,^' is a more authentic witness than the missionary

who testifies to Christ in order to save 'souls* or assist persons to lead,

more humaui lives. Here, of course, we are limiting ourselves to the pro-

"blem of witnessing,

2?, Cf. Mt. 613. Gf. etiam 6»5« *ut videantur ab hominibus'.

28. Cf, vgr,. Ht. 6:1-6; 17-20; I4k. 13»9-135 or also Lk. 21:12-15» '...you will

be brought before kings and governors for my name's saJce. This will be a

time for you to beat testimony. Settle it therefore in your minds, not to

meditate beforehand how to answer; for I will give you a mouth and wisdom,

which none of your adversaries will be able to withstand or contradict.'

29. Cf. Lk. 18:9-1^.

30» Cf. Lk. I8:li+; Kt. 23»12; Lk. 14:11.
If, -

31. Cf. ^ii¿' üii.iujjhhs on this problem ^

^— '7~ would like to express whâ the^ ! of ^r£ligions3 ^
32. jichis phrase stai-up-^luL Llio ■

, .^^Mstorian^ould call heaven,

grace, liberation, salvation, immortality.

33Í^ is is an idea current in the history of religions, most recently revived

by the late R. C. Zaehner, The Convergent Spirit (London, Routledge & Kegan

Paul, 1963); etc.

34. Jn. 18:37. Cf. etiam 3:11.

35» In the same sense one could cite A. Gide: 'Chaque etre est ne pour témoigner;..j. .

(Attendu que... . Paris, Chariot, 1943, p. 109) (apud B. Robert. Dictionnaire

alphabétique et analogique de la largue franj:aise ;'Paris,'Nouveau Littrê-Le

Robert, 1969l VI:494).

36, Jn. 5:31-32. 'Cf. etiam 5»33-34.



T 37, Kt, 6 j 105 etc.

38. Mt, 26:39? etc.

39. Cf. Jn, 4:3^; 6:38; etc.

ifo. KU n, 2-3.

41. Mt. 5*3. One could also translate: 'Blessed those whá|pre jK)or through the

A1
Spirit.* Cf*. etiain : 'for the Son of ijian is coning at an hour you do not

exp€ct'(CUi (fotCflTii, Lk. 12:40.
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Silence and the Word »

The 3mlle of the Buddha

When you axe gathered together, monks,

There are two things to "be donei

either talk ahout dhamma orj^the
aryéin silence.

Maj.lhima-nikaya I, l6l (+)

4 I. B, Homer'á translation of the famous Ariyapariyenasutta or Discourse on

the Aryan Quest . Cf, the common huddhist exf^^sion of noble silence :

ariyo tunhîthâvo; love of quiet: appasadda-kâmo (vg, Digha-nikiya I, 208{ etc.).

Cf. Candraklrti's beautiful sayihg: pasaunartho hy âryânim tusnïm bhâvah, 'The

most noble truth is silence* Prasannapada LVII, 8.
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1 Introductiont the Spirit, the Word and the Name of God

There have been many attempts to express the awaxeness of the Absolute.

Two of the main attitudes could be summed up,In the expression transcendent tran4

sCBsdence . symbolizing the Semitic trend proper to the jewlsh^hrlstlan-lslamlc

and modem post-chrlstlan tradition, and Immanent transcendence proper to the

bundle of religions we call hlndulsm.

The buddhlst approach Is startling. It does not fit Into this typology.

It would rather say the true awarei^s of the Absolute Is to have none,
which )

Let us quote a passage(dates probably from pre-buddhlst timesi

f —Now once there was a dispute between the Spirit ( manas ) and the Word

(Vac ), *1 am excellent', said the Spirit and the Word saldi 'I am excellent',

^—Thá^plrlt said: 'I aun certainly better than you, because you do not utter

anything which Is not previously understood by me. So, as you just Imitate what

I am doing and simply follow me, I am certainly better than youî\'/

^—The Word said: 'I am certainly better than you, because whatever you

know, I maJce It known, I communicate It,'

—They went to Prajapatl^, asking for his decision, Prajapatl spoke In favor

of the Spirit, saying (to the Word): 'The Spirit Is certainly better, because you

only Imitate and follow what the Spirit Is doing; and he who Is Imitating and folf

lowing what another does Is undoubtedly Inferior, '

1%—As the Word was thus refuted, she became ashamed and mlsCcirrled, The Word

spoke to Praja|)atli 'I shall never become the cairrler of your oblation, I whom

you have thus refutedI'

Therefore, whatever 1h the sacrifice Is performed for Prajapatl Is done In a

low voice, because the Word refused to carry the oblation to Prajapatl,' ( J )



This was a fundamental option. By and larget I would daresay India decided

in favor of the Spirit while the West opted for the Word. The consequences are

far-reaching. The Word is powerful, is articulate, leads to clarity and distincr

tion, to science and technology, is sure of itself once it has assumed a critical

stance; the word organizes, commands, expresses and even cries. The Spirit is

helpless outside its inner realm, it is unstructured and insecure for it bloWs
If i

now one way now another in /total freedom which often amounts to disorientation
. S

and anarchy; the Spirit feels, is concerned, contemplates and is easily satisfied

at the price of being blind to externals; it is joyful and happy. Peibaps the

time has come when the twins will have to meet if our world is to survive, but I

am not now writing a full commentary on this passage of Scripture. I would like

to exemplify a single consequence, and would beg that what follows be understood

in the li^t of the just-quoted text.
, traditional

Mos'^religions eire concerned with God to such an extent that to speak of an

atheistic religion seems a contradiction in terms. Yet around the sixth century
before Christ, at a time when humanity seemed to be awakening to reflexive self-conf

Msciousness, when j/ien began to develop a critical attitude, there appeared religious
reforms—jainism and buddhism--^ich claimed to establish an entire way of life

with no reference to God. These reforms, although excluding the existence, es-^

sence, name and reality of God, soon became authentic religions. It could even

be said that, for the Buddha, eliminating the name of God is the supreme reli-

K^ous under^auiÛ3i8.
Much has been written about so-called buddhist atheism and many hypotheses seekí^

ing to explain the silence of the Buddha have been proposed, I would like

simply to indicate here what seems to me the fundamental attitude of the Buddha
on the problem of the name of God, an attitude at the origin of the >rtiole buddhist

tradition, one whi'ch could well have exceptional importance for our time.



To "be brief, I shall introduce the problem without referring to the brahmanr

ferment^ Gr

ism, the religious(and~the multiplicity of ^ods at the time of the Buddha. I

would only cite one verse of the Bible that will situate us in media res » *You

shall not utter the name of Yahweh your God to misuse it*. (3)

Vhy?

Because one cannot speak of God but may only invoke him, because talk about

God does not belong to current language, because his name is justified only in

the vocative, because he is not an object like others, his pame cannot be linked

to bther names, and "because respect and adoration are due him. This is the trai-_

ditional answer of nearly every religion.

Now the Buddha goes further. He tells us that any speaking of the name of

God, any talk and even any thought about God is just so much blasphemy. According

to the spirit of the Buddha it would be. pure hypocrisy to forbid making images

of God or speaking his name if we are - r. at the same time permitted to

think of^him. The purification must reach to the very heairt of the matter. What

use is it to cast God from the imagination, from the pen, the lips or the walls,

if one retains the thought of'^him^^ The Buddha telles that God can only be named

in vain, that every name of God is a vain name (a false name, if we follow the

modem translation), that no name attsQios to God, who is beyond all possible naming

Now all that is, can be named—in one way or another—and being is the final

object (or the ultimate subject if 3^ prefers) of all that is named. God cannot

be named, nor can he'even be called 'being'} this would kill him, destroy him as

God by situating'^him'among the things of this world. God does not have.
,
a naPe

because^he^is not. Buddhism will defend this in all its consequences.

'Why do. you ask my name?'^(*4) says the »an, the angel or the God who

wrestles with^acob. We*^ould perhaps emphasize the importance of this text

and others like it throughout the christian tradition. («S")
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We cannot ask the najne of God either because we do not have the right to do

i

80, for God has a hidden name, a secret name which he reveals only to the initiate,

etc. (this seems to have been the line followed by the christian amd islamic

traditions), or else because he has no name. The Buddha chose the second alter-

native. We shall now attempt to examine it.

2 The Double Silence of the Buddha

The Buddha's 'attitude is familiar. He does not answer questions on the ul-
1

timate nature of things. He refuses to be dragged into pureljjspeculative disr,

eussions, for they do not lead to deliverance from duffering and so distract us

from the exist^jtial and concrete meaning of life. The famous parable is well^knowni
M

fe is

ipv

fr';;

when a iian is pierced by an arrow, to concern himself with conjectures on the diri.

action whence it came, its nature, the possible motives for which it was shot,
M

the identity of the guilty jian, whether he was right, etc. will cause the wounded

M , 1 ■

'

Oan's death long before there is time to answer the questions which were raised.

To understand the Buddha's attitude we may distinguish,, a double level in his

silence.

First Degree Silence» The Silence of the Answer
no possible anjsí¿ie2Z?

ife iœsweritothe question on the nature of the absolute iiin | g1 vr Ibn

dooliud since the question itself cannot be absolute—for we are rela-.
» —and so it cannot give the desired informat ion.

tive, limited, contingent^ If it is said that nirvana does not exist, one falls

into the existential contradiction of trying to show and follow a path to some-r.

thing "that does not exist. If one says nirvana exists, one falls into a whole
insurmountable difficulties

*

series of^ íhmv I, ewtt-radft;L11 /im. Basically this would deal a fatal blow to

transcendence, it would render transcendence accessible to our thought or to

our speech. At the same time one falls into a speculative contradiction, for the

existence of an absolute should explain the burning questions Man raises, resolve



Jbî>
^23.

his difficulties and save him from contradiction. (^ ) Yet life and philosophy,

experience as well as thou^t, "bear witness that this is not the case. So we

must remain silent :lf we do not want to fall into a contradiction. Silence is

the sole response.

Neverthless, it is not out of fear of committing himself or of falling into

.logical contradiction that the Buddha remains silent. Quite the contrary, his

silence is irksome to people and, given the spirit of his time, it can well be

said that his failure to elaborate a new theory amounted to casting himself from

M
the company of cultivated and spiritual Aen. His silence is an even greater com-r.

mitment and more eloquent than any theory.

The Buddha wishes to teach us to know àilence, to love it and to grasp its

message. He speaJcs of noble silence and says the monk is a lover of silence.

He thereby indicates that the reality of speech, the wotld of signs andjexpressions,
can be surpassed. Concerning God total silence must be kept. Neither affirming

nèr negating hiraican leadfto attain the threshold where divinity is found (or where

it is also not found). His message invites us to go beyond the world of signs,

words, speech, the realm of the logos . You will come to divinize the logos, he
[ uj/-vh \

would have said, if you persist in trying to penetratejthe logos and go everywhere

by the power of your discourse. This is what has happened in the West where, in

reaction, /?an has gone to the other extreme» antitheism. Without myth, the logos

becomes absolute, it divinizes itself, and a divinized logos destroys itself.

As for the excuse that the logos speaks only of the existence and not the es^
sence of God, the 'back' of God and not his 'face', an indication and not a lo-

calization, an analogy and not a univocal concept, an image and not a notion, a

name and not a reality; or that we can grasp the name of God as an ersatz, since

we cannot understand his being, etc.! this the Buddha would refute as the worst
/

• • f
example of spiritual and intellectual hypocrisy, as a religious farce which speaks



of something affirmed to be unknown. The gajne must be played cleajily, the Buddha

tiredj
would say, and he was to attract crowds who were

' (~^of complicated religiosx!.

ities.

To say that for God everything is clear, to affirm that the contradictions,

the ruptures of human life, its injustices, its sufferings and its scandals

are only appearances that have been deformed by our ignorance or by our sin (since

all goes well, all is just and good for God in his happiness), to try to convince

ourselves we must blindly accept that, in God, all the contradictions are re-

solved, that we must content ourselves with knowing only his existencei-'-all this
t\-\

is for the Buddha a striking example of the weakness of the established religions

which perpeti^ate a state of things (organization, cult., castes, etc.) for very

mixed motives. Buddhism would add that defending the possibility of knowing the

existence of God while dusking off the content of his essence amounts to posf-^

li.f
tulating his existence from motives that have nothing to do with God, but^which

stem from the human desire to find a crutch outside reality. Buddhism says it

can/well do without the God hypothesis and does so without falling into the

contradiction which affirms the most important thing about God—his existence—_

and yet denies knowledge of his essence. What is the meaning of an existence >rtiose

essence cannot be known?—and whose essence, in a way, cannot be different from

his existeace?

But the Buddha does not stop here. He does not pretend that his silence is

the adequate answer. He does not fall into the trap—as has so often happened

in the history of human thought—of believing that everybody up to his time has

been wrong and that he brings the true solution. In a word, silence is not the

Buddha's answer. He does not answer with silence. To think this would be to mis-£_
understand him and to follow him only out of intellectual curiosity as if he

vere a simple philosopher.



To ask the name of God meams to ask his identity, to enclose him in our

categories, even if one says his name i^ecret land unknowable. According to

the Buddha he has no name because there nothing that has this name. There

is not even any meaning in saying that God is identical to himselfi because he has

no identity, he cannot be identified by a name. The principle of identity would

destroy him. There can be no God identifiai to God—to himself. But the Buddha

is not an agnostic? he is an Enli^tened One. It is here that the modem age

and contemporary scholarly studies generally fail to grasp his spir^^, ^educing
him to a thinker, a philosopher or a great humanist, and forge^diewas'^above all

a prophet, a mystic, a jsaint. I would propose to call his •Silence a silence of

the second degree.

AJ 2j2" Second'Degree Silence» The Silence of the Question

The Buddha's silence is neither a methodology, nor an answer; it is not a new

theological or philosophical system. "The Buddha does not answer by silence: he

does not answer. He remains silent and^ives no hermeneutic of his silence but

only of his refusal to answer. He explains why he does not rally to the views of

this party or that, he gives reasons why he does not share the belief of those

who say the soul exists after death, and also why he is not of the contrairy opinion.

He gives reasons for his réfusal, but he does not expand upon his silence. He

says categorically that he is not of the opinion of those who say A, nor of those

>^0 say non-A, nor o^hose who at once affirm both A and non-A or deny both A and

non-A. ( T") He does not give a positive ppinion, he goes over every possible opin?
ion and denies holding any of them. But he does not give/nis owi\opinioryí''Tïe is

silent, but his silence is not an answer to the question.

What the Buddha does is to silence the question, to pacify the questioner

by showing him that his question has no meaning, or rather thal^does not have

the power—hence the right—to put such a question. In a way he puts the question.



and thereby the questioner, in crisis. He puts the question in question, and

thereby also the questioner who had unduly identified himself with his question.
M

The question becomes anguishing only when «an identifiée himself with his rear

son and loses the global perspective of his human situation. The entire message

M
of - Gautama is to make ften understand that torturing oneself over the so-called

major questions of life is the great human fallacy, the source of misery and the

price paid for the utppia of believing one has the right, or worse yet the duty,

to pierce the mystery of existence. An ideal like this is the fruit of human

pride. What the Buddha requires is a realis^?^ sense of acceptance of reality

just as it presents itself, a total confidence in life, in what is given to us,

without seeking to replace reality with our own ideas. His faith is a cosmological

faith, his hope is the elimination of any future, and his love is a compassion

M
'

for oen of flesh auid bone,,our contemporaries, not an ideal entelechy that exists

nowhere.

When Man discovers by himself that he has nothing to ask, that a question

about ultimate reality has no meaning, ancjyet in spite of this finds himself neir^ .

ther a rebel nor discouraged nor dèspairing, then will he begin to understand the

liberating message of primitivá buddhism» the total acceptance of our human con-

dition, of the real contingency in which we find ourselves. It is not a matter of

resigning oneself to never surpassing the human condition; it is rather under-

standing that what we must do is better it. If it : must be surpassed, this

does not depend absolutely on us, and if it must not be surpassed, every effort

to do so will lead us to alienation and only increase our misery. The whole mes-

sage of the Buddha tends to render us silent, to silence our desires. It is often

said (but easily forgotten),' that the most intense desire or, as the Buddha hira^.

self says, thirst is to transgress reality, to evade the human situation» to attach

oneself to life is .just as unreal and deadly as to long for death, no matter
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what the motive. The thirst for non-existence is to be eliminated as well as the

desire for existence,

'Blessed are the poor in spirit ', kapi«iMAM4WiijíÉi4éÍMHMMiÉMÍBéAiiaailf not the

poor who seek and^beg, but the poor in spirit, those who do not waint to jump

beyond themselves spiritual!^ nor believe they can become as j^ods. The Buddha

does not discourage human and secular initiatives, but he does not recognize

evading the human condition by whatever means as a true religious undertaking,

Ve mi^t sum up the Buddha's message thus» if there is a transcendence, it

will take care of itself. And if it does not exist, it is useless to deceive one-

y \ /

self. But there is more to If it exists, transcendence is so transcendent

that it surpasses both our thought and our being, and thus also any attempt to

name it. For the Buddha, to name the absolute would be the great blasphemy. The

buddhist apophasis is at once ontic and ontological. Silence is taken seriously,
chapter p.

âaà not as another form of expression or speech. In the last part of this

I try to explain this with a dialectic borrowed from the buddhist tradition.
!

3 The Dialectical Game

'Is the principle of sufficient reason insufficient to name God?' Castelli

asks us in his introduction to the Colloquium on The Name of God ,^(F ) Here then

is the Buddha's genial answer according to the buddhist tradition^ (7 )

Without hesitation buddhism tells us that by virtue of this very principle

we must renounce najnèng God, and also asking anything whatsoever about him.

He cannot even be named without sinning agaiùst this basic principle of aJ.1
that is

rationality. How can we postulate a sufficient reason other than and superb
or exterior (God)

^

ior^^to that very principle of sufficient reason, without presupposing an infinite

series of such principles? Before trying to grasp the buddhist dialectic, I would

like to make a brief excursus to situate the problem in the history of religions.
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I ¿0
The Dialectic of the Name of God

I shall summarize my point. (10) We can discover a sort of dialectical pla^^

regarding human relations with this superior principle we agree to call God,

I would like to highlight the following moments. I would request that they

not he considered chronological milestones hut, if I may use the more accurate

expression, kairological moments.

Before the cultural and^eligious coi^exity of the so-called great reli-r-

gions, each God is a local God with a local name, his proper name. To know the

God is to know his name, and vice^versa. The act of faith is the act of invoking

the name. This name has usually heen revealed in myth.

There is an eairly realization, either through encountering different

traditions or hy deepening the mystery of God, that God has several names. The

first reaction is tc^ostulate a plurality of ^ds corresponding to the plurality

of names. Thus the harmony between the name and the thing is not ruptured.' To

each name corresponds(one)God.But we should not confuse real(istic) polvnomv with the
o-called 'polytheism'. ,

^
^

,V . OV\0I^Y
^

True polytes^^, however, cannot be maintained for Very long. A plural-H.

G~
ity of ^ods guaranteed bya plurality of names leads to the discovery that

G~
there is a basic unity among the ^ods, that they are, in one luty or another, only

different manifestations of a single and unique supreme power. The innocence of

the name begins to waver. Each name of God does not exhaust the divinity, since

there are other names that also refer to the divinity. Men begin to suspect

that the name ofjjod is not God, or tather than his name is not the name of God,

but a name of one God . The name of God does not express God, so to speak. A break,

a hiatus appears between the name and the thing. Truth bridges the gap.

crisis^
At the same moment the divine name suffers its first , i.e., when

the plurality of names suggests a plurality of gods, the tradition of the hidden

name of God appears. The names of God are not his ti^e name. His true name is



^7hidden, secret, eind reveals itself only to him to whom God wants to reveal it.

The divinity uncovers his true name to his devotees. The revelation is the

revelation ofjthis name. One .hoaro It ¿aid evt'ii tuilaji In-ehgiettaa theel-o&j " thai

Chiijlj 1l iiiilliliiL lull thr TrrnlBtirtn nf Gnd| innnmnrh nn hn In thi' lirnii niiiiin nf

Cjil, » I ml fliiil iiiiliiilili itP iiIiIiIi lliiilii !ii iin iiiiilrnti tn

The essence of the secret name is that it is unknown. In the beginr

ning Man could content to say that it is unknown to the un|itiated, hut soon

he becomes aware that the secret name represents something more than the divine

whim to remain hidden or the selBctionfof a small group (by the divinity)!to whom

I Tri
^

the name would be revealed. Man is aware that God has a name which is in itself

intrinsically hidden, as it were. One thus arrives at the highly suggestive forr..

mulation that the name of God is simply an interrogation. God is the question

that is always open, his name is the simple question about him, to Bind him means

to seek himp to know him means not to know him (to name him means to invoke him

as an unknown God with an unknown name), for his name is the question, pure and

simple. God is not a substance amd has no name, but he is a question, a simple

pronoun, an interrogative» Who ?

The next moment of the kairological dialectic is of more than histor-

ico-religious interest. A good deal of mankind's contemporaxy reflection re-

volves around this point. If God is the transcendent, the non-r'anthropomorphic,

the ever Other, the interrogative pronoun, the question, the search, the road

ever open and beyond, a suspicion enters the mind of Man: at bottom is he not really

questioning himself rather than interrogating God? Is the question about God in

its depth not the question abou-^^n? Is anthropology not the true theology? Is

the question about God not the anguished quest or the hope-filled question of

Han concerning himself, the meaning of his life and destiny? Is it not r<ially

really the Self that is sought?



dialectical process does not end here. At this point ^ddhism

brings us its contribution. Since there is no appeasing answer to the question

about God or Man, no explanation af the meaning of life or the mystery of exis-

tence, will silence not then be the true response? Does he alone who knows how

to be silent understand the mystery of the real? We have already reached this

point in our presentation and even the following point.

As an answer silence remains nonetheless suspect, since every question
/

requires a decision and a choice. Silence can appear cowardly, a lack of cour-

age to take a position and rid oneself of atavisms. If silence is a sign, it is

a very weak and va^J^ one. It is acceptable as a transition inasmucl-ks dare

not destroy all the idols at once, but it does not sa(l^fy the human mind. It

is here that our last point appears: silence as a question and not an answer,

Man comes to silence the question: it lacks meaning. He no longer asks, he

lives and has regained innocence on a higher plane.

One returns to daily living, as the tenth Zen painting, the seventh mansion of

Sain eresa or any affirmation of nearly every mysticism shows, God is immanent

and transcendent, existent and non-existent| and at the same time he is not. There

is nothing more to be said, God is that about .which there can be no talk. Dis-,

course on God is basically inauthenticj only in the interior cell where the logos

is silent can the Father be adored in spirit andmruth.

This is not irrationalism, fideism or religious romanticism: the Buddha leads

us by the hand, I would like very briefly to develop his dialectic further.

In many instéinces the Buddha does not impose silence, but wins oyer his ad-

versaries, converting them to his wa^ot by reducing their reasoning to absurdity,

but by what I would like to call a reduction to the sublime. It is for this reason

would be the last moment of this sort of dialectical circle.



that those who cone to question him axe not only won over but converted, axd

very often enter the order of the mendicant brothers (bhikkhu , in sanskrit

bhiksu). Nevertheless, on rare occasions he reveals the dialectic of his thou^t

by directing the attention of his interrogator to the meaning of the question

Itself.

'Vhen a bhiksu. Sirs, knows thus ajid sees thus, would that make him ready

to take up this question as intelligent (ard intelligible)?* he often asks after

a long discourse on the absurdity of holding any opinion whatever on the ultimate

• problems of the human condition, (fj )

I would like to analyze just one text. To the question repeated a thouf

sand times in the dialogues of the Buddha concerning the meaning of life,

the Buddha answers the monk Radha in this way:

'Radha, you can grasp no limit to this question.' (IX) 'That question is

beyond the compass of an answer.
' («)

But it is worth translating the text in full.

'Thus have I heard:—The Ej^alted One was once staying near Savatthi, in the

Deer Park,

'Then the venerable Radha came to the Exalted One, Having done so, he sa-r

luted the Exalted One amd sat down to one side.

'So seated, the venerable Raxiha thus addressed the Exalted One: —

"They say, 'hîâral Mirat lord. Pray, lord, how far is there Mara?'" (/^)
"Where a body is, Râdha, there would be Mara or things like Mara, or at any

rate what is perishing. Therefore, Radha, regard the body as Mara; regard it as

of the nature of Mara; regard it as perishing, as an imposthume, as a dart, as

pain, as a source of pain. They regard it thus rightly regard it.

"And the same is to be daid of feeling, perception, the activities and conr

scioueness."



"But rightly regarding, lord,—for what purpose?"

"Ri^tly regarding, Ridha, for the sake of disgust,"

I "But disgust, lord—for what purpose is it?"

j "Disgust, Ridhaf is to bring about dispassion,"

"But disppssion, lord—for what purpose is it?"

"Dispassion, Râdha, is to get release,"

"But release, lord—what is it for?"

"Release, Ridha, means Nibbina,"
«

"But Nibbâna, lord—what is the aim of that?"

"This question, Râdha, goes too farr. You caJi grasp no limit to this ques-
1'

tion, els') Rooted in Nibbâna, Râdha, the holy life is lived, (/«?) Nibbina is its1 • •

^^goal, Nibbina is its end."' '(!»
This is reduction to the sublime. He does not sajr the question has no mean-

ing. How could he say this when it is the most anguishing question for a good

part of mankind and the very torture from which, according to the Buddha himself,
he has come to liberate us, the torment of useless anguish and suffering without

reasonS^? It is not an absurd question.
It is not a false question either. There are no false questions, properly

speaking. It could be contradictory and in that sense false: a question which

negates itself in the asking because it is founded on a contradiction. But here

this is not the case.

Those who ask this question are not considered weaJ^inded by the Buddha not

do they sin against logic. The most profound parallel I can find—and I hope it

will not be taken amiss—is between the Buddha's attitude and the cry of Jesus:

Father, forgive them for they know not what they dol ' When

confronting the Absolute, íían truly does not know what he is saying or doing.
bet us imagine .the question: 'What is God?' for this is b^^ally the question



at Issue although nirvana is the problem in the dialogue quoteqabove. The

Buddha answers that the question itself caJinot grasp its proper limits, that the

question does not know what it is asking. We must be careful in our exegesis,
fA

The Buddha does not say the man who raises the question does not have something

very definite in mind when he asks. He believes he knows it. He is asking about

the Absolute, about God, about the last things, eternity, nirvana, etc. And he

)dio asks will never be mistaken in his asking. He knows very well what he wishes

to know. What is truth? Pilate asked this question of him whom he called 'Man*

and he too obtained only silence.

What the Buddha is saying is that the c^^i^tion itself is not capable of de-

fining its limits, that the question asks nothing, for it does not know where

the request leadd or what it asks for. Suppose I answer the question 'what is

God?' by saying 'Mul' How would I know this answer is not satisfactory if the

question itself does not know, and cannot know, what it taJces in and what it

leaves out? If I ask the color of the stone hidden in Sakyamuni's pocket, I have

some idea of the question's limits, I do not know the color of the stone, nor

even all the colors, but I do know what a color is and I can distinguish a color

from a sound or anything else. And I know that stones have colors. The question,

in a word, already contains the answer onticallyj the question determines the very

level at which the answer i^an answer and through which the answer must pass, so

to speak. The question fixes the limits of the answer and also gives the con-

ditions o^ts intelligibility. Only what is possible to ask is asked because

the limits of the answer are already known.

For this reason many religious traditions admit that to seek God implies having

already found him, to ask about him means, in a way, to know him already. The
Ll

unquestionable cannot be questioned, and if the Absolute is questionable it is

no longer absolute. In other words, a real question about the nature of the
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Absolute cannot grasp its limits, can offer no criteria by which the answer mi^t

be verified, as modem parlance would put it. The question does not know >diat it

is asking? it is not a question.

This comes down to saying that I am asking nothing, and not just nothingness.

This in effect destroys the question, for in asking nothing there is no question.

All the meaning I find in the question is the meaning I inject into it, a mean-

ing the questioner gives, but certainly not the meaning of the question itself.
«

And now we near the end of the Buddh¿'^ catha±sis. The meaning of the question

is not the question's meaning, but the meaning the questioner gives it, his am-

guish, his insecurity, his doubts. He projects into a question a problem the quesx

tion does not contain and cannot contain or support. So what is to be done?

What the Buddha does is very clear. He makes us understand that the real

question destroys itself and in so doing ceases to be a question and frees us to

go directly onto the path of deliverance. To be sure, by destroying the question

he has also destroyed the questioner, the little ego who had identified himself
/ is to be done then? To make^Mañ^ to
/with his question. What^i^^i^ Mnho- wmcai^e of his limits,/^center him on what

I to to
I he Ccin do, not^distract him from his human task, not^allow him to become dissipated

to ; I
by and in his speculation,^make him lose the ego which would have him believe him-

I _io A/j
■

[ self a little 6èd. The TathSgata repeats his theme constantly:^ show-éan the path

return him to orthopraocis . to the eightfold path which leads him to liberation

because it éliminâtes the obstacles—the contingency—and is not preoccupied with

the rest.

Must we then renounce all intelligibility? Neither the Buddha nor buddhism

would say that. I have just sought the dialectic of the matter: the very question

destroys itself as a question. But this is an existential operation in which rea4.

son by itself can-do bery little. How does one silence the logos? Certainly the

with orthodoxy in order to
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logos does not silence itself. The logos must not 136 silenced outri^t, it must

simply recognize that there is a gate it must not cross, that it can eat of

/V)
all the fruits of paradise save one» God cannot be named. Much more» ^lan must

recognize that there is no need to name God, that the question is not even raised

H /
and that, if raised, íStí» shows I am falling into the hybris of believing myself

to be a little God who can question God and ask him to justify or explain himself.

These are all metaphors. The question is raised as well at the altogether

deeper level of being and "W Being, God certainly not in any sense we can give

this concept. But the Buddha does not say it in this way for he never loses

sight of the existential and personal levelSTon which he speaJcs. He sets forth

Lie in
no theory. The problem of God does not ebnurui'. the realm of theory. It does not

word
belong to the realm of the but to the kingdom of silence.

I would answer our philosophical query in this way on behalf of the Buddha»

the principle of sufficient reason forbids us to name God in any way whatsoever.

M
The new question would be» Is the who no longer questions still a

W , Cj
ilan, or has he become an angel? or a beast? 2i |su^ cP Kúwiww

/Co
The Buddha does not reduce the word to silence, nor does he speak of a

word of silence; rather he helps us discover the silence of the word» the

Buddha smiles t

^ " Aspciadiae^» Three Remaining Problems and One Hypothesis

Is it still meaningful to speak of God when one has understood what the Buddha

says? Can we consider the name of God a stage in the awakening of human conscious^-

ness? Can there be faith without an object?

Can we regain lost innocence? Is salvation possible without thought of God?

n ^ TCan ^an cease to raise the ultimate an^efinite question?

Would the Buddha agree with someone who does not speak of God, but who adds



that the word (logos), the image ( icon ) is the pole required for dialogue and

is called^Man'? Can there be a cross-fertilization between silence and the

word? Would it be the smile?

^36; /

m

\
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The lurking hypothesis is the following.

Since that extraordinary affirmation of Aristotle (l8), transformed by Augustine (19),

commented in his own way by Leasing (20) and underscored by Heidegger (2l), the

West seems to see the human condition as the constant search asking what Being is:Man

is a questioning being (22). Since the non less extraordinary affirmation of the

Buddha, matched by the Upanishads, the Tao and later traditions, the East seems

to see the human condition as the ontological confidence in kkak a Reality that has

No-way of approach: Man is real when he shares in that Reality which does not

allow for the alienation that the mere questioning would create. Man realizes his

proper status only when all words have been spoken and he re-enters in the Silence.



Notes

1. SB I, if, 5, 8-12, Ofi üliL ULun un luiilin uf üliiu U .Al lli g !;W\

2. Cf. R. Panikkax, El Silencio del Dios (ffedrid, Guadiana, 1970), The reader will

find the appropriate scholarly notes and historico-religious apparatus in

this work,

3. Ex, 20»7, The translation of the Jerusalem Bihle is very significant! 'You

shall not utter the name of Yahweh your God to misuse it, for Yahweh will not

leave unpunished the man who utters his name to misuse it,* The Vulgate
habebit\

gives! 'Non assumes nomen Domini Dei tui in vanum ! nec enim(iñsoñtem
Dominas eum, qui assumpserit nomen Domini Dei sui frustrai,' (Emphasis added)-,'
The Septuagint uses the same expression in both cases. Of, as points of

reference! Lev, 19!l2i 24!l6; Dt, 5!ll; Sir, 23:9; Mt, 5«33-35j Jas, 5!l2,
if. Gen, 32J29! 'Cur quaeris nomen meum?' M. Eckhart's commentary in I Expos. Genes .

Omnia: Lat. Werke, Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, 1938, vol. I, pp. , 95-96, nn. 298-300.-5, Cf, Jg, 13!lB! 'Cur quaeris nomen meum, quod est mirabile', and the rela-

tion that christian thought has found between these two texts and those of

Ps, 8!l and 9, and Is, 9*6; etc. The Jerusalem Bible translates 'mirabile*

) as 'mysterious', the OAB 'wonderful',

6, I can't resist the temptation to quote the 'büddhist' answer of Jesus in re-

fusing to say .by what authority he aeted, when even the 'chief priests and

the elders of the people' did not know if the Baptism of John was by heaven
V Mor by ®an. Cf, Mt, 2l!23-27,

?• The fourteen propositions which the tradition attributes to the Buddha and

which he refuses to uphold are the following!
the world is^ is noty is and is noty neither is nor is notyfinite in

time}

5-8! the world isy is noty is and is noty neither is nor is notyfinite
in spacej
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9-12» the Tathâgata exists^ does not exlst^ exists and does not existy
neither exists nor does not exist/after deathj

13-1'í·i the soul isy is noty/identical with the body.

8. Cf. L'Analyse du langae;e theolo^ique. Le nom de Dieu , edited by E. Castelli

(Paris,^ Aubier, 1969), P» 22.

9. Even if these texts were not spoken by Gautama himself, they are ancient texts

of th^urest buddhist tradition.

10. Of. the contributions of Bettina Bâumer, *Le nora secret dans 1'hindouisme
J

and Marina Vesci, 'Ka, le nom de Dieu comme pronom interrogatif dans les

Veda. La demythisation du nom de Dieu* in the above mentioned volume edited

' by E. Castelli (pp. 135-1^, 1^5-15^ respectively), which furnish the details

of what is here condensedíIn a dialectic of nine points. my chapter ''Bei ,

ungen u'*ber die monotheistischenHind ¡ióiytheistischen Religionen'* in Die vielen GOtter
11. Cf. for example, Mahali-sutta l6, 19, i.e., Dîgha-nikâya VI (T^and 195? und der

: ieine Herr ,~'à
12. SaAyutta-nikâya III, 189. F. L. Woodward (tr.), The Book of Kindred Sayings ,

The Pali Text Society (ed. Mrs. Rhys Davids, London, 195^), Vol. II, p. 156.

13» Samyutta-nikaya V, 218: Maha-vagga IV, Jaravaggo kZ, 2-Unnabho Brahmane

(WTUiéXñr^hb,
Cf. the translation of F. L. Woodward, op. cit.. Vol. V, p. 193n

I pp. 43-51»
'Nibbâna, brahmin, is the resort of release.'

'But, Master Gotama, what is the resort of Nibbâna?'

'The question goes too far, brahmin. That question is beyond

the compass of an answer. The aim of living the holy life,

brahmin, is to plunge into Nibbâna. It has Nibbâna for its
• •

goal, Nibbâna for its ending.'

Here the pali text says: a.ijha-parâm, brâhmana, panham, na-sakkhi parayantam

^betmn. Other texts say: accasaram (i.e., transcendental), instead of

a.i.ihaparam. The Nalanda edition in devanigari says: accayâsi . Cf. the

analysis of the text in the following notes.
Mara is a mythical personage in the life of the Buddha, the evil one,

the tempter and also death.
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15, Cf. the pali» accayasl. râdha, panham, nâsakkhl panhassa parlyantam Kahetum »

Nalanda edition. The Pali Text Society gives assa instead of accayâsi .

16, Nihhana gadham hi, râdha, "brahmacariyain vussati . It is interesting to note

that what translations render as the 'holy life* (pure life^i^n the text)

is hrahmacariyi .

17, Sanyutta-nikiya III, I87/189. (Khandha^agga II, l) I have relied on the

translation of F. L, Woodward in the Volumes of the Pali Text Society,

op. cit. . Ill, pp. 155-156.

m
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(18) Cf. Arist. Metaph., VII, 2 (1028 b 2-h): Xo<^» To Tl^Ad.! T£

00»? XcHi 'da^i ^rjToójUSi^o l{£'{ o xí^ e ^>o^' , Tt To oV, TovTo'kSTlook' xcii 5*7
T i s tf" 0 0 cTol ,

"Et guod olim et nunc et semper quaesitum est et semper dubitandum, quid

est ens, hoc est quae substantia." Ov 111 En^l Î rl-u» "And indeed, that which

was searched for since antiquity, but which is also now and always will be,

which is at the same time always without a way out (an aporia, in doubt):

that is, what is being? viz. what is substance?

Heidegger's translation is interesting (and significantly enough

he does not quote the second interrogation): "Und so bleibt also von

altersher und so auch jetzt TUid immerfort ein Gesuchtes und damit ein

solches, das keine Auswege bietet (dies): was ist das Seiende ...?

1 may give two standards translations of this "langst vergessenen

Satz" (Heidegger): "And indeed the question which was raised of old and

is raised now and always, and is always the subject of doubt, viz. what

being is, is just the question, what is substance?" (R. McKeon).

"Y en efecto, lo que antiguamente y ahora y siempre se ha buscado y siempre

ha sido objeto de duda: ¿que es el Ente?, equivale a : ¿qué es la

Substancia?)' (V. García Yebra). , . 1)
('?) hto f*
-(^) -Gf-.—note— — of-chapter —p.-—.

,Cf. M. Heidegger, Was heisst Denken? , Tübingen , Niemeyer, 195^, p.

128, where he quotes Aristotle and refers to his previous comments on the

passage in his previous work Kant und das Problem der Metaphysik .

(^ Cf. Heidegger's Einfuhrung in die Metaphysik (1953), Tübingen, Niemeyer,

1966: "Die Leidenschaft des Wissens ist das Fragen" (p. 122), and again:

"Das Fragen ist die echte und einzige Weise der Würdigung dessen, was aus

/] hochstem Rang \mser Dasein in der Macht halt" (p. 63; my italics), 1 may

W —

r— —scopy here, my own marginal notes on those two pages': "Leidenschaft des

Wissens oder des Noch-nicht-jwissens? Es gibt keine letzte Frage (es ware

ein Widerspruch), es gibt aber eina sancta ignorantia ." And' " Warum nicht
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die Anbetung? Oder die Stille? Oder die nichts- und nicht-fragende

Beschauung? Oder sogar liebender Gehorsam?" To smile is not the same as to

laugh!

Heidegger woiild probably agree that the "Leidenschaft des

Fragens" and "das Fragen als ein Grundgeschehnis des geschichtlichen Seins

(p. 109) belongs to the "Grundstellungen des Geistes des Abendlandes" (p. 89)

and cannot be called a human invariant.Or had he second thoughts when he

coined that famous phrase at the very end of his lecture "Die Frage nach

der Technik": "Denn das Fragen ist die Frommigkeit des Denkens"? ( Vortrage

und Aufsatze , Pfullingen, Heske, 195^3 vol. I, p. 36).

Or again would Heidegger say that Besinnung is the wisdom I have

been speaking about when he concedes that such contemplation "den Charakter

des Fragens verliert und zum einfachen Sagen wird."? (op. cit. 62). That
almost

Heidegger was^bsessed with the question o^ the question is patent since

the first pages of Sein und Zeit . Of. also the last sentences of Der Satz

vom Grund , Pfullingen, Neske, 19573 both the course (p. I88) and the

lecture (p. 211) referring to "die Frage". And yet later on (December 1957)

he quotes again the same sentence "Questioning is the piety of thinking"

and adds that this phrase is already in the wake of what I would consider

his more 'oriental' attitude, namely, "Daqsdas Fragen nicht die eigentliche

Gebârde des Denkens ist, sondern das Horen der Zusage dessen, was in die

Frage kommen soil." Unterwegs zur Sprache , Pfullingen, Heske (5th. ed.),1975

p. 175. Is this totally compatible with the by now totally 'Indian' assertion

"Das Denken ist kein Mittel fur das Erkennen."? (p. 173). I am saying this

because he did not put a fullstop after 'Zusage'. And this is what he

really says a few pages below (I80 sq.). The later Heidegger seems to subs-

cribe to the Me metaphor: "Das Denken zieht Fiurchen in den Acker des

I

Seins." (173).



•fx» Advalta and Ehaktl

A Hlndu-Chrlstlan Dialogue

prlyo hi jnanlno 'tyartham aham,

sa ca mama prlyah

I an much loved "by the sage

and he is loved "by me.

BG VII, IT



1 Introduction

A dialogue between hinduism and Christianity very often gets stuck and cannot

proceed further, with the consequent sense of frustration, because of fundamental

.misunderstandings based sometimes on mutual prejudices or lack of proper knowledge.

To mention only a few pointsi hinduism is supposed neither to believe in a person-

al God nor to consider charity the first of religious duties. The concept

of Person, which seems essential and indispensable for any exposition of christian

faith, is apparently unknown to the hindu mind, and so on. Prom the other side,

the more 'realized' hindu who mostly professes advaita ( f ) considers Christianity

an inferior religion because it takes God to be essentially the 'other', allowing

no union or identification with Him. For the advaitin the concept of person would

seem secondary, and so applying it to the Absolute is tantamount to idolatry.

These problems are certainly- more than semantic—although fundamental términos,

logical clarifications are urgently needed before a real dialogue can take place.

The following letter hopes simply to show some implications of such a dialogue,

which I have called an''intra-religious dialogue', am distinguished from an

inter-religious one. (^) 'Dialogue' is not just an external meeting with some-

tody who has other ideas than I have. Dialogue in the real sense arises precisely

where I (or we) discover the same currents and problems within the religion of

the 'other' as I (or we) find in my (or our) own religious world. In this article

I do not intend to talk about the hindu's opinions or the christian's ideas, but

rather to enter straight into the problem at hand—love and identity, certainly

one of the major issues in a hindu-christiein dialogue. In this way, we can help

each other face our own, sometimes hidden problems from a new perspective,

uliiuiinlint ef U-n upiialfta galigiuuj uxyuiluiuu ef uui yailiiLi' tii dlaliff
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For example, the authentic non~dualistic experience of the advaitin represents a

challenge to the christian's doctrine or experience of the Trinity and may very

well leaci- discover important new aspects of the same mystery. (.O )

In this case I have chosen the opposite example, nsumely the challenge the

notion that God is Love, with all its implications, represents to an advaitin

who claims to "be beyond all dualisms and therefore—since love seems to presuppose

dualism—also beyond love. This problem is primarily an internal matter for hin-

duisn, irtiich in its main devotional trends is a religion of love (bhakti ), and in

its more contemplative aind philosophical aspects a religion of knowledge ( .jnana )

(the latter claiming superiority over the former). At the same time it is a ques£.

tion central to the'^firistian appgo—h 4» htniuiaMji wawelyii^t—

the ulliKi-pLiiiimi" and God aerieu.(Bly>-4*fte leve iwa-li-itu'dimauaiewe the

taiwe fog him it-daiini.weei'i^

2 A Letter from Vmdavan .

t

In a long conversation in VmdSvan, the birth place of Krsna ■(^) and the

town 'consecrated' to bhakti , I had a heart-to-heart dialogue with a fellow pil-

grim in which we examined the question whether bhakti was justified in an advaitin .

The following are some of the ideas suggested by our discussion.

/ '^e common answer to the problem, which we quickly dealt with and dismissed,

/ is that TAiakti is only a first step to jnâna » until the ultimate intuition dawns,

one can do no better than follow the path of devotion. This is á typical advaitic

answer; bhakti is no more than a preparation for jnâna , to be given up as soon as

the latter is attained.
i

A second, equally traditional answer, is that the true jrfanin (S) does not

belieVe in bhakti for himself, but fulfills its requirements for others, as

y

Saftkara is said tô have performed the funeral rites for hi^mother, or as -¿he

Advaita



priest functions at ceremonies which are for the people. But this is not quite

satisfactory, particularly for that type of advaita which does not wish to ignore

the radical claim of love. Is there a plaee then for love in a true advaitin 's

heart?

liere my partner in the dialogue told me of a sadhu (Ó ) who had come to

Vrndivan because he had realized that the very structure of the only One is

love, and that it is charged with a dynamic life; that love is indeed only another

name for the experience of the Absolute. ¡Et is known that the advaitic experience

is one of the void, but can it not also take the form of love? The same sadhu

explained||;hat he had given everything away, and told how overvrtielmed he was with

love and joy—so much so that once, when bathing in the Yajnuna, he was even

tempted to put an end to his life, letting it go, as it were, in the current of

the river. Afterwards he did not know why he had not done so; he felt it was be7

cause he was not ready for it, not mature enough. The contrast was obvioust while

the advaitin has by his very experience overcome time and also death, the bhakta

wants to throw his life away as an act of complete surrender.

A third point suggested itself here. If love is not to be an empty word, it

Implies a certain tension between the lover and the beloved, or at least a cer-

tain distance between them. In fact, bhakti etymologicallj: means either separation

(from bhan.i ) or dependence (from bhaj ). But there is yet more for us to consider.

The apperception of Being as crystallized love seems to lead to the experience

of its structure as universal love, an outpouring of love without regard for the

objects on which it is lavished: in other words, an all embracing love for everyr.

thing that has even a spark of Being in it. But is love only an inherent harmony,

or is there not in it still another element? Can it exist without a certain

affective dynamism? Does it not demand a special I-thou relationship in which

the particular thoa cannot be exchanged for any other? And is there really room
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for such particularized and personal love in advaita?

It seems that the genuine experience of human love is not satisfied with

involvement with the other as other in a general sense—in which the other is

that it needs

ultimately redueed to the self—but î^^y^the other as a particular other, personal

and^'^epeatable. Every real love is unique i where then is the place for univer-

.sality? Can advaita admit the particular? Han the love of a mother for her

M
child, for instance, or that of a man for his beloved, an ultimate value? Can any

advaitin feel such love? Will frèendshi]^ind a place in heaven, that is, in God?

An advaitin can love everything! his affection, unconditioned by nima-rupa

(name and form) (^) can embrace everything; for everything, insofar as it is,

is the Self, and thus lovable. But is this love real? Can we apply the term

'love' to something which makes an abstraction of all that I have, and which in a

I
• '

vay eliminates my person—so thaj^ my ego possesses nothing which can attract the

lover, be given as a gift, or earn the devotion of the beloved. What lover or

beloved would be satisfied with a love without eyes and face? Or aire these merely

anthropomorphic images with no ultimate significance?

The classic advaitic answer is well-knowni one does not love someone—say friend

wife or husband—for his or her own sake but for the sake of âtman . (2 ) 'L·ove

is all there is; no lover or beloved—all distinction between them is blotted out.

I feel that there is in this a deep truth—insofar as it answers the need to over-^

come dualism, but I am convinced that it is not the deepest truth of advaita, but

rather a pitfall inherent in pure monism. I should think that advaita woudd op-

pose such pure monism as it opposes all dualism. In what follows I shall try

to remain faithful to an intuition of advaita which transcends these extremes of

monism and dualism.

My doubts, however, were not resolved by any of these traditional answers, and

led me to attempt a solution which is perhaps not fully in accord with the at-



Biosphere of Vrndâvan's- holy gardens. And yet it is closer to genuine T^iakti than

the words of Yuddhisthira, who in the Mahâbhârata is the very king of Dharraai

'There can be no liberation for the'^an who knows thi^tond of love ( snehena yukta ) '
>

And so we came to a f^jth point, which alone, like the fourth quarter of

, Q anÁ
Brahman , ( 1 ) allows a full vision of the ultimate—^the ultimate mystery 4s

what we are touching upon here.

If the structure of the ultimate is love, then it is loving love, or love of

love, self-love; in other words, it is like an 'eye' which sees itself, a

'will' which loves itself, a 'being' which pours itself out as 'Being', a 'source'

trtiich reproduces itself fully as an identifiai image, and which later emerges into

Being as that which receives the source. The 'image' is the Being. The source

of Being, because it is the source, is not Being—but precisely its source. Fttrther-r

more, if this dynamism and tension axe not to jeopardize the Absolute's total

Oneness, the 'mirrored' eye, the generated Being, the identical image does not stop .

the lavish flow of divine love but returns it again, loving with the same love,

answering in the same measure, so that seen from the 'outside', it looks as if

nothing had happened in the 'inner life' of the Absolute. Only one who shares in

this dynamism can witness the unceasing flow of divine Lifei a Love that gives it-

self up fully and is rescued, as it were, by the total answer of the beloved,

returning the love of the Beloved by responding with love.

Now an advaitin is one who has realized the absolute non-duality of Being,

Reality, the Ultimate, the Absolute—whatever the name we choose to indicate the

Ineffable, There is no place for dualism, but there is none for monism either.

Dualism cannot be ultimate, because where there are two, there is a relation be-

tween them which stands above and is more final than both. Monism cannot be ul-

tiraate either because it denies the problem's very assumption; in a pure monism

there is no room even for factors like illusion, falsehood,, time, a lower level



of truth and speechi'°^Here I am not concerned with expounding advaita hut only with

finding out whether it has a place for love.

Ú Advaita and Love

Bet me put it in this way» an ^Advaitin is established in the supreme and

unique I ( aham-brahman ). Yet this I, by the very fact of being the I, implies,

•brings forth a Thou as its necessary counterpart (alius, non aliud , the partner—

of the I—not another). In simpler terms, the I must somehow be reflected in a

Thou, although this Thou is only the production of the I itself andjnot an exter-

nal 'other'. In this Thou the I discovers itself, and really is (it, i.e., l).

In other wordsi the Thou is the consciousness which the I not only has bit is.

In fact, this I knows Himself, but His Knowledge is none other than the Knower.

However, the Knowledge has come to be because the Knower has come out of Himself,

as it were, has 'loved' that which by loving. He knows to be His (own) knowledge.

Himself as known by Himself. He could not know even Himself were He not driven ■

out, or did He not 'despoil' Himself, only to recover Himself immediately in

SUbiQCt
the '(Agggt* (person), in which He has fully invested Himself. This total gift

of Himself, is Love. Now we are better equipped to deepen our problematic.

The advaitin installed in that I—in the Absolute, who we may say knows and

loves Himself—recognizes and loves the sparks of being (which float out of no-

thing) for what they 'are'» 'parts' or 'objects' (though this is an improper use

of the words) of that divine Knowledge and Love. He knows and loves 'things'

(to use theistic terms) as God knows and loves them, in that unique act by which

He knows and loves Himself and in which He associates all that we call beings on

earth, whatever nature they may possess. The advaitin not only sees everything in

the one, he has an intuition of everything as non-dual, thus as not forming any

kind of second vis-a-vis the only and unique one» ekam eva advitiyam , 'one only
WH»,hout a second* because no dvándva , no pair, rto duality caii be ultimate.
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He loves everything in the same way as the anique and uni·í·ersal Love, In ex-

tension and degree, the true auivaitin loves as does the Absolute.

Now a thing, whatever It may be, is insofar as it is known emd loved by
e

the absolute Knowledge and Love. As already said, things are nothing if not crys--^

tallizations of Divine Love. A thing is not only insofar as it is loved; it is

, , In itself it is nothing.' '

that very love itself. /] If a thing were not sheer nothingness it oould not bet
• pure (this J •

I he the/^'recipient* of that unique loving act of the Absolute I . Now because^
; including '

iivine act constitutes that very thing, the integral thing, i.e., the thing

with fag its origin, or-rathor umin frnm ti., is the whole I, the total and

indiviàible Love. Seen with respect to itself alone, i.e., as-the 'thing' in 'it-

self', it is ^imited image of a boundless love, just as the whole sun is re-

fleeted, although not completely, in each piece of a broken mirror.

Now if this were to be expressed in theistic terms, it would be meaningless to

say that God loves one thing more than another not only because the 'more* makes

no sense with reference to God, but also because it is equally senseless with re-

spect to the 'things' themselves. If God loved ^tfting a little more than He

actually does, that 'thing'—as the crystallization of divine love—would cease to

he what it is and instead be another 'thingV-ihe other thing with that plus. \

Let us now consider the concrete question of the place of common human iove

in the heart of an advaitin . First of all, whimsical affection die to psycholog-

ical or aesthetic causes must be eliminated; only that which has an ultimate onto-

logical justification is admissible. In other words, we must either link human

love with the very center of the Absolute or *b admit that bhakti is not on the

same footing as jTiana .

I love my mother, friend, wife or son with a love which is not inter-changeable.
I do not love my beloved just because she is 'mother' or 'friend', but because it

is h^. No other,mothèr would do, only the beloved can quench the thirst of
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the loverj there can be no substitute. Love does not admit indifference. Every-^

thing in the beloved is different and unique. Fuarther, I do not love my 'mother*

or 'friend' because it is my 'mother' or 'friend', but because of herself (in that .

she also is Brahman), The Upanisad is ri^tj it is for the sake of the atman ,

the Self, but this âtman is neither her soul nor mine, nor different from us

^th.

Now the difficulty lies here. In the love of a dvaitin the problem does not

even arise» he loves the other as other, the thou as that particular thou.^, ex-

perienced like an ultimate, with the consequent danger of idolatry. That is why

in a dualiáTtic context there is a certain antagonism between the love of God

and the love of a creature, aj^reÍigÍon stresses the necessity of lovin^he
creature for God's sake. Advaitic love is incompatible with this dichòtoray.

If I love my beloved I cannot love him or her because of himself or herself, nor

■because of God. I must love her with the identical love with which I love the

Ultimate J to be more precise, that same current oí Love which sweeps me into the

love of the Absolute makes me lave my "beloved as that spark of the Absolute which

she truly is. Even more» putting it in theistic terms, the love of the advaitin

for his beloved is indeed the Love of God for both the "beloved and the lover.

Pwrson in the context of advaita is nothing but the concrete decent—or
revelation—of (divine) love. The uniqueness of every person is based in this

evert-different, and so unique, love-relation. Advaitic-love does not love the

individual, but the personal, not the (property' of the beloved, but the divine

gift "bestowed upon her» that which the "beloved does not possess, but is.

Advaitic Love

Let me try to describe this love. I love you, my beloved, without any

*hy' beyond or any 'because' "behind my love; I love you, simply, for in you I

discover the Absolùte—though not as an object, of course, but as the very subject



loving in me# I love you with em inclusive and unique love, which is the current

of universal love that passes throu^ you, as it were, for in my love of you

universal love is kindled and finds i^sxpression. I love you as you a^—i.e.,

Insóífar as you really are—the Absolute. I do not love you because of myself.

This is important» any egoistic love is incompatible with advaita i any kind of

the like, is excluded. To love you for my own sake wàuld amount to the worst

kind of idolatry» egolatry. Any love that aims at enriching me, at complementing
V

ne, which, in a word, aims ab me, may perhaps be|huraan and even a good love but

it is in no sense advaitic love. The latter is neither for God's sake, as a for-

elgn motivation for my love nor—much less—for the ego 's sake.

expression all in one» 'my* love for Him and 'His' love in me—passing through

the creature I love. It is a passionate and true love which is sensitive to the

finest, smallest details of true human love, yet it is passive because it is not

ego-centered. From the outside it may even appear almost fatalistic* Every
'

lover is taken up, wrapped in his love, overpowered by love. There is love in

I i ■

me and it happens to be directed to this particular person. It is a love which does not

Hc>c* n 1 ! if t
'

c f hn f 1 r\i) o i f q o 7 "P
kindle# in me my love for the Absolute,which is not different from the Abso-

lute It is a personal and direct love »diich passes through me to the

teloved, in a way, making the beloved to It is a creative love, because—in

theistic terms—it is the verv love of God towards a person which makes that i>er-

concupiscence, be it desire of pleasure, -fulfillment, self-assurance, comfdrt or

The only love consistent with advaita is God's love—in both

An advaitin can love only if the Absolute loves} his love cannot be different.

This description may become e^ittle more complete if we express this love in

ontological terms. I love my beioved because my person is installed in the only
Ti and this I is Love and loves my beloved. In this sense, I 'share' in the love

person. God loves tha nally, i.e., as she is, and so do I.

he finds in my love the love of God, she 'feels' somehow that through this love

ne she is loved. And now we can perhaps solve the difficulty we mentioned



at the beginningi if this is so, aind God loves fevery being, that personal touch

Inherent in every human love is fully preserved, because though the lover is

an 'associate' in God's universal love, he 'shares' the constitutive relation of

God's love to his belovedj or, in other words, there is an ontological neighbor-

bood between the lover and the beloved» They are like two moments, or two poles

In the infice love of God. Buy ehgietiaiii tewwai n pannHag gi-

laUitni^'ji In lilii hj iMiii"iili BbiIj hT IiIiii Tii'iiiI I love my beloved because I am that

love of God which makes my beloved to be. There cannot be a more personal love.

No doubt I have been employing terms that can easily be construed as dualisr

tic, I have spoken of the lover and the beloved as two people here on earth and

I have taken as example the love . , between a man and a woman. Yet I have also

emphasized that these two subjects cannot be considered as if they were ultir

mate realities, two poles facing one another. The problem, then, is thisi Can I

as I an, a humein person, love you as you are, another person, or shall I have to

give up this notion of personal relationship and simply try to develop a universal

and indiscriminate love because ajiy kind of self-assertiveness is incompatible
with advaita? Precisely here the purifying character of this highest type of

love appears more clearly.
i

Advaitic love must be divine and cosmic, full of 'personality' but devoid of

individuality, selfishness, caprice and concupiscence. It is the deepest and

strongest love and also the most human because it reaches the core of the human

^ing, its personality, its ontic relationship with God and with another being
like itself. It is not a love of an individual's qualities, but of the heart of
a person, love of the integral persont body, soul and spirit. It is loving you

really as you, a love which both discovers and effects the identity of lover and

Ijeloved, Real human love does not consist in gazing at one another but in looking
In the same direction, in worshipping together in a unitive adoration. It is not



authentic and ultimate unless it is a sacrament—sF=gigs> a real symbol of the di-

vine identity discovered in two pilgrim sparks fusing themselves in otder to

reach the single divine Fire.

At this point, we cannot proceed farther without solving one of àdvaita 's

main problemsi the status of the person. It may well be that the concept of

person needs revising and perhaps deepening, but we must resist attempting even

an outline of this here. I wish to mention only one point relevant ^ our topic,

viz., the implication of the Trinity. If God, the Father, is the ultimate I

■(aoonrüliig >» lihi n i «■ CaweeiB and lliui vuiuL-^^-tho laptigm nf Tewuw),

who calls—generates—the Son as His Thou, manifesting and reflecting Him,

then the Spirit is not only the personîified Love of the Father and the recipro-

cal self-gift of the Son, but the non-duality ( advaita ) of Father and Son. In

other words, advaita applied to the Trinity would mean that there are not three

distinct beings (as if this would ever be possible ultimately!) but that the only .

I loves himself and discovers his non-duality (which is the Spirit) in the (him)self

which is the Thou (the Son). The Trinity, on the other hand, applied to advaita ,

'

would show that non-dualism can have room for Love—understood precisely as the

inner movement of this 'One without a second' ( ekam eva advitiyam ).

The essence of the person is relationship; my person is nothing but a re-

lation with the I. Properly speaking^he place of my personality is within the

single Thou of the unique I. But my person is also related to others, it

touches, so to speak, the shores of the reality of , . other people. My person

is also related to my beloved whom I call thou, and this I-thou relationship

us emerge from nothingness by the power of the life-giving Spirit who is
H T.

^ve. Thus we enter more and more into the Thou of fleâ(^whôTs not different

from God Himself. This is the ultimate level of human love and likewise the very

condition o^ts possibility» when the Spirit responds through us to God. Here
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the personality reaches maturity, which is pure transparency.

Periiaps the last words of the hook of Revelation may help express the same

idea» "The Spirit and the Bride say, Come!'^^^ the Bride assuming and sym-

holizing the Universal transformed into and ^transparent to Love, which is pre-r

cisely the Spirit. 'Come' is the call to the Ultimate through Love, to advalta

j through hhakti .
tvam asi (13)> A Thou you are, SvetaketuI (14) We are

in as far as we are the Thou , the tuam of the One,

if II n

WW
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Notes

1, Advaita Vedânta, "based mainly on èaiikaracârya's interpretation of the Upanisads
!. i

and the Brahma Sutras, is one of the hindu philosophical schools which pre-

dominates in many spiritual circles today. It understands itself as the

culmination of all religions and philosophies insofar as it leads to and

interprets the "ultimate experience* of non-duality, i.e., the essential

oneness of the Self ( âtman ) and'God* (brahman ). Among the three classical

"ways' of salvation in hinduism, karma (works), bhakti (adoration and surrender)

and .jnlna (meditative knowledge), this school represents the last. In fact,

•realization" or 'liberation' is said to ba reached only by an intuitive con-

sciousness, Advait^as differentiated from Advaita Vedânta) would be the

fundamental principle of non-dualism (a-dvaita > non-duality), devoid of its

connections with the rest of the Vedantic philosophical fearb.

iv -Z' .

'

3« Cf. R. Panikkar, The Trinity and the Religious Experience of Man (London;^

Barton, Longman & Todd and Maryknoll, New York, Orbis Books, 1973)•

Divine shepherd, is one of the main earthly manifestations^of God

A,, \ ,r , . ,
Vrindaban (Vrndavan)

\visnu;. He is especially worshipped in^'^^^ajaban^where is said to have per-
'

- M
formed his play of love with iien.

5. Jnanin is a follower of the path of knowledge (jnâna).
6, Hindu monk.

?• Nama-rupa stands for the limit<i-tion of the relative existence. For advaita ,

the Ultimate is beyond any name and form, but for bhakti , both are raanifes-i

"tétions of the Divine (^^ as the name of God and his image),
8- Cf. BU II, k, 5,

9« According to MandU (esp. 3-7), there are four states in the Absolute,

symbolized by the waking, dreaming and the deep sleep state (these three



I being conditioned), whereas the 'fourth' CturTva^ j

f 10. Cf. the paramar thi ha and the vyàhauârika a f i'L ..hZi conditioning.

I n. Cf. CU 6, 2, 1.
—

ne scnooL. ,

i 12. & Rev. 22»17.
I 13. CU 71,8.7 sq.

\h% /^Q /ÎIAAq /* . Th.Q VqCÍZO Ej ^CÏ^ P i onr^o f y» ir 7 rr

^Press)l977, pp. 7^7-7hf.
(Berkeley, University of California



L The Supreme Experience ;

Thft Ways of East and West

na saAsiirasva nlrvâinât klAeld

asti vlsesafiam
— B

There is no difference whatever between

temporality and eternity.

Nâgârjuna

Hâdhyamika-kirikâ XXV, 19 ('^)

SaAsara is nirvana and nirvana saiTisara because there can be no place for any
• •

differenj^ which would appertain to either the one or the other. Cf, the clula.-

meditation on Being and beings and on the famous relatio

yatlonis of the uedantic and christian scholastics.
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In order to expose with a certain order the core, and obviously only the core,

of the question, we shall consider first the meaning of experience , second what

suprene can possibly mean in this case and third, some of the differenjf ways

to express it. Were I to follow a more congenial way of putting the problem I

would simply says The Myth , the Logos and the Spirit .

iithemore, an experience cannot be\^
irienced again: it would be another^

The Problem of Experience

Prolegomena

The question about the nature and value of experience arises the very moment

we begin to think about our experience. But then we no longer experiences we

Or
think. more generally expressed, the awareness of an experience is not the

experience.jp Experiencing, unlike thinking, does not allow for self-reflexion.

This is both its strength and its weakness. By experience we understand any

inmediate contact with reality. The perfect experience would m.ean no difference,

no distinction whatsoever between the experiencing subject and the experienced object^

To situate the place of experience in human life, without claiming to state a ■

full-fledged anthropological theory, we may assume that Man has three organs or

groups of organs relating him with reality. Sensory consciousness relates us

by means of our sense organs to what we could call the material pairt of reality.

Intellectual consciousness opens us up to the intelligible world, to that web of

relations which gives consistency to the material world and which we cannot equate

I *lth mere matter. Mystical consciousness identifies us in a special way with the

Ij*''" it involves the total subject,
I reality it opens up to usj^j Whatever name we may use to describe them, and no

;
latter what interpretation we may give to the 'reality* opened up in each case, there

I
*

\ little doubt about the existence of these three levels of consciousness.



Further, there would not seem to be much disagreement in saying that these:, three

orders of consciousness are ultimatelj|iot independent windows but three dimensions

different forms—the sensory, intellectual and mystical—of one and the same

primordial consciousness.

The senses are not onlj\knowing* instruments, they are also acting tools,

part of the very reality they disclose. Neither is the intellect only a knowing

mind} it is also aJi acting will. The intellectual web of reality is not just an

individual's private proj^jew, bât a commonality in which i^ien participate. Mys-,

tical consciousness is not mainly a source of knowledge but an aspect of reality
hits, as it loere,

itself, which discloses itself when it a particular subject.

There is no need to interpret what has been said so feir in an episteraic

realistic sense. It also has meaning and validity within other epistemologies
one

and within more than^metaphysical system. We do not affirm here irhat reality is

or whether these human experiences are ^objectively' true or not. We only offer

a general pattern which can be interpreted in many different ways. What has been

stressed however is the unitary character of this trinity, i.e., the fact that

any conscious human act has to a greater or lesser degree these three dimensions.

When we call a human act a sensory activity or an intellectual action or a mys-r

tical awareness we are actually reducing, i.e., considering only one aspect of a

more complex and unitary fact, which includes the sensual, intellectual and

mystical all in one. Abstraction is needed, but we should not forget that we

have been abstracting.
We could thus call consciousness that bridge, following the upanisadic meta-

phor (or that light, following the biblical one), which connects the two shores of

reality or the two poles of the real» the subject and the object, the inside and

the outside. The link established by the bridge (or made possible by the light),

namely consciousness^is of three kindsi the sensory, the intellectual and the

njrstical—or as I'call them elsewhere the cosmic, the human and the divine. In
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point of fact these three dimensions of consciousness are also the three diraen-

sions of reality: the first dimension is the condition for acting, the second

allows understanding and the third being. 5c. consciousness.

Now the concept of consciousness may be used to stress the overall

character of this process and its supraindividual aspect, the concept of exper-

ience stands for the distinctive feature of the individual having or sharing in

that consciousness. If consciousness is something in which we share, experience is

something peculiar to each of us. We may al^most say that by definition exper-r

ience is the particular way one shares in a given state of consciousness. With

these clarifications we may proceed to describe what can be understood by supreme

experience.

The Empirical, the Experiment and the Experience

The entire history of human civilization couj-d be envisioned as the

(musica I) f
aatioa of a single^theme in three variations (.the empirical, the experiment

and the experience). The theme is personal realization, or playing on the common

etymology of the variations themselves, the 'attempt* to integrate ourselves into

reality by taking the 'risk' of ^ 'trial' of 'passing through'3 V
whatever process is required. ( I ) It is obvious that this expertise which is

(only gained -v--- -the 'crossing^^he 'ferry^^óf temporal reality, cannot be

\ \y oL^e/
measured irjchronoj-ogical periods, e.Lther individuaVor society^ We

call them kairological moments.

There is a first period in the history of mankind (one is tempted to say there

is equally a first period in the development of human consciousness) in which [given^
data are uncritically assumed and taken as bare facts. What is given, especially

what is fiven to our senses, is taken as real. The empirical here does not only

"lean sense-knowledge. The philosophically uncritical mind also takes for granted

what appears to it as given. And the spiritual vision is equally unreflective.



This is the ecstatic vision, the overwhelming presence of the object in which the

subject is utterly forgotten. It is the awareness of presence without the sli^test

cloud of self-awareness. In religion, jiiilosophy and art we could substantiate
I Q

this period by recalling the beginnings of almost any culture. S-'--

The second moment is represented by the predominance of the experiment. A

M
certain doubt about the value of objectivity has crept in; «an has become more

self-consciousi.af himself and realizes that he cannot leave the acting subject

untouched and unreflected upon. The doubt has to be checked by abandoning the

passive attitude of the contemplator and taking a more active and a^essive approach:

the experiment, the trial, the test, intervention in the object itself. This is

the period of critical awareness, and it reverberates on all three levels of con-r

sciousness. The experimental sciences maJce their appearance. In order to know .

what a thing is, mere observation is not considered enough. The experiment is

not limited to the object alone; it is also performed on the subject itself: Man

begins to analyze the human mind and the whole spiritual organism. To the physical

experiments in the natural sciences correspond the internal experiments ofcrity

ical philosophy and the psychological introspection of the mystics. The European

Renaissance offers a typical example: a flourishing of experimentation on all

levels of consciousness. Not only are human and celestial bodies examined, but

the human mind and spirit are also submitted to the scrutiny of experimentation.

One and the same wind blows through Leonardo da Vinci, Luther, Servet, St. Teresa,

Galileo and Descartes, to mention only a few names from ¿ery different fields.

The third moment is the result of this continuing process. Han has lost con-r

fidence in empirical data; he asks|for the criteria of truth and verification and

is ready to accept only what he sees for himself. But the experiment is still

too impersonal, too objective, it relies too much on the methods of the exper-

iinentor, it still requires a certain confidence in the skill, awareness and judg-
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\

>iThis primacy of tóe data is still visible in the last of human
I

/ activities to handle the real. The natural sciences, in fact.
are still almost in ecstasies under the spell of the data

\ CAlled
■' '

\ here scientific facts. >7^
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ment of otherst But by now Kan is not satisfied with anything unless he experiences
it himselft Only lBâUw44<*el experience cannot err, only if he has the experience
himself will he be convinced it is the case. The empirical is pure objectivity, -

the experiment blends the object with subjectivity, and the experience abol^hes
any kind of objectivity not assumed and integrated into subjectivity. Anyone
today who seeks an experience of whatever kind—biological, psychological,
scientific or religious—is saying he simply does not care for objectivity or for

how others see, judge or sense things. He has to be Indiividually involved,
i.e., experienced. And one cannot experience by proxy.

cjKg' The H.yth

Experience implies as a consequence not only an intransférable and individual
contact with the experienced object, but it also excludes any intermediary, any
third party which would render the experience im'^possible by turning it into an

i
.experiment throu^ its instrumency. This implies, further, that any authentic

experience excludes any consciousness of distance between the object and the subr-
ject, so that the object is no longer seen as such, but is totally united with

.

or plunged into the subject.
The difference between knowing about pain or God or love and experiencing

pain, Qod or love is obvious. My ideas about any object can be corrected, checked,
changed and eventually abandoned as inaccurate or wrong. There is a distance
tetween the subject ànd the object which permits modifying the object without

endangering the subject. Not so with experience, as long as it is my experience.
I experience pain there is no possible doubt that I am in pain, even if I am

convinced that there is no orgamic or external or intellectual reason for it. I
can doubt whether to make this or that choice as long as I am guided by aching
short of experience. I may have to ponder and decide according to common sense,
istinct, reason or. the like as long as I do not have an experience which renders
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any further douht or hesitation impossible. When experience dawns, it is in-

controvertible.

What we must underscore here is not the analysis of the experience but its

mythical character, which amounts to recognizing its primordial irreducibility.
functions as

Any experience—sensory, intellectuàl or spiritual—±s: in facty^a myth. To begin

with, it performs the same role and presents the same structure. Myth, like ex-

perience, enables us to stop som.ewhere, to rest in our quest for the foundations

of everything. Otherwise there would be a regressus in infinitum . You cannot go

heyond a myth, just as you cannot go beyond experience. If you could, you would

lose both the myth and the experience. Neither allows for further explanation.

The moment you explain a myth it ceases to be myth; just as explaining an exper-

ience is no longer the experience. Neither allows for 'be-causes' and 'there-

fores'. They are ultimate. Any demythologicatlon destroys the myth as any ex-

planation destroys the experience. Both myth and experience are taken for granted

when they are actually taken as myth and experience. They go without saying. If

you feel the need for some justification they have ceased to be what they were.

Neither mythical consciousnes^or experiential consciousness allows room for

critical self-awareness. It is their opposite pole. If metaphysics implies

self-awareness and if philosophy is critical knowledge, then myth and experience

are neither metaphysics nor philosophy. But perhaps the latter rely and are based

on the former.

Both m.yth and experience present the same structure. In myth as in experience

there is no distance between the subject and the object. You are in the myth as

you are in the experience, you live in them, or rather you live then. You believe

tfi the m.yth as you believe in the experience, without being aware that you do.

Similarly, both present a kind of rededing structure, i.e., they do not disappear

altogether when challenged or endangered. When visited by the logos probing their

Validity or justification, they simply retrocede, they recede to a deeper level, to
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another region still untouched by the invading li^t of critical reason or the

rational mind. The relations between science and religion offer constant exam-

pies of such strategic retreats.

Our main concern, however, is not to sketch their resemblances, but to point

out that
i-5 O. CU_2^'PoA-v^

^ experienci^^s one—g>f==%he moot: imporiiuit uaud-

No myth can be explained without bë^g explained awayi_Jiytholbgy7~un^

stood as the ahalyL.c.'tical approach of the" ijoges^to the mythr-'-d'S^ contradiction

in terms, because it destro;¡

the myth is an;

Here^

¥hat we would like to do now
is to tell the myth of the exper?

/'

ience, i.e., the story of the human being believing that he has direct contact

with reality, that he can participate not only in the ontic celebration of beings,

but also in the ultimate worship of Being, that he has an immediacy which vouches

for a direct contact with the real, so that once he has reached the experiential

level he can stop and rest. The myth of the experience is another more subtle
sublimated

form of the myth of heaven and the celestial paradise. It is a ^^;4d^j-H4r4-e;^4^^44 fo^m
of the myth of the ultimate.

It should be stressed here that myths do not need to be overcome. When we

overcome one myth, another creeps into its place, though perhaps on a deeper level.

The process of demythologieation so popular nowadays is really the dynamic of

iîHlsnjthicization, a kind of mythical metaimorphosis where obsolète and anachron- .

istic n^hs yield to more modem and up-to-date myths. (.2-) Obviously, these new

"lyths, like the old myths for those who believed in them, are not seen as myths

hy the new believers.

We may summarize this first section by saying that any experience is to be
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considered ultimate liecause expérience means immediate contact with the real

destroying^
and hence, that there is no possibility of going beyond it without(bhe experience.

The Quest for the Supreme Experience

Human history, both collective and personal, proves that what was once con-

•sidered to be ultimate or imnediatej is later discovered to be mediated and

thus neither final nor ultimate. Innocence is lost the moment one is deceived.

What then is the value of experience when you can no longer believe that the exr

perience is going to be the last one, final and definitivTe? In other words,

what happens to experience once it is denythologized? The process is worth ana-

lyzing. No genuine experience can have extrinsic criterion of its validity or

authenticity. An.; experience is self-validating . lor it is no experience at all.

How then can an experience be the foundation of anything? What happens if

■ I do not share your experience? Or again, what is the Value of the experiences

mankind has had which, so history shows, have triggered movements of all sorts,

religious, philosophical, social, political...? What about the experiences of

the Buddha, Jesus, Muhammad? What is the value of our personal experiences

when they are gone or have changed? How can we rely on experiences?

We cannot [heref^swer all these interrogation^ but keeping them in mind, we will

concentrate on our concrete issue: the value of the ultimate experience.

Now we have two logical possibilities. Either we say that the experience

remains the same, even when we see it changing, or appeal to the historical di-

tension of fiaui. In the first hypothesis the change is said to have taken place

in the interpretation of the experience, not in the experience itself. In the
In other words,i

second hypothesis we must renounce any possible objective criterion, j fither we

ns·y that the experience is atemporal (and thus everlasting), though our interprer

iation depends on the cultural level, the historical'moment, etc., or we affirm

rue-
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that the experience is intrinsically temporal, which amounts to saying that

Man\^nd eventually reality itself, is essentially temporal.

The first hypothesis, affirming that the experience remains the same, has

the otvious difficulty of stating a fact for whict]|^here is no direct evidence

whatsoever; it is an a priori derived from a certain world7view. The second

hyix5thesis, stating that all is inserted in a temporal flux, has the inconvenience
Í

of seeming to fall into total anarchy, for there seems to be no guftrantee that

human experience will offer any coherence and continuity along the temporal line.

There is no reason why what is experiencedjtoday as positive, valuable and Immediat

evident will not appear tomorrow as utterly untenable.

Is there any way out of the dilemma? f^ust we choose either the timeless

rigidity of everylasting values or the chaotic revolution of sheer relativism?

The quest for the supreme experience seems to be relevant here; it could serve as

an example of how the apparently most abstract and theoretical speculation can

have practical and concrete relevance. Among other questions, are we not asking
whether there is a midd^ way between the maoist constant revolution and the lib-^

eral or capitalistic solution of unchanging abstract principles which take care

of themselves if only allowed to develop unhindered? Are we not asking if this
(of one of them) (between the two) jmiddle way exists withòut being either a betrayal^'or a compromise^? But before

tackling problems of such moment, we should go back to our phil^phical analysis
of human experience.

Bxrerience. its Expression and Interoretation

We should not too hastily assume that an,' experience is totally independent of

its expression, or that its interpretation is irrelevant to the experience itself,

if this were the case, it is not an evident case.

of the most common affirmations regarding this sort of problem is to re-

time and again that the authentic experience is ineffable, that^those who
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know do not speak and those who speak do not know. It may be that no words can

communicate what it is, but not all communication needs be verbal. To affirm
ihiplicitly AT"''

that some reality is unthinkable amounts tOy|recognizing that thinking does not

exhaust the realm of being. To assert that the ultimate experience

rron-belrtg booauae a leaves all be^gs behind amounts to confessing that beings

are a relative reality, and that the spatial metaphor of the 'beyond' points toward

nthing A real nnn-bning,, if the word real cai^till be used in this context.

Secondly, we' have to become aware of the implications of the dichotomy be-

tween the experience and its expression. We understand by expression the manifes-

j tation of the experience, its first emanation ad extra , its first result as it

were, so that the act of the experience cannot be said to be a solipsistic act

with no repercussion or irradiation outside itself. Finally we must also disí

tinguish the expression from its interpret^on, this latter being the intellectual

explanation of the experience as it is understood by our intellect.

'
If we accept the. . three levels of consciousness mentioned earlier, we can

see an interesting coirelation with these three facets of experience. On the

one side there is a correlation between the interpretation and intellectual con-

j sciousness. The expression or manifestation of the experience would correspond

to sensory consciousness. By this latter, we may understand not only the conven-

tional sense orgauií^ but our whole body complex, so that the manifestation of the

experience does not need to be a or even a sound but may be its more primordial

expression in our whole body, in our terrestrial and temporal life. The experience

itself would correspond to what we called mystical consciousness. If this is

the case, then we have alsojmet the difficul-f^^Df the so-called ineffability of the

real experience. The experience would be inexpressible in terms of our sensory

and intellectual consciousness, but would correspond to pure consciousness, which

evidently does not translate itself into another form or take any other name, being
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itself the act which gives name amd form to everything,
only as not to

Be this as it may, we ought to distinguish^so much wu break or dis-

/i
rtpt the ultimate unity of reality. We should not lose sight of the underlying

unity of the three stages of consciousness and the three modes of realizationi
that if

the experience, its manifestation and its interpretation. It is here^wb should

introduce what alone seems adequate to carry the full t^den of the three worlc^
the symbol.

By way of summary, we may state that the symbol stands for the whole of reality

as it appears and manifests itself through its own manifold structure, A symbol

is precisely the thing; not the 'thing in itself, which is a mental abstraction,

but the thing as it appears, as it Expresses and manifests itself. The symbol

of a thing is neither another thing nor the thing in itself but the very thing as

it manifests itself, as it is in the world of beings, in the epiphany of the 'is*,
"

Contemporary philosophy speaks of the ontologie or transcendental difference (that
m theological or transcendent difference (that of Cxod and beings), ,, , , , ^

I- between b)eings and their entity) .^.including even the widely so-balled ontological

or 'transcendentable* difference (that between beings along with their entity and

Being), We could, analogously, introduce here the symbolic difference as the

sui generis difference between the symbol and its reality. The symbol is not

another reality, it is not another thing, hor the thing as we may imagine it in

some non-existent ideal realm. It is the thing as it really appears, as it really

•is', in the realm of beings. The symbol is nothing but the symbol of the thing,

that is (subjectivé genitive), the peculiar mode of being of that very thing

which outside its symbolic form ^ not and cannot because ultimately being is

nothing but symibol. To be able to discover the symbolic difference, i.e., to

discover me as symbol of myself or, in other words, to realize that my own being

is one of the real symbols of the I (certainly not of my little ego), could per-,

haps be called onè of the ways to reach the supreme experience,
I '

The symbolic difference, which overcomes the epistemic dichotomy between s^b-

ject and object,'and the metaphysical one between thing and appearance, :



leads us to consider the relationship between the three levels of consciousnessi

the experience, its expression and its interpretation. The mystic runs the danger

the man of action risks the pitfall of mistaiking the expression or manifestation

for the whole of reality. Only a balanced and harmonic interplay of the three

levels can help us to gain an integral awareness of the real. The symbolic dif-_

ference stands for this attitude which does not reduce reality to only one of

its many dides. It chooses neither the subject nor the object, but mediates via

the symbol. But we must not now pursue this tangent farther, important as it is;

we take up again the main thread of our story.

Let me ask a simple question: when do I begin to doubt the validity of my

experience? If our description of experience is correct, there can only be one

answer: I doubt the validity of my experience only when I cease to have that, exper?

ience. As long as I have an experience I cannot doubt it. I begin to doubt when'

I begin to wonder whether what I am having is an experience or not. This occurs

in the first place when I realize the experience as experience: when experience ber,

comes aware of itself as experience, it ceases to be pure experience and becomes

the reflexive consciousness of that experience. The experience of prayer, like

the experience of pain, like the experience of love, is incompatible with the

awareness that I am having that experience. In other words, when the logos en-

ters into the experience, empowering that sort of self-awareness peculiar to the

intellect, then the experience is no longer pure experience. Pure light dazzles,

pure pain is numbing, pure prayer is mute, pure attention is unguarded, pure ec-

stasis is uncono«»scious»

Let us imagine we are having an aesthetic experience contemplating the beauty



of a landscape. The moment I become aware that I an having such an experience

or that it is throu^ the eye that I am seeing and having the experience, the
I

real experience is lost,to me. I have become aware of an intermediary which I

did not consider before. Or rather, there was no intermediary until I became

conscious of one. The intermediary peephole through which I see , at the same

time separates what it unites. In a word, no critical awareness is capable of

being an experience because it belongs to criticism to be conscious of itself.

We could prolong and deepen this analysis, but our thrust is already clear.

The main question now is familiar to most cultures and religions: Is there any

possible experience which excludes this destructive self-awareness? Might there

be an experience in which the self that experiences is the same as the experience

itself? We have already seen that in any real experience the object is lost.

The ultimate experience would then be that experience in which the subject is

equally lost. We should not, at this Stage, commit the methodological mistake

of trying to describe such an experience by relying on a particular interpreta-.,

tion of its contents, say in a theistic world-view. We have to remain on purely

formalistic grcunds. Nevertheless we mi^t describe it by leaning on a particular

tradition for our terminology but without implying any allegiance to that

particular way.

If I see the landscape or smell the flower or think the thought or will the

action or understand the situation, I may have an experience of these objects

when they merge into me so that there is no longer any distinction. Buijthere is

always the possibility of^'coming back*, as a certain mysticism would say. This is

so because althou^ in the experience the object is lost in the subject, this

latter is not lost, nor is the identification total in either direction (the

object is not totally subsumed in the subject and vice-versa). How can I see

(understand, discover) that by seeing (understanding:, discovering), which all the
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rest becomes seen (understood, discovered)?

By what would one know the knower? The difficulty is cleart you cannot see

the seer of seeing, you cannot think the thinker of thinking. How could you know

the knower? The knower you mi^t eventually know would by this very fact no

longer be the knower but what is 'known' by you. To be sure, there is one way

the question might be answered. Not by knowing the knower or understanding the

understander, but by being oneself the knower and understander. This is the only

way in which the experience does not cancel itselfi not merely by reaching identi-r

fication with the object experienced but by becoming the experience itself, the

knower, the understander.

In this sense, the supreme experience is neither supreme nor experience. It

is not supreme because it is not superior or the first ajnong many. It is not

aiy
experience either because there is no subject experiencing

'

^ object.
,

^

■

cl ■2^5^ The Sa·^reme Experience
/

If all that has been said so far-makes some sense, the supreme experience will

be sjTBonymous with pure consciousness, and pure consciousness will stand for the .

core of reality inasmuch as only consciousness makes room for plurality of the

sense-experience, and the multiplicity of the intellectual-experience, without

tainting the oneness of the mystical-experience. Consciousness and consciousness

alone allows the -jnany and the one to blend harmoniously: the many states of con-

sciousness and the fact of being conscious; ;of the multiplicity does not make conr?

sciousness miit^ple; on the contrary, it reinforces its primordial oneness.

I ^

'

The supreme experience then, would be that experience which is so identified

with reality itself that it is nothing but that reality. It is not the highest

among the exneriences; it does not experience anything. It recovers lost inno-

cence in a way which is not even comparable to the original. The original inno-r

cence had no knowledge of good and evil, nor any experience of the manifold in its



excruciating diversity, division and tension. It was a kind of blessed ignorance,

>rfiat we still today call innocence. The recovery of innocence is properly speak-j-,
J

ing not a recovery, but a creation, a re-creation, a new state which is not 'brand-

new' because it is not a substitute for a former decrepitude. It is really just

The supreme experience is not an experience either, not in the sense we may

use the word in any other case. Not only is the object lost, the subject is also

no longer there as substratum or basis for the experience. No one can have

pure consciousness. It would no longer be pure if it had a foundation in any

subject. Neither cam it be self-conscious, if we understand by this any type of

reflexive self«consciousness. We could rather call it un-self-consciousness

precisely because it is mere consciousness? an awareness that it is not aware

that it is aware, am infinite ignorance.

One way of describing the supreme experience with the minimum of philosophical

assumptions could perbaps take the following form.

Let us begin liith any experience, with perhaps the simplest of all? I am

touching an object. I have the branch of a tree in my hand, I am pressing and

caressing it, I may like to bite it and to smell and taste it eventually... My

thinking is absent for the moment and my spiritual awareness as well. I ajn lost

in contact with a bit of nature. This is a sensual experience, but it does not

last forever. Perhaps an impertinent fly disturfes my 'distraction', or a fleeting

thought crosses my mind or my body reminds me of the hour. I still want to remain

in communion with that branch, but I have discovered, first, that neither the ob^j^t
nor the subject wits, pure, complete or exhaustive. The branch is not the whole

tree and much less the whole of nature; my hands and all my senses are not the

whole of my being and much less the whole of all other possible subjects. I

would like to cling to my branch. I may begin to «editate on it, to concentrate



not only my senses but also my mind and even my will on the branch. If I succeed,

I may reach another type of experience in which the identification is at once

much deeper and much wider. For a moment I may be identified with the branch and-

if I am lost deeply enough in the branch, my identification might not stop at

the branch, but might go on to include the great part of nature, and eventually

the whole of vegetal life. Foija moment there may be identification between me

and. all nature. I do not touch a branch, I embrace the entire natural world.

But ray experience need not stop here. It may grow in both directions, losing

the object until it reaches the totality and losing the subject until it in its

turn reachs so to s5>eak the other pole of the totality. Perhaps with the branch

a^liiiie)
it may beCdifficul^r, but surely not impossible. I may leave the woods and throw

the branch away. But I may equally go back to the branch, although it is no

longer just a branch but the whole tree, the entire wood and the universe in

its totality, something I cannot touch with my hands nor feèl with my sentiments,

but a concrete mirror and reflection of the whole which I can somehow enter wiih

all my being. I may lose myself in such an experience and perhaps more thanjone
expert will tell me that I have had an experience of nature mysticism. But this

is not all. One might assume that I believe in a personal God. This would allow

for another type of experience, which some may call the vision of God. For a gen-

eral description, however, I need not assume that I am a theist or an atheist. I

am convinced that the experience may be the same even if the interpretations differ.

liow the contact with the branch may be so intense ànd profound that I am

in contact, not with a bundle of electrons configured as a branch, but with, that

tact with this primordial matter I am also in immediate contact with the very

ground of being which gives consistency and existence to that primal matter. Some

®ay call it God, some may not. In any case I am in direct contact with^he ul-
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tímate reality of that branch which hsis to do ultimately with the same ¡reality

underlying everything. We may differ in the use of the word reality, we may disr

agree inasmuch as I may think that the crucial reality is the distinctive and

\ t
'■

not the uniting factor. But there is an experience here which as such, i.e.,

without any claim to metaphysical interpreta^ons, reaches the very boundaries of

.reality.

This is not yet the supreme experience because it still has to grow into

the total universalitation of the subject having that experience. Until now

I have been carried away , as it were; I am lost in the object or the object is

lost for me. But I have not yet beenlcarried afeove me so that there is no longer'

^fo^
a 'me*. To concentrate on the brancrî^disregarding|nów other possible requirements

according to the different schools) and totally lose myself in the entire unÍ7

verse, I also need the action of the ultimate reality of th^^ranch upon me. I

.need the opposite thrust in order to totally lose myself, my ego, and realize

that the subject of the experience is no longer my senses or my mind or my Hys-

tical awareness, but something which overwhelms and overcomes me and about which

I can (speak later on. It is something which does not leave any room for saying

that the experience is in any way mine. In theistic terms I no longer 'see' the

tranch or the universe, but 'create' it, call it into existence, because it is

no ¡longer ray ego doing this but the divine I in which my person is merged and

with which my person is united, however we may prefer to express this process.

This would be the^eginning, the, threshold of the supreme experience. The explanad
tions, the interpretations, may come afteiníards. One thing might still be added:

the manifestation of this experience can be detected: it totally transforms my

life. The manifestation will not be my words or a recital of my experience; its

real expression will be incarnated in my life, it will crystallize in my existence

and be visible to any who may care to look.

We have called this the threshold of the supreme experience. In other words,
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it has "been the supreme expérience for the time being. Someone who has had such

an experience will 'come back* to what mortals call ordinary life. But once it

A/1 ^
has taken hold of a ;>an, the supreme experience transforms that jaan totally; he

person

cannot be the same as before. It is a death and a resurrection, That_^^aíjíill
perform the ordinary acts of human life like any other morbal; but he will not

feel distracted by his ordinary life because there is no incompatibility of do-

\

mains. The sufireme experience is not psychological. Nevertheless it is under-

standable that most onystical schools dealing with these ptoblems distinguish a

double level even at this point: the supreme experience compatible with mortal

life in the visible structures of space and time, and that other supreme experience

in which time and space have been complejfely integrated into the experience itx

self. We cannot say much more (we have perhaps already said too much) about the

supreme experience before proceeding to a certain typology of its manifestations^

3 'WO·Wiw The Ways of West and East

Eastern and Western Values
each/'

East and West have been separated for so long, misunderstanding other

and living worlds apart, that a certain inertia in our ways of looking at things ■

inay obscure the fact that East and West are no longer what were traditionally

described under these two almost magical names. To begin with. East and West cant,

not be considered purely or mainly geographical features. And this not only be-

cause we discovered long ago that the earth is round and that 'east* and 'west'

are relative to one'^ers|^9|ptive, but because today even these differences are

minimal and to be found in any fair-sized nation state. Nor can East and West be

historical concepts. The history of the peoples of the world is no longer

a patchwork of isolated fragments. The destiny of the West may well be settled by

^ttles takihg place in the East, while the future of the Bast may well depend
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If I were to describe the supreme experience in

my own personal, advaitic and trinitarian words, I would say

nothing. Yet, if press to translate, I would say something like

this I It is the experience of the thou , the realization of myr-se^'

as a thou: tat tvam asi .
,
or again i filius metis es tu . or ecce ego

quia vocasti me . or /Ato use the language of four traditions

and to which one could add the experience underlying the KxkKxkaqcit

nairâtmyavada ).

It means to realize (myself as) the entire realihy
but capzized as it were, upside down, like the cosmic tree of the

Upanisad, or the required metano!a (con-version, changing of noug

of mind) of the Wew Testament. That is, it means to discover me,

image of the entire reality, at the meeting place of the real, at

the cross-roads of Being, at the very center. But the center

would be unreal if there were not the sphere (or what not) for

which it is center. The image would be mere hallucination if the

original were not real. "IChe cross-roads is lihere beings cross.

And yet the one would not be without the other.

The supreme;^ experience is pure consciousness,

but this is not self-consciousness in the sense of experience of

the self. Pure consciousness, is thou consciousness and it is

in this thou-consciousness where we all meet, including the I

which can be only^ experienced; as in and through the thou. There i'

no I-consciousness. There is only consciousness, and this is

precisely the thoui the very consciousrfess of. the I. The X

has and is no conscioxisness, it is the source of it' —if we

won't stretch the metaphor too far.

vTo...' 488 9.



770426 (from 488,1)

"of the supreme experience (for lack oí a J 488,2
better word).

One could venture also a purely philosophical

formulation/and affirm that the true and complete princif'

pie of identity, the metaphysical one and not merely logical,
not

takes/the form of 'I am I'î kiKXxxKyK (which amounts to a

,\

bjBrren tautology imprisoning the I in an inecapable solipr:^

slsm), but the form of •! am thou', ''Wlio are you|S'^says an

extraordinary verse of tine Upanishad, speaking about ultiC
V -•

mate liberation, "I am you"^says the anseer and the text

contimies"^ "then he releases him'' (3),

;
' (backv tc^ 488)



on the policy of the West, Western and easterr|iistories are no longer closed

systems. For the first tine hunai\hlstory is also the history of mankind.

Cultural distinctions also fade away or merely express oversimplifications and

ignorances not yet totally overcome. Not only is the typically western spirit to

be found outside the West, but the traditional eastern way of looking at things

is also gaining ground in western latitudes. Indeed, there is hot a single cul-

tarai difference which could be called specifically eastern or western* Surely

neither logic nor mysticism, nor for that matter technology, science or metaphy-

sics. Even philosophical idiosyncracies cannot be divided into exclusively eastern

or western ways of thinking or philosophizing. Both the East and the West are

too vast and variegated to allow toverstating special features in their phlloso-

laical outlook on life, Tlie times when a certain feature could be called pecu-

liarly eastern or western are long gone.

Or again, religious divisions can no longer be credited to East and West, Jn .

spite of the continuing burden of the past, hardly any religion today fits into

an East-West dichotofiy. Most of the religions of the world were bom in one

PÎ.ace and flourished in another. To identify a religion with one particular con-

tinent seems almost fatuous today. It is hard to say whether Christianity is

more jewish than greek or roman, whether buddhism is more indian than Chinese,
■ judaisjax

whether
_

is more palestinien than babylonian, eastern european, spanish or

whatever,

then meaningless to speak of the ways of the East and those of the

West? I don't think so. They still retain a deep significance, perhaps the

deepest of all? only if East and West are understood as anthropological cate-

Sories will they find their place, justification and value in today's world.

In every human being there is an East and a West, just as any human being

is in a certain way androgynous, but normally one of the two aspects of the human
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predominates. With the world on the way to becoming geographically and culturally

one it would be monstrous if its people were still to remain isolated, unconcerned

and at a loss for that symbiosis, which is the only hope for more than one world

problem today. But this cross-fertilization is possible because the human being

already has within himself the seeds of both values. In each of us there is a

West and an East. Every humaJi person has an orient, a ;horizon which he never

reaches, always beyond and behind, where the sun rises, a dimension of hope, a

din sense of transcendence, a matutinal knowledge (cognitio matutina ). Every hu-

haj^
nan being (likewise a dimension of West, of maturity, where the sun sets, where

the values materialise and concreteness is valued, where faith is felt as a

necessity, where the shapes and forms become relevant and the evening knowledge

(cognitlo .vespertina ), which discovers the immanence in the things themselves, is

most prized.

We could go on indefinitely, but this may suffice for our problem. The bur-

den of our tale is this: any inter-religious and inter-human dialogue, any exchange

among cultures has to be preceded by an intra-religious and intra-human dialogue,

an internal conversion within the person. The gulf between so many abysses—be-

tween East and West in this case—can be bridged only if we realize the synthesis

and the harmony within the microcosm of ourselves. We are the chasm and we are

likewise the bridge.

^ Four Archetyoes of the Ultimate

We cannot go on forever avoiding the problem of content and overlooking the

different ways in which the supreme experience has been described by different

schools and traditions. But then we must be aware of the limitations of any par-,

ticular dBscri(^^on. Here a study from the perspective of the History of Religions

should prove fruitful and enlightening. Only very tentatively do I submit the fol-r^

lowing typology, based not so much on the textbook divisions between religions and
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cultures as along the lines of what has just been said of East and West as an-

thropological categories. If examples are drawn from the great religious tradi-

tions of mankind this should not contradict what we have been saying but simply

tear witness to the fact that certain emphases are easier to find among certain

peoples than others.

I repeat once and for all that I do not intend to describe any religious

spirituality in particular or to deny that within a given religion there are hot

other trends of thought or even to affirm that this typology is a typology of reli

gions. I speak of four archtypes of the human being, although they may be more

visible in one place or time than in another. Moreover, it is distinctly char-

acteristic of our times to begin to find all these four archetypes within the

fold of one and the same religion.

It seems that the human spirit in its effort to understand and express the

supreme experience has stressed either its transcendence or its immanence.'

Within the first group we find two dèfinite tendencies; the tendency to stress

transcendence and the tendency to stress immanenee. The former is typical of

the Semitic religions; Judaism, Christianity and islam. The latter could be said

to form the hindu type and is represented by the bundle of religious traditions

I ■

which circulate under the neune hinduism.

The group more inclined to emphasize immanence could equally be Subdivided;

one underscoring the transcendent character of the immanence, and we think here

of buddhism; the other accenting the immanent aspect of this immanence, and here

we would see the Chinese religious tradition and ciiriously enough the modem

secular spirit as well.
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The following scheme sums up what we would like to sketch very briefly»

rYahweh - Theos - Allah - Father

rtranscendent H

rtraJiscendenceH

Supreme Experience H

L-immanent

rtranscendent

•immanence

•-immanent

I-iasculine - Sanctity

^-Distinction

rbrahman - Mother

-jFeminine - Negation

l-Absorption

j-neuter - nirvana 9 sünyataI
•

Impersonàl

^Realization of the Universe

i-apersonal - secular - kami

Acceptance of human còndition

^Service to the world order

9
3s2il Transcendent Transcendence

Its attitude is markedly masculine. Force, Power, Glory are some of its
/

attributes. Be it Yahweh, the christian Theos or Allah, thi^od is eminently

Father and thus creator and evidently outside the world. He is transcendent

in such an absolute way that he mainly creates, looks after and judges the world.

Be does nôt mix with the world, as it were. The supreme experience is tb sée

this glaring li^t face to face. Of course there is the softening effect of the

christian incarnation, like the more mellow tones of the kabbala, of hasidic
''i ^

'

spirituality and of ^ufism^ (but we have already said that we are trying more to
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describe aJithropological '

p—-—^than to elaborate a typology of religions).
God is preeminently the saint' and holiness here means separateness, lofty segre^

gation. God is utterly transcendent' and it is this very transcendence which gives

bin the sovereign freedom to deal with men. The supreme experience here is ulti-

nately not possible for men. It is reserved for the transcendent God. We can

at most be united with him by love or by knowledge, according to the theological
trends of differentjschools. The supreme experience cannot in any way represent

an escape from the human condition. It has to be concrete, personal,Ynd must

preserve our peculiarities. At the same time it has to save us from our limitations.
It has to throw us into the arms of the Absolute, but the distinction between the

two is zealously guarded.

Immanent Transcendence

The attitude here is visibly feminine. Brahman is equally transcendent,
though not because it is distant, different and above, but precisely because it'

is below, common, the mere condition for being, the basis for any existence with-
U

but being itself any particular existence. Brahman is transcendent because of its

own and proper immanencej so immanent that it has so to speak no consistency of

its own. It does not even know it is brahman. This would jeopardize its immanent

transcendence, for it would then have the distance necessary for knowledge and
#

could not be so radically immanent to the world. It is the natriy , the yoni , more

like a mother nurturing from below than a command from above. It does not lead
but sustains. The supreme experience would accordingly consist in being immersed
in brahman, not perhaps to become brahman, which would posit a certain activity
alien to the utter passivity necessary for its immanent transcendence, but to

discover the brahman that is in me or thàt I am. The supreme experience is not so
liiu h ^to stay within one's own human condition, sticking to a name and form which

only passing afid provisional, but to experience the tbtality, to be the ity
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é

it denies all individuality and all differences. One of the criteria for the

authenticity of the genuine experience consists in checking whether the ûaindidate'

has lost the fear of disappearing, of losing himself, or if he still clings to his

little ego.

it -3X3*3^ Transcendent Immanence

Here the panorama changes radically. The attitude is no longer masculine or

feminine but rather neuter ( ne utrum ), neither male nor female and yet somehow

personal, although in a markedly non-anthropomorphic sense. Immanence here is

so radical that only by transcending everything built up on it can one reach the

ultimate. One has to reduce to ashes everything one can conceive of or think;

every idea or imagination of being has to disappear in order that pure nothing-
( sílni/atá)

ness Cr.ntiva^ may emerge, obviously not as some-thing and much less as something

else, but as the non-emergence of anything. Nirvana is the supreme experience,
«

the experience which is no experience at all, and which at once realizes that

saftsara is nirvana , i.e., that there is no transcendence other than immanence, and

thus that only by transcending the immanence itself can Man somehow fulfil his

life.

The supreme experience here is obviously not the experience of an Other and

not even an experience different from any other human experience. It underliás

all of them and can be reached only by quenching every desire to transcend the

human condition. Yet precisely because this human condition is a negative experí.

ience, its negation—without wanting to transcend it—is the only way to salvation,

to nirvana. The supreme experience is reached neither by seeing God in all

things (first way) nor by seeing all things in God (second way, though expressed

in terms rather foreign to this way), but by refusing to divinize anything within
t

the range of our experience. You are not having thé supreme experience if you
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4uch thing as supreme experience. Realizing this awakens us to real liberation.

Immanent Immanence

The attitude here is radically terrestrial. Immanence is not to be transcend-

ed. If • the other three attitudes still recognize, in a personal or impersonal

way, that the sphere of immanence has to be somehow corrected, transcended, this

fourth attitude does not recognize any escape from the factual human condition.

There is no way out. There is no other world than this, and there is no use sub-

limiting our longings and desires or projecting our dreams outside the realm of

sober verification. Kami in Japanese means God for the shinto, but also above,
/VI

up, or anything for that matter superior to <^an in any way, no matter how trivial.

Traditional Chinese religiousness will not allow introducing any other factor into

the human situation in order to handle it. Religion is ultimate unconcern. The

supreme experience is that of the sage who fully knows the trickeries and depths

of the human heart. The supreme experience is to renounce any extrapolation and

to plunge into the real world situation without •

: transcending it, not even

negatively. Modern secular spirituality, by pragmatically refusing to speculate

about any experience outside the range of the world, could also be adduced as an

example of this attitude. In the concrete it finds the universal and the immanent

in the given, all that is needed....

fhe Spirit

Is there any way to find a certain equivalence for such variegated views and

opinions? Are we to conclude that mankind has no unanimity whatsoever? Is the

unity of the human family only a biological trait or a Utopian dream? Am I so

^ight that the others must be wrong? Nations are at war one with another, reli-

gions consider themselves incompatible, philosophies contradict one another and

in human experience itself—in the very attempt to overcome all the pettiness
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of system and ideologies—divergencies appear cutting as deeply as into any other

human reality. Was the thrust toward experience not mainly to overcome the dis-i^·

crepancies of sentiment and the divergencies of opinion? lé there is no judge

ulterior to our personal experience, must we give up all'hope of peacefully un-

derstanding one another\^and so prepare the way for new forms of imperialism and

world domination (apr^ently the only other way to bring a certain coherence and

harmony to mankind)? After two world wars and with several minor, but no., less

horrible, wars still ravaging humankind today, we cannot put much trust in pure

reason and particular ideologies. Does human experience—supreme or not—offer

any better starting point?

All these questions are far from rhetorical. They constitute a real challenge

to any authentic theology and philosophy if these disciplines are to be more

than barren and devitalized brain-juice for the dumbfounding of anyone still

sensitive and sensible. We should not expect everything from philosophy or theology

and we must beware of false messianisms, but the one extreme does not justify

the other.

Is there any way of understanding and somehow accepting the manifold human

experience, of integrating the variety of expressions of the supreme experience?
If we can give a positive answer to this tantilizing query we shall not have solved

the problems of the world, but shall have contributed in a very positive and ef-

fioacious vray to their solution. At least we shall have removed one of the subtle

obstacles: lack of mutual confidence due to lack of understanding, Hisunder-

standing the other we think him wrong, even in bad faith; we cannot trust him.I,and
/

this is but one consequence. On the othet hand, it would be a hegative, even lethal

service to philosophy and a betrayal of mankind if led by a well-intentioned der.

sire for mutual understanding we were to blur the issues and preach harmony and

onvergence when there is none.
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considered to be

To put it quite bluntly» if there is a God and if this is^the only possible

hypothesis for a fully human and meaningful life, even if we respect the right

of others or acknowledge their good faith, we shall not be able to consider

full citizens of academia, culture, religion or mankind all those who 4eny such

we believe that ¡ 'Jj
a personal God. Or, the other way round: if^there is no God and if the idea

of God is still the 'hang up* of an obscurantist epoch totally incampatible with

an enlightened, non-seciarian and nonffanatical existence, all those who still

cling to such superstitions are, to say the least, patrasites on society and the

greatest obstacles to a better world. We should not minimize or banalize the

issue under the guise of academic etiquette. An investigation into ultimate exper-g,

ience cannot bypass this challenge.

Bri^l^ but pointedly I would like to elaborate the direction of my answer.

il ,

First of all, as the pœevious analyses hay have already suggested, the shift in

enphasis from objective values to the experiential truth can only be judged as a

positive step toward a more mature conception of the whole and complex human

situation. Orthodoxy cannot be the supreme value. Secondly, the distinction

between agnostic or skeptical relativism and a realistic relativity seems impor-

tant, The former is a dogmatic attitude emerging in reaction to another monolithic

dogmatism. The latter is the recognition that nothing is absolute in this relative

world of ours, that it all depends on the intrinsic and constitutive relationship .

of everything to everything else; isolation and solipsism are but the byproducts

of a particularly human hybris. The brotherhood ûi l·lan is not only an ethical

inperative. Thirdly, and this is what we should draw from the foregoing analyses,

bunan experience is not reducible to a single denominator. To be sure, the logos,

element in experience is important, it holc^the veto (nothing contradicting reason

Can be accepted), but it is not Man's only power nor his highest endowment. Not

onl
not J

yean everythiñg not be words or concepts, but even here on earth (everything
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Is logos.

The reel philosophical and theolci^cal task today Is to Integrate not only

the exigencies of the logos, but also the reàlities of the myth and, last

but not least, the freedom of the spirit.^ thrust of many of the

chapters of this book,

- y J T^ne



499.Notes

1, The greek peraô and pe Iran , both at the base of our three words, come from

the root £er (in sanskrit 2ár /pf, pi-parmi J7) meaning to conduct, to pass

through, to test, trial, attempt (thus risk, danger). Cf. the latin porta .

peritus , periculum , pirata , the german £ahren (whence erfahrem..); the english.
peril, fare, ferry; the french peri lieux , etc. The empirical is the proven

reality, because it has passed throu^ our senses; the experiment is the same

reality submitted to our testing (and trying) capacities; experience is the

same reality which has already passed through—as the vedic soma through thepressing stones.
2« Cf, R. PanilAar, 'La demitologizzazione nell'incontro tra cristianesimo e

Induismo', II problema delia Demitizzazione , edited by E. Gastelli (Padova^'·^
Cedam, I961).

3, KausU 1,2. •
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Mat.atheology as Fundamental Theology

00 (fláCTol,!

Sed verbuin Del non est alllgatum.

Theo-logy is not in bondageo

2 Tira. 2*9 (-t)

'^Qt the word of God is not shut up' (NEB) or «but the word of God is not
t

tound* and RV) and the like are the contextually obvious correct trans-

lations.
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1 A Paradle

A teacher who was a westerner or trained along western lines was almost in

despairi after a carefully built-up scientific explanation of malaria, its pro-

cesses, causes, etc., the boys in a Ugandan primary school did not seem to have

lA
understood anything. 'Why does a .«an catch malaia?' one boy asked timidly. 'Be-

cause a mosquito, the carrier of the parasite, bii|s him,' replied the teacher,

who went on to give the whole explanation again. At this the class, still uncon-r

vinced and solidly behind the daring boy shouted, 'But who sent the mosquitc|to
M

hite the jçan?

For those Ugandan boys, the schoolmaster had neither understood nor explained

anything. They were not concerned with facts, scientific 'hows' or efficient causes,

hut with the living world (and perhaps the final cause), with the existentially

relevant issue—for the real issue here (imagine you or one of your family having

malaria) is why that particular individual has been bitten by that particular mos-

quito, Fundamental theology is like that teacher, and two-thirds or perhaps even

three-fourths of our present generation resemble the schoolboys. Theoretical ex-

planations about malaria or religion are all very well, but unless I can explain

*hy the mosquito has bitten me,.,.

2 The Two Meanings of Fundamental Theology

As commonly understood, fundamental theology is a prertheological or philosophy
,

lbs. o-re

cal reflection on the foundations of theology, Ifebs- reflections^ directed

cither to justify the assertions of christian dodtrine—a discipline traditionally

celled apologetics—or to find out the sources and foundations of theology. The

iohner purports to be a tational or at least reasonable justification of the ele-
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ments elaborated by theology; the latter claims to disclose the very basis of

theological self-understanding. I shall discuss only the second meaning,

3 Assumptions and Presuppositions

Two distinct groups, assumptions and presuppositions , underlie thtu iiewUin

have
fundamental theology. Among the assumptions , we irtiLl eeuatieu first

the notion that theology needs a foundation which is in some way outside it, and

second, that this basis can be known,
fundamental

Both of these assumptions are to be found at the very start of^theology ¿ they

were present even before the discipline received it current name,

W
HWiBttiii ye could discuss what this foundation is and

to what extent we can know it, "as ^soon as the discipline

acquired consistency, that is, as soon as christian theologians felt the need for
for theology

a foundation^ outside theology, they by and large assumed that this was the ri^t

way to proceed. One of the most striking examples of this kind of thinking is

the First Vatican Council, so many of whose pronouncements tend in the direction

of just such a fundamental theology,
1 J 1^ ^. properA dualisitic conception of reality is «••mmpí to this type of thinking» God

and the world, uncreated and created. Being and the beings, the ground and the

structure built upon it. In this two-stoyy construction of nature and super-

nature, grace is built on nature, faith on reason, theology on philosophy and

80 on. Their relation of dependence is neither an exigency from below nor a

lack of freedom from above. Rather, the second level presupposes the first and

the first is not de facto complete without the second. To be sure, the lower

l®vels aie called preambula not fundamenta , so as to maintain the freedom and

gratuity of the upper story. But it amounts to the same thing. If, for in-

ance, you do not admit there is a God and a soul, how can christian teaching
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niake sense to you?
\

Among the presuppositions , one is that these foundations which sustain theolo-

gy are universally valid. Since they allegedly serve all human beings without

distinction, if somebody cannot grasp them this supposedly means that he has not

yet reachAhe level of mental development which would enable him to understand

these basic 'truths'. Consequently, a certain degree of 'civilization' was be-

lieved necessary before one could understand and then adhere to the message of

the Churchj methods like the so-calledjpre-catechetical instruction or evaingeli -

sation de base—a certain philosophical indoctrination on the concepts of'person',
'nature', 'substance', 'individual', 'private property'; the preaching of monog-

amy, or the effort to convince people to prefer other manners of eating and

dress, etc,—were all considered tools of the christian kerygma , necessary pre-conj
ditions for problaiming the Gospel,

^ The Crisis of the Presuppositions

The distinction between presuppositions andjcvs5«nptions seems to me of capital
importance. An assumption is something I may assume for many possible reasonsi

traditional, heuristic, axiomatic, pragmatic, hypothetical and so on. It is a

principle which I set at the base of my thinking process in a more or less explicit
^ presu-poosition , on the other hand, is something I uncritically and un-

reflectively take for granted. It belongs to the myth in which I live and out of
"hich I draw raw material to feed my thinking. The moment a presupposition is
I^nown as the basis of thought or the starting-point of an intellectual process,
i ceases to be a pre -supposition. Now only another person—or myself in a second
cflexive moment—can make me aware of my presuppositions; when that happens I can-,

just hold them as I had earlier. I either reject them or Keep them as 'sup-
^lons , assumptions. This is also why the moment theology becomes aware of
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specti*e from within—theologians begin to question the hitherto unquestioned

tasis of their science. The crisis thus produced is the sort -that any living

consciousness must pass throu^ in order to grow.

Now both theology and fundamental theology were at home in one particular

culture and vorlclrviewj they took for granted the presuppositions of the west-

em world. The two sciences were grounded in the same myth and shared many

presuppositions, some of which have recently been laid bare and now provoke

theological confusion in an era of glojJ)al encounter among religions.

Indeed, these uncovered presuppositions have even been questioned as assump-

tions. The current generation finds the traditional scheme insufficient. In fact,
the ground on which theology rests has become more

content itself.

problematic than the christian

5 The Challenge of Universality

The real challenge of christian faith today comes from within, i.e., from

an Innèr dynamic toward universality, from its own claim to 'catholicity*. And
now that the horizon of universality has outgrown the boundeiries of western, civi-

lization and its colonies, what was once considered 'catholic' bebomes 'provincial'.
Today any message directed to the whole of mankind which takes a part for the whole

wignores the variety of peoples, cultures and religions is bound to be suspicious
from the outset. Christian faith has either to accept this challenge or declare
its allegiance to a single culture and thereby renounce its claim to possess a

universally acceptable message.

s problem facing fundamental theology cannot be solved by merely extrapo-
lati '

¡y justifying, a set of propositions which may b^meaningf/"iless ^eliqzous or cultural context, but irrelevant, meaning- ^
even unacceptable outside it. If fundamental theology is to have any rele-..
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fonnuls-^i^ê propositiions

vanee in our time of worldwide communication, it has to to people
outside westerripulture (just as íém—ÉMih«iiai<BaiinAio< also for those in the West

who no longer think, imagine or act according to the paradigms which still guideÍioíicií .

"-fundamental theology;. A simple glance at history will convince us that the dif-

ferences between cultures are not minor, A principle we consider incontrovertible

may be dubious in another culture. For the most part, people today are no longert)
prone to mit^enly imaigine that everybody thinks and feèls alike simply because

they outwardly behave similarly. The encounter of peoples, cultures and religions
is a major problem for /fundamental theology, ^hallenge to its very anthropològical
and philosophical foundations. In this connection I would like to offer some gen-

eral considerations,

6 Foundations, A Priori and A Posteriori

The basic need for more universal foundations for christian theology cannot
be ignored or explained away by assuming that the 'other' will sooner or later

Theunderstand or be converted to 'our* point of view. Those days are gone,
problem is to seek foundations for christian theology which at least maJce sense
to peoples outside the fundamental theology's tra-
dibional milieu,

^

The only possible method for finding the foundations of theology must be a pos-

^S£torl, That is, fundamental theology is not at the beginning of theôlogical
reflection but at its end. Christian faith is not based on certain foundations1
"hich fundamental theology lays bare (discloses). Rather the effordi to understand

e christian fact leads us to discover t conditions of its intelligibility in

Let us recall here that the primordial meaning of 'catholicity'is not
unxversaxiuy, our irn

Not too long agckll sorts of ideas were

geographical universality, but internal completioij.ere history is also a wise master,

dered fundamental to christiai^heòlogy, notions which today are dismissed as

tal or non-essent|^^, because other interpretations—perhaps.more plausible—
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have 'been found» These interpretations claim to save the real message precisely

hy purifying it of obsolete world views»

The real difficulty is to find the criterion for this operation» How am I
will )

to know whether something is essential to my faith or not? Where^'the process end

once I begin to de hicize?

7 The Unity Between Theology and Fundamental Theology

The thesis I am proposing tries to re-establish the unity—and so the haxmony-

between theology and fundamental theology» It asserts that fundamental theology

is neither a necessary epistemological condition^or nor the ontological basis

of theology. Were theology to depend for its acceptibility on an extra-theologir
n^

cal base, it would lose(only its character of wisdom but also its intellectual cot

gency. Theology would be utterly at the mercy of whatever p^jilesophy offered

the better backing, it would depend wholly on an auction in the philosophical

(or even the public) marketplace»

Vhat I propose is the recovery of fundamental theology as a fundamentally

theological endeavor, i»e., as being fundamentally theology» Reincorporating fun-î

danental theology into theology as a whole will by this very process explode the

only too narrow cage in which theology has sometimes been confined» It will

liberate theology from the tutelage of philosophy so that theology will no longer

depend on a foundation (one particular philosophy, world-view or whatever) outside

itself.

Accordingly, fundamental theology would be that theological axTliivity (for
^ich there is so often no room in certain theologies) which critically examines

ts assumptions and is always ready to question its pr^ppositions» But it does

is not from a separate platform which-is independent from faith and on which

®°^ogy would, èubsequently build up its 'own' system. Rather, fundamental
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theology Is the effort to understand the actual theological situation in any

given context. There is a difference, indeed, "between the content of the christian

lelief and the conditions of its intelligibility; but there is not a separation,

since the content of faith is nothing but an intelligible crystallization of faith

Itself. Content means intelligible content, and it cannot be intelligible if it

rests orjpremises which are exp](citly not understood.

I am saying that the anthropological conditions necessairy to understand and

1 accept the christian message cannot and so must not be severed frcrn the inter-

I pretation of its content. Let me elaborate this point by means of an example.

I
8 One Example I the Buddhist, the Hindu and the Secularist

The existence of God has traditionally been considered a philosophical truth

independent of any theology; hence it was supposed to be one of the foundations

of christlai|doctrine. The resurrectiob of Christ, on the other hand, belongs to

the purely theological order. It is usually said that if jrou do not accept the

existence of God you cannot understaind what the christian faith is about', it is
«

also generally affirmed that if you do not accept the resurrection of Christ you cam?

not be called a christian. The difference between these statements is that while

you do not need a specifically christian "belief to admit the existence of God,

you do ,

^

need it to accept the resurrection of Christ. The affirmation

'Christ is risen*, then, can be taJcen as one of the shortest and most accurate

I

expressions of this christian belief.

The situation today is more complex. Let us a"bruptly confront this example

"Ith a triple facti a buddhist lîho does not believe in any God whatsoever and

y®t has a highly developed and refined religion; a hindu whc|p.oes not object at

gil I . .

Q-
io the resurrection of Christ; and a secularist theologian or ttee modem wes-,

who calls himself a christian and yet .accepts neither God nor the

surrection as traditionally understood.
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he could accept and even understand it better if it were purified from what he

considers its theistic superstructure. The hindu would wonder >djy he must join

a physical and cultural community only because he is ready to believe in the divin-

ity and resurrection of Christ. The 'death of God' '' theologian, or whatever name

V0 may choose for him, would say that precisely because Christ is the savior,

he can dispense with any conception of à transcendent God and the miracle of a physrl

ical resurrection.

Whether or not these three people can be called christian will depend on the

interpretation of what they say, i.e., on what thejr really mean to say. I shall

not enter here into the merits of these airguments, But I will say that the.

three statements present the sane pattern and it would be artificial and confusing

to lodge the first in fu^amental theology, the second (Geology andjthe third in

philosophy. Everything depends on what we understand, by God and ho>^e; picture .

Christ's resurrection,' on our assumptions, our context and our understanding of

how the christiau^lief can be maintained within such religious, epistemological
and metaphysical patterns. Is it, for example, necessary to have a theistic and

suhstantivixed conception of the divinity to be loyal to christian faith? Does

\ bpone need a literal andfundamentalfimage of the resurrection to be an orthodox be-

liever? Is it essential to hold the Aristotelian-Thomistic philosophical sbheme

1 -rA admi-^n order to accept the christian message? Must I really ^ some preambula

as part of faith itself, or does it depend on how I interpxret what my faith

tells me, so that faith may have different preambula?

The existential catholic answer to the individual is very clean your inter-

Pretation, your understanding of the christianjfact, must be personally intelligible,
tt must also harmonize with tradition—hence with the magisterium—because

dogniâ IR oi
*

axso an historical reality and has a communal character.
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Ve .ure not, however, dealing with the problem of discipliae or with a specific

case. My question would be whether, or on what grounds, trad(tion and the maglsterium

have the ri^t to prevent the entry into the Church of people whose lives axe

guided by different patterns of intelligibility. Or again, is the present

historical crystallization of the christian faith the only possible one? Theo-

retically the Church has never said this, but the difficulty lies in discovering

iiiether ind which formulations are equivalent. So the problem remains» can several

patterns sustain and convey the christian kerygma? To what extent can they do

so? Here only history will have the last word, for the Church itself is inscribed

in the historical process,

9 The Function of Fundamental Theology

If we axe aware of the problem we are already on the way to overcoming it.

The extraordinary fact is that this awareness is only now dawning on the great

majority of christian theologians, I mean this not as an accusation but as a

statement of fact. Given the historical development of christian theology, it

could not be otherwise. To pour today's wine into old wineskins is . reprehensible,

bit it was not when they were brand new.

The role of fundamental theology is therefore to make theological affirma-

tions also intelligible outside the culture and even the religion where they had

intil then^own and prc|p^red, I would say that if fundamental theology is to ful-

^iU|its role, it must not only clarify its own tradition^, but pairadoxically leave

'^ith and kin to wander into terra incognita—although a promised land. And herein

the immense difficulty, Eundamental theology is an Exodus theology. Thus

^8 not only a question of courage, but also of feasibility. Is it possible
root in ar^iien, or even a non-existent, soil? Can we jump over our own

Can fundaïaental theology make theological statements intelligible outside
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their proper context?

Ve must take the difference^between people, cultures aind religions very

seriously, luiilgii lili·iiiai'EitíifliiintiMrtwiiwn^^^^ Two-thirds of the world's

population today does not live in the myth of history» half the

people on this earth ("believers and non-believers) do not share the abrahamic

conception of God; one-third of mankind is unconscious of separated individuality.

These are only some of the many major differences wápould name. Fundamental theology

cannot ignore such questions ant^its function may well be to justify a theological

as well as a rei^^ious pluralism. Fundamental theology is concerned with finding

a common language through which to express theological Insights, while being

well aware that language is more than just a tool, that it is, rather, the first

expression of these very insights.

10 Metatheology ,

'

.

Fundaunental theology then becomes a kind of diacritical theology in the sense

that digcrisis was understood in Plato's Sophist or viveka in éañkara's Vedanta .

I feel, however, that the simple term metatheology is more apposite, for it suggests

a total human attitude which, on the one hand, transcends merely intellectual

ela"borations of the message of different religions (theologies) and, on the other,

goes beyond the theos as the subject-matter of these theologies and the logos

as the instrument for dealing with it. I am not arguing against this conception of

the theos or this use of the logos . I am only pleading that the theos not "be

taken for granted nor the logos divinized. Metatheology could also "be described

as the religious endeavor to understand that primordial human relatedness which we

perceive in dealing with ultimate problems. This is not derived from a particular

concept of human nature, but is the fruit of pluri-theological investigation.

I am not assuming k kind of objectifiable common ground or certain universally for-.
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mulable statements held In common, I am only asking for truly open dialogue. The

meeting ground itself may have to "be created, "but a brighter, stream of light,

service ancjunderstanding will emerge in the intermingling of religious currents,

ideas and beliefs, I only foresee (and in a way prophesy) an earnest religious

struggle, an aüthentic human commerce and intercourse at the deepest- level of

humanity, the fruit of love, not lust or ambition, pregnant with the good news

of a new creature. Surely the christian should not fear to be bom afeain, nor

for that matter should the adherent of any other religion. Nor should any feiith

shun the genuine search for truth. Confidence in truth is already a fundamental

religious category,

11 Understahding the Christian Kerygma

Two important ideas follow from what has been said so far. The first is the

need for a radical change in the orientation of fundamental theology itself;

in other words, its conversion, its metanoia . From within a christian perspective
a^I would put it in a way ¡practically opposite to the custony one, although in this

divergent formulation I am most traditional, for tradition is often paradoxical

and has even taken this turn several times before today. I would say, then, that

extra-tneoiogical princi
Secx/i-cit

on which to base theological speculation, but to akMMdUaaifcVthe^ christian

■gtM. in any authentic human attitude and genuine philosophical

the rôle of fundamental theology is not to find some extra-theological principles

e
■

KolW PO-Ol- *0 J

position; to sbMMélMt^hej^hristian kerygma tied to agp par-

ticular religious tradition. It would explain, for instance, not that accepting

the christian belief, but that the christian proclamation could perhaps find justi-
also under

iication and meaning^íHBBfcBFthe hypothesis that there is no God,

These last two words mean to suggest the possibility that if^here
is (or were) a trilly atheistic society, the christian kerygma should not first

the existence of God is a necessary prerequisite for understanding and accepting



need to clear the ground "by proving the existence of God and|3nly then proceed

further, "but that it could find a meaningful kerygma "by traasraythicizing the

God-talk. I am not saying that this effort should always succeed, "but that it

should always be tried—for its very failure may bear fruit.

Metatheology is not just another system of theology any more than metaphysics

is simply a more refined physical science. A theological system may be theisticj

metatheology need not be, Metatheology may, for inst^ce, be at the origin of a

non-theistic 'theological' reflection, it does not encroach upon the different

systems or Seopardixe the theological schools of the most disparate systems and

religions. And yet it "belongs to all theological investigation. In fact,, às. a ireP

fiùlt bfhits activity, metatheology modifies "both the underlying system and the

christian self-understanding (al"beit not according to any preconceived pattern).

I may clarify this idea from a double perspective, Phrom the speculative angle

I could say that fundamental theology tries to understand the fundamental thèolog^»

ioal issue (for the christian» Christ) in a given philosophical, religious and culr

tural situation. Prom a pastoral and christian angle I would aid that it tries

to do and say in another context what Christ did and said in the place and time

WO'. owooe iuaia
in which he lived, "ftnit-thiiiii-linni·iníAt-n if i1 ■ ri-t miiTfr iiuiliii

rtstudi "And "ay.cLlil!tllibaa"yw lahago-'bhL ujjumpUieao ef the»

r'"r"'iTTnih Iilnnii iiinl Pnr uhnm jiOM npmV

12 The Ecclesial and Dial^ical Character of Fundamental Theology

The second idea has already announced itself. It is the communitarian or ec-

clesial character of this enterprise. Thfcs cannot "be the work of christians

alone or of 'religious* people exclusively, but must result from the common effort

of all those interested enou^ (or dondemned, as Fichte would have put it, although

I prefer called upon) to perform this major work of dialogue, communication and



communion, in spite of and even|through the conflicts which may arise.

Here is where theology and religion meet, where life and speculation en-

M
counter each other, where the wiser the scholar, the simpler he is as a -^an.

Neither side or party can unilaterally lay down the rules of the game, or fix

the conditions or the outcome of the experience. Fundamental theology becomes

lived religion, a mystical faith prior to or beyond any formulation. It is the

religious quest for a ground of understanding, for a common concern still to be

I

lived, delimited, verbalized. Ih' iu u ilidlUg'yB"Wll'iull' Ixaiisufinlf) lliu lagaa è whieh

bfifllna by buliig'a dd'a—leffeB i O'-iM ffoinff ■through the l9f«og''i bhi!. leiinaj) ma

111 <11 n' l in nnip"^ "hloh-J.ogüw i nwn uhgll' uoe and "if iudeud LI'il fcieuwd afc '

xu? Boagoh bele»ffi.!i te the lo^eo Qg' ta the Spigl4.

It'iin mathodolniiiicullt wiuuti,i"iFei uxaiiiulB. 'tu 'felail by aa.flug UuL Ig

bling-block for a christian-hindu dialogue is the gQgûxaldfëdr Hindu denial of the

personal character of the divine; lt»*i'S'*e?ually inaccurate to say at the outset

that unless one reacj^es-tiie level of an all-pervading attributeiess Brahman (con-

sidered^iJja··iÇÍ^est possible religious awareness), there is no encounter possible

■ Id I'ediBiuuj.

What I am aiming at is this; dialogue is not simply a device for discussing

or clarifying different opinions, but is itself a religious category. Dialogue

becomes a religious act, an act of faith (which comes from hearing), a mutual

recognition of our human condition and its constitutive relativity.

If the aim of fundamental theology is to elaborate the assumptions on which

a theology may be based, it requires dialogue on an equal footing, the collabora-

tion an(|positive contribution of the 'others'. Only they can help me discover my

presuppositions and the underlying principles of my science. In brief, das Un-

gedachte . the unthought, can be discloseá only by one who does not 'think like

me and who helps me discover the unthou^t magma out of which my thinking cry^-
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tallizes. For niy psœt, I can do him the same service.

This procedure throws us all into the arms of one another. The amount of risk

and good faith required is patent. It is truly a religious act, full of faith,

hope and love. But it also fulfills a methodological need. If I must dig out

a foundation on which the other can also stand, I need his help so that he may at

least he able to tell me if the ground I find is also a ground for him.

I need his interpretation of myself and my theology in order to umderètand

myself and my theology} he needs the same from me. Fundamental theology is not

an esoteric science or a discipline ad usum delphini ; it is the forum of a world-
It-

wide ecclesia, of all people for whom care for the other is as sacred a concern
"

(1

for one's own household. I shall never be able to love my neighbor as myself if I

do not know him as my self . This sentence obviously goes both ways. The place i^

between , where we meet, is the basis for fundamental theology and also the ground

for human encounter. The Kingdom of God is between us<iriiMBl.

m

Í



trçxcri^jAyy^ àXt^SKç,
It is certainly also proper that

philosophy is called the science

of truth,

Aristotle

Metaphysics II, 1

(993 b 20-21) (H- )

\ Cf, Thomas Aquinas' commentary» 'Nam ille videtur sapientiae amator qui

sapientiam non propter aliud sed propter seipsam quaerit. Qui enim aliquid

propter alterun quaerit, magis hoc amat propter quod quaerit, quam quod

quaerit,' In Hetanhys , lect, 3» 56,
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1. Introduction n .1

The modem world presents among other^^tro antithetical characters.

On the one hand the apogee of science and technology. The prestige of these

two cultural products has heen enhanced by their success in technically
a

'unifying' ihE great part of the world. On the other hand this very success

has brought into closer contact the different 'philosophies' of the peoples
«.('VhojT'· î*"©

of the earth. And is this very contact tha-è/câll# into question the very

foundations of the technological civilization. This facl^ among other^ makes

imperative for our times a fundamental reflection on the nature and function

of philosophy through^ human history (l). Just to give some examples: Seen

from a cross-cultural perspective the Cartesian conception of philosophy

is likely to appear onesided, the Marxist corrective biassed and the

Vedântic idea insufficient.

The following pages do not intend a phenomenological diagnosis

on the state of philosophy today. They attempt a rather philosophical

prognosis based on the analysis of the different coneceptions of philosophy

throughout the long history of that human activity which is generally

covered by this name.

(1) Cf. the chapter "Necesidad de una nueva orientación de la filosofia

india" in R.Panikka:^isterio y Revelación , Madrid, Marova, 1971» PP- 51"

O

82^.
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ç^How do "you do? ' And'phil'ôsôphy is-also -a-^

v^.y personal human actiuity ; ^

,^ga.„when°-»pg7^y^ounfer"'^e"aHo lu a
' Hov-f-ares-^hi-losoijiy

" r, .. ,,««1 philosophy makes its way-throughtoday?

congresses and books and, yes, naturally, it has its complexes and its com4

plaints# Primarily it ha si an inferiority complex; we philosophers endlessly

défend '-it because no one is willing-tofconcede that today philosophy is almost

useless, impotent, without influence, in the contemporary world. Here, however.

Ido not want to ,make a phenomenologidl diagnosis but a philosophical prognosis,

The standpoint I shall assume is that of a philosopher who himself strives to

I
understand the various philosophical traditions i spnnk \ ng-jb?fwfr-4hia viowpjlnt

;it/ Tii^KTrTliH piiBwibility nf pnylng something meanirt^gla

2 The Four Kairological Moments of Philosophy

First of all, I would like to consider ttwwifeeedti^ádíbgaBaí dividing philosophy

(and not just the history of philosophy) into four periods. Íj|i"íhese four periods

iBianot meaitstrictly (chronological ages, since they are not unequivocally fixed
ItïMcwu )

iiKime; ttsnatooB^ they mutually permeate one another,/eâchïs borne by its pre-

decessor. We are speaking rather of kairological moments irN^hilosophy^-^ ^

\ /V

^ The Religious

We may call the first philosophical period the religious epochi in both East

and West philosophy began as the intellectual dimension of religion. Philosophy

was not the servant of religion, but neither was it a thing apart. Philosophy was ,

, i.e. intellectually presented and eventually evaluated,
religion, philosophically'seen^/^ In this context, philosophy is sacredi it brings

peace and joy; it is wisdom cUid preparation for death, the recognition of a gra-

cious divinity, the blessed life. Philosoi%y is not the handmaiden of religion,

^t she belongs, as it were, to the household of religion. Hiilosophy is part of

religion; it is religion insofar as it perceives itself and attempts to ex-

P|^ss itself intellectually. At the beginning of every tradition, philosop^iy

^stood 14 this intimacy with religion. Philosophy in this first era,5--
as working out the right model [Jhich people should have; it sseg.as



the principle, the linguistic expression of religion. Philosophy is religion as

It finds expression in propositions, for it is 'bom the moment teligious Man

. . . tries to formnlatei
begins to reflect on his experiences and grvmp It in principi*,

^.2^2 The Metaphysical

Prom this first period in philosophy (which philosophers are

furgui.), a second era followed, which could be called the metaphysical.

Han becomes the spectator of reality, he wants to gaze upon the whole. For this

however he needs an objective distance, he must take a step backwaxds in order

to distance the thing from religion. He wants to see reality, regard iti vision,

contemplation, greek clarify, objectivity—all these ideas characterize the attitude
I

of this period, Riilosophy is metaphysics,' it does not want to be the model,'but

the mirror of reality. It 'specuyíjtes', its task is not to bring salvation dir-

ectly, but to see and show o'bjective reality,
repeat —^Since Plato ajid Aristotle we are accustomed tOyy^^(that\lr the Ves^ the 'ber·

ginning of philosophy lies in astonishment» thaumazein . It is significant that
and is said to be

In Indian philosonhy, disillusiony\ not astonishment, the beginning o/.'the
Bopni eaj activityT^ ^

.

'
'

Is disillusioned by reality as it appears to him; sorrow and death, tíss- two

fundamental jáienomena of human experience, do not let him deceive himself a'bout
11

ultimate reality. But in th^inal analysis, the fundamental attitude—the specí
in bo th tradi tions^ $/tator s objectivity—is the sam^ wh^tHer one is dl^ppointed or g.stonished that

are no t what we think^ Our th inking had' led us To3 Twings sByjsa<^they~ârëi oiii· ti,')il·-viflt.>iP7''^H·i·r·PprpTit· PYp,ar.f.afi nng. And un*- ^he
1 between thinking and being
wnslon and the rupture fundamental to meLijdiyhical thought. appears, This ia-th»»

ii1il1mBephteaií'""pUai>l!, in whith phlleeaphy is nul LliO'mudel buL LlnJ'u.ix'lUi,

[ i1 iiittîian, is tho'ehtiif caleguij t Objectivity is philosophy's focal

concern, and this presupposes a tension, a rupture. The tension arises precisely
V one's SAU.-'cause one expected something other than what is, to astonishment or fefag one's

^fslllusion. This rupture, this original dissension, on the one hard, is caused
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by philosophy and on the other, philosophy also claims to mend it. It is

jjiilosophy's fate to alienate Man from his environment—for it makes him aware

of his distance from it—and at the ssimo time philosophy offers Man the possihil-" .

ity

us

of overcoming this alienation. Philosopáiical awareness/Simultaneously makes

of reality «ai (differentiat<«è us from ity«>>A^ ^

PfellosophJ hère is not the princip^ or the expression of religion, "but tb»

su:
'

in their knowledge. Tliií.^tí'efrieiiimu·Ht' ■i/c wory uill Imo^m tndeeA.

iiubalL, thir rr-intii rrUçl^n (Religion is for the common fpikjY'The metaphysT^
. 'sublimed*^

clans Mho know the €*e^ no longer need religion because they have it

IL·loíO/hL-, /><v»ioiO^U-j ln<i^ OC«.VU^9 i2A'b-<ÎA<»."h>'l^ boa»SH . y^^ AAO'i_

¡wii/giMory-well lusovm tndeeA.

The Epistemological

The third era of philosophy, which in thè^West certainly attained its first

unequivocal expression with Descartes, but whose beginnings we find already with

Socrates In Greece and Yajnavalkya in India, represents the epistemológica},

phase of philosophy. It is certainly necessary to know the objective world} fur-

ther, as the second period illustrates, intuition and contemplation are doubtless

essential to intellectual life. Yet, the metaphysical view contained an assump-r
I . t ^ kM kht)io(a'5^ J

tlon which it did not consideri j^n's knowledge of hàssa^f/fln this period Man

discovers himself as knower, he becomes aware of "both the strength and weak(^r^s of

his ability to know. Here only such a critical philosophy is considered genuine;

everything else is dogmatic slumber. Fhilosophy no longer mirrors reality, but

..
inner soul

discovers itself as the n of reality. In the preceding period either

helng or reality is the chief category, here truth stands at the center. This

era discovers hitherto unexpected dimensions of subjectivity: the individual is

horn, One feels constrained to analyze everything, to penetrate everything with

reflection. Consciousness "becomes self-consciousness, philosophy "becomes arare of

Ho ?nore than it wants
"

^iiTiiiiiiiji^jiiii J., it wants merely to know the objective thing, bee^to
catch the knowing'subject in the act of reflection.
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í/ Ibrlng the second era, philosophy is the mirror of reality and a surrogate for

religion; in this third era, it opposes itself to religion, and claims that it is

inner soul

itself the of reality. It discovers truth as at once the bridge to

reality and a part of that same reality.

¿2^ The Pragmatic or Historical

The fc^i^th era, or dimension—I repeat, they all constantly interpenetrate

and each period bears within itself the precéding one—is what we can call the

pragmatic or perhaps the historical period. Here the matter at hand is not so

much to know the world but to control it, to rule over i't^ remodel and transform
Í0 recreate it or, at least, to make it better.

it^^ The ideal is action, mankind is understood as a historical collective. Hiil-

osophy is not only a discovery but a creation and a formation in which the histor-

ical factor plays an important role. ^ jieality must be re-shaped as philosophy

reality that imitates \
dictates I it is^^e iiiiiLiiLlim- » philosophy^so to speak. This era claims|.otally
to overcome religion as a guiding principle.

c / V Sn !
O ^ O up
Hejre-r-then'^-are- the four fundamental attitudes of philosopiiyi

_the ideal is the holy Man,>
1. the ecstatic dimensionT'^^ScaiBaSi^^^^^gB^^ is itself sacred, the religious

dimension prevails;

2. the gnostic dimensioni reality must be looked at, discovered and contemplated,
/VI

the philosopher is the i^an who takes a step backward and is aware of the

thing;
M

3. philosophy as subjectivity: aan as individual, knowledge as self-knowledge,

pure philosophy is the self-grounding of philosophy;

and«the-fourth-dimension-fc action stands at the center; reality, even being,

is historical, unfolds itself, is changeable, dynamic,

any contemporary philosophical congress

A glance at^^^fe nnngyrng» shows clearly that all four attitudes are represented

and even clash.few cita,lioii& fium Uiu vaiiuuL. lüsuluL·luns distributed tudtcy ,

Lhiu uulliuiun. Fui' iiiuLmiddl 'ihildt.dphji Ooiinot iioerate itself'\
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Ijy IgnorÍñ^-itsjfea^ess*, amd philosophy must understand itself-'as'part of

the process of society·s~3Ïfè''T~-~aíiJogOíàí3r'*Síould "bring a"bout the destruction

of glo"bal antagonisms"but 'philosophy problaims~~its.,jfeakness and there"by
e schew^

renounces i^ax^pi *» 'This Congress must { . all political overtímesLÍ, and yet

ij;isx affirm the principle that 'philosophies can change the world',

To summarize this first part I would like to tell a^ittle storyt a young man

holds a letter in his hand, lamenting, tears in his eyes» 'for t|^ years I have

written faithfully every day to my fiance. Now, she writes that she is going to

marry the postman I '

Just this has often befallen philosophy in the course of its history. When

it found itself no longer in immediate contactj^t delivered itself constantly

to the intermediary (the postman), and finally married the logos , Hiil^sophy, which

began with such sublime claims—seeking to "bring salvation and to save humanity—

has directed its attention so exclusively to the intermediary that it is no wonder

that after millenia of daily trafficking in letters, it has finally married

Ü

/

bearer of the news about reality _

, , ,,,

the^ptótosí, the logos . Today philosophy is concerned almost exclusively with

the logos (which to be sure includes not only reason but intellect as well),

We-scc the effects at tliiu very Cuiigz'uum in spite of all the protest, agalnofe
In other words, we have deified the logos, and have forgotten the cult,

the wcaknoao andlbai'X'enness of philosophy, ooarooly a voice has boon raiuutl

tbrrtr tihn rnllr: the game, the dance, the myth and the rite.hseye been bafiiblied frum'

Apparently all these have nothing to do with philosophy. In other

ffoidu., iiu have dwiflud Uiu luguu. Theologians have spoken of the verbum dei and

regarded this verbum dei as God (although they add in parenthesis that this verbum

is the Son of God). Metaphysicians have constructed the verbum entis and this ver?.
alss^

bum entis understood as being (which was not infrequently(d^fied). The epistem^

ologists were concerned with the verbum mentis ; this verbum mentis is philosophy's

final criterion fbr determining truth. Later philosophers made the verbum mundi
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the starting point and the philosophers of science, along with the modern Ian-

guage philosophers, avow the verbum hominis as the ultimate. But we have not only

forgotten being, we have ignored myths as well, and this carelessness has also

affected the pneuma, Needles^c^say, we cure summarizing àll this in à^ery con-

centrated way.

introduce the second part of my\talk, I quote from the áatapatha BrihmaM.*^
A

\

Now once there was a dispute betw^n the Spirit and the Word—manas and

^euma and logos . 'I am excellentAjv said the Spirit and the Worct 'said,

'I am ekqellent '. j
9 .j Th^s^pirit said: 'I am certainly better than you, because^u do not

utter ,anythiT\g which is not previously understood by me. So, as you just

imitate what I\am doing and simply follow me, I am certain better than you.'
10. The Wordxsaid: 'I am certainly better than you; '^eéause whatever you

know, Œ make it kiipwn, I communicate it.'

ill They went tKPrajipati, asking for his decisi-on. Prajapati spoke in

favor of the Spirit, saving (to the Word): 'The Spirit is certainly better,

because you only imitat^xand follow what the Spirit is doing; and he who is

imitating and following whg-t another does is/lindoubtedly inferior. *

12. As the Word was thusxrefufeed, sh^became ashamed and miscarried. The

Vord spoke to Prajapati: *I shall never/become the carrier of your oblation,

I whom you have thus refuted! ' \ / '

Therefore, whatever in the sacrifice is performed for Prajapati is done in

a low voice, because the Word refdsèd to carry the oblation to Prajapati. (I )
i X \ Í

It seems to me Prajipateé decisionX^yrabolizes the fateful hour when philos-

ophy separated into two traditions: for Inàia, Prajapati decided in favor of the

Spirit. Î The West decided for the Word. Small^i^onder then that India cannot fully

express itself, and^that Indian culture has preserVed the primacy of the un-

speakable at the price of techno-logy (understood as tb,e logos of techne ). With-

out the tobl ofythe logos, it can develop no power. Equaldyxlittle wonder that

the has expressed itself fully and thereby forfeited depthbe sure,

wedtem culture has wrested power from the logos, but it lacks an apophat

(̂ capacity for renewal andYs in danger of being sterile,
this chapter

The content of this first part of may be schematized in the
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square below t

/'-"N

, nf'
(/'

■

Í ' ■
'

religion
salvation

}■' modeir Vorbi Id )

propositions
eestasy

pragmatic, historical , .

world • ( No^<^hil¿ J
imitation^

metaphysics
reality
mirror (AbbiId)
surrogates
gnosis

!, '

epistemology
truth

inner soul (Inbild)
oppositions
subjectivity

Illustration 1

the first dimension» religion, salvation, model, propositions, ecstasy;

the second dimension» metaphysl^ reality, mirror, surrogates, gnosis;
inner soul

the third dimension» 1 truth, oppositions, subjectivity;
1

•
•

i
* the fourth dimension» pragmatic historicity, worldi^ imitation, principles^

action.

If this schema does nothing but focus the anguishing contemporary rupture beV.

tween philosophy and religion, it is sufficient. It shows that we presently

global
lack a philosophy and impels us to leap directly into the heart of the

by asking^)

questionfwhat relationship between philosophy and religion is possible today.

This relation can neither be uncritically assumed as self-evident, nor adopted

us a compromise. It can only follow from an analysis of religion and philosophy
>3

as they understand themselves. Here the concept of ontonomy may prove useful. (*¿)

We could perhaps see thepelation between jiiilosophy and religion in three

*ays. Heteronomy refers to domination; one is assumed superior to the other.

The hig^, suoerior one establishes the laws the lower one must obey. The history
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of religions and|philosoi¿iy provide numerous examples t philosoj^iy as the handmaiden

of religion, religion as pop philosophy for the unenlightened masses. Clearly

we cannot accept this position. Subjecting philosophy to religion destroys
making of it

philosophy or degrades it to an ideology,^the mercenary of some non-philosophical

power (even if we call if God), On the other hand, subjecting religion to phil-

osophy spells death for religion by reducing it to a poor translation of phil-

osophical speculation, to the belief of the masses.

The second attitude is autonomy , the understandable reaction to any sort of

1

external imposition. It affirms complete independence and disconnection, ignoring

the fact that philosophy and religion have the same concern. Ultimately both

would collapsei without philosophy, religion is blind fanaticism; without reli-.

being
gion, philosophy examines merely a corpse, not a living mas. Their relation can-"

not be "to maintain pjeaceful 'frontiers' because there is only one 'territory',

Ontonomy expresses this peculiar relationship, neither dominance nor sullen

independence. The disciplines are intrinsically connected anc^this relationship

is constitutive; they are interrelated in such a way that the laws of one have

repercussions for the other. Philosophy is not a substitute for religion, nor

is religion an excuse to dispense with philosophy, Phiü^ophy is itself a religious

problem, and religion is also philosophical inquiry. Is an authentic Philo%)hy
ihi 3 .

'
' * I

of Religion possible today? I think it suffices in tfe« confext of this Oonggeea

to pose the questipn and outline some of its ramifications for philosophy,

for what follows is a triangle, the threefold gift and so also the

threefo¿cQ
^iask of philosophy in the intellectual situation of our times;

logos ; the thought,
faith

pneuma ; the unthinkable,
hope

mythos ; the unthou^t,
love

Illustration 2

3 The Threefold Gift and Task of Philoso
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'global
Nowadays there are indeed indications/'of a philosophy; there ar-e

^ilftgophers ifho cay that philosophy is not only the love of wisdom hut also the

vlsdom of love (which perhaps does etymological justice to the word)i philosophy

as the integration of the body, of society} of the cosmos with the infinite orr^i^^

the human spirit. But perhaps even this has not been radical enough and perhaps

the discomfort of today's philosophy arises precisely from thisi that these three

tasks, these three giftè of philosophy have not been sàfficiently considered. The

nain emphasis has been one-sdded. Atid:£here» I would like to offer a suggestion, hif 9

ñcce-ptance of the Logos '

Doubtless {he acceptance of the logos is the first business of philosophy.

Certainly the logos has primacy and privilege in philosophy. The logos must not

be abolished, superceded or given up in favor of irrationalism, emotionalism,

'] fideisra or some other rebellion^ tSese are-et^oaHy- one-^ed. In philosophy the

ing y i ^9.logos plays an irreplaceable double rolei that of illumince^©Hp, clarification,
guë'^ ing ling

I and that of critiff, test, control» If anything contradicts the logos, it cannot' '14''
Cy' accepted
-^be agsuffiedi the logos has the veto\in philosophy. The logos , however, must recog-

nize its Icjwer andjipper limits and remain aware of them. It dare not suppress

either mythos or pneuma , the other constituents of philosophy. To cite the

Kâtha Upanisadi

Neither by the word nor by the spirit
nor by sight can he ever be readied. r"r

How, then, can he be realized n ,

except by exclaiming» *Hi^ isl'?

The perspective of other philosophical traditions perhaps permits us to grasp

In words what is properly unspeakable. Is the word the only medium of philoso^y?
"fiiore, /layg
^ Wft noj» l-TT-fnrt reduced the word to only a single èss/óf its many dimensionà?

'i '

lB^iàr|the word/this realm between objective being andteubjective thought which ià

richer than mere intelligibility, than what has merely been thought?
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The Word is measured in four quarters,
The Wise who possess insight know these four divisions.
Three quarters, concealed in secret, cause no movement•
The fourth is the quarter which is spoken by ^en. ^(5")

Perhaps then every speaking is already a hermeneutic, an expression} but

Is there no other way to communicate than spoken expression? Logos is vac,

Éabda , brahman , sound, contents; but it is also icon, eidos , gesture, expression,

form, way. T will nut dwell any longer un this aspoot slnpo it has

Í mnyp pyofniinf^l y)been He^^rril·ied-r-

Ij ,3f.2 Taking up the Mythos

There is however a second side to philosophy, which has a ri^t not only to

be philosophy, to participate in philosophy, but also to co-exist with iti not

only does the acceptance of the logos belong to philosophy, but taking up the

mythos as well. Philosophy is not only entry into the thought, but also into the

unthought. Man knows through the logos -fchat he unearth^^rora myth and ihatjst;[still

remaiBs in myth. Myth is the second dimension of speech itself, the silence be-

tween the words, the matrix that bears the words. The mythical always rjins its

course above time anc^pace. It is not quite enough to say it is always present,

nor that to live myth is to live in the past. Only from the perspective of the

logos does the myth occur in the past; myth itself does not know these temporal

(¡y
coordinates of past, present and future. If I try to explain ray^with the logQf ,

lean only represent it in ills' tempore which is interpreted as past. So living

lyth—and we all live in myths—can be ititerpreted through the strainer of mytholi

ogy, ^ Mythology Ac commonly understood is a contradiction in tormo;—myth and logos
^

-J"
c<«Ret-oo-oxict- oli!mltancoucly|^he light of the logos dispels the darkness of

®yth and myth measured by the standard of the logos cannot withstahd it. Logos

finds mythos ridiculous, just as myth is not disconcerted by mythology. No
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living mythically would acknowledge as valid the interpretation of fflytholo.|jy/ rational "" '

^ goro> that iot of philosophers. And after all> the golden rule of hcrmonoutloo'

ie that we must interpret so that the fellow Intorprcted can at loaot rooognigo -

himself in the interpretation. To assume, for instance, that a sun'worshipper

appeals to a heavenly body defined by Newtonian categories would be to deceive

oneself utterly. The sunworshipper will feel not only misunderstood but astonished

at th6 Hctivct© of the intorprotor*»—ho^ cxí2iO ctiacui'Mj ^orvi
w ■

■ iWe cannot possibly understand myth by logiciel illumination—an effort -which
mythology can also be

contradicts itself—but^^ mythos-legein . Legein means telling, narratieny

and in this telling sense, we can bring mythology into harmony with logo-myth .

For logos has also a mythical element, the logos is also myth, otherwise it could
also an YxèíVkionot exist. Myth is the organ of philosophy, but reflexive consciousness,

I

no^ as a second-class organ somehow subordinate to the logos. Myth is not an-; 1

ciliary to logos. The mythical dimension does not mean that I think the unthought—

for then it would obviously cease to be unthought. It is an important task of
- ' sui stante ^

^
/

/ philosophy to admit myth as an orgaui/^of af>-pr-eh^^^ a contact with reality.
qua myths

Now we cannot perceive our own myths; we can only recognize the myths of
M» reco

mate, because theu do not have dnu other bacTTarouhci over aqainst which theyhog^ized a^ such. /TT Zh—'— 3:1: "3
—

T t
"—~—^others or those of our own past./^ We can only take up living myths and allow j

•

r

them to unfold. Our prejudices (pre-judgments), our presuppositions, our un- —*

reflective convictions, these all have a mythical character. Demythicizationis ^ .«1

once already
i'y necessary ^ one is unhappy with his ^myth'because the logos has^ replaced

It*, but each demythicization brings with it a re-mythicizing ;r: iWe destroy one

myth—and rightly so if that myth no longer fulfills its purpose—but somehow

a new myth always arises simultaneously. Man cannot live without myths. You

know you have a stomach, but if it is functioning healthily, you d^not think

about it. This attitude of confidence is absolutely necessary for a heal:^hy

development of philosophy. 3'jniibel" tun.Ui' is ilUL eUi UyiljLuuulug,'"
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comes into the pietuñe here.

Theoe dayo fhe meaning of dialogue repeatedly arioco in diacuoslon^-theiîo to?...a

perhauo moro talk about : dialogue than actual dialegue—"but it r.nemn toSin^/l^hw
necessity fc3r dialogue in philosophy is most deeply grounded in the fact that no

one is aware of his own myths, his mute presuppositions, and that we mtst re-

ciprocally disclose and make these myths fconscious. A presupposition I recognize
an assumption,

as presupposition is no longer pre-supposedj it is a supposition,^a^ale agreed

upon, a principle. I can, however, discover the other's presuppositions, and

vice-versa; a.mutual critique and fertilization then becomes possible. Solipsism

is not only methodologically barren, it is also unphilosophical mmUA—¿a

Dialogue is necessary, not as something we welcome in our vast tolerance, but

"precisely because only theother is able to recognize and criticize my myths, my

silent presuppositions. [iTie procession from myth^to logos is inexhaustible,
/ stick willingly to one~"particular no longer

À- But we should not want to^^myth, for then it would be
Amyth but 'bad faith'.out

Although myth ceases to be myth each time it is discovered,

detached, made logos, it still remains the inexhaustible source of renewal,^
Thfcs process is not an isolated event, not a monologue; it demands dia-

1 O
logue for two reasons. Dialogue first of all is dufi-logue , i.e.^ two logoi meet

and mutually unearth their mythical presuppositions. Dialogue presupposes that

neither partner is self-sufficient, perfected^ But" secondly, dialogue means

dia-logosf i.e. it is not just a pair of speeches, but a transcending of the logos ,

a going-through the logos by means of the logos . Th^ay leads from myth through

logos to the pneuma.

^ sum, J <^thought
"the task of philosophy is to let the unthought be, but also to allog"^ tb

îroni itj^d in this operation the unthought is never exhausted,

j ^«01 Reception of the Pneuma

The third task with which philosophy is gifted I would call the reception
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nf the -pneuma » I use ^neuma "because nèèther Spirit nor Geist really express what

is meant. Not only does the unthought (mythos) together with the thought|(logos)
belong to philosophy, "but also the unthinka'ble (pneuma). This I can neither

think nor leave intact as unthought, "but I must receive it as the never quite

thinkable. The unthinkable does not exist in Itself as a fixed dimension; at

any given moment it is the provisional, the historical which accomplishes itself

in the future, in feope. As the Al|ha is always more èriginal, so the Omega is

I

always more ultimate. Recetving the pneuma is a permanent passage, a pascha ,

apilgrin^ge; the procession from myth through logos to pneuma is endless.

Precisely this pneumatic dimension guarantees the confctant openness into which we

may take a step forward. This philosophy-on-the-way cannot allow itself to stop.

If it stops it risks making the pneuma into an object, and thereby falls into

idolatry, or again, by reflecting on the pneuma it thereby tumbles "backward onto

shoul^ trouble

the plane of the logos. We can oiAji say wádáisííeBiiJ 'We ✓-f not l ^ the

6
pneuma»^ ". {^)

To summarizet logos, mythos and pneuma correspond to the thought, the un-

thought and the unthinkable. Further, if I may speak theologically, faith cor-

responds to the logos, for we must keep faith with the word; love to mythos, for

only love reveals myth and hope to pneuma, for only hope open^tself
interpenet rate;j

"

to the unthinkable. These three ( there is a perichoresis, they dwell

within one another.

4 The One Mystery
presentation.'

The following tetrahedron can symbolize «jpnéwi*

mysterion

Illustration 3
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The four faces contain the four dimensions of philosophy of which I spoke at

first. That they are triangles represents the threefold gift and task of philos-f

ophy as integral integrity. The point in which all converge, and from which
s^d J

the whole tetrahedron issues, I would call the mysterion . I have(nothing àbout

this because there is nothing to say.

has philosophy in the intellectual situation of our times?' which i^^ostake,

hut rather the recognition that this intellectual situat^y»^^precisely the

place for philosophy today. Mil In i ipliji n'liiii^H ii longer claim only to clatify

or reform the world, bj^flPlTîuld understand itself as a part of humaJi life. It

does not^ifCsethe world; its task is not to dictate but to listen, to obey, auid

m

Nowhere (than here can we detect the precariousness of our

¥ords. This is almost, always the case when we try to speak in a cross-ciiltural

perspective. To have written, for instance, mâyâ or brahman for mysterion , vac or

huddhi for logos , cit or manas for pneuma (and worst kathâ or dharma for mythos )

would not have ig helped our analysis because the entire problematic should have

then taken a basically different turn. Yet, to have climbed by one particula/way

up to the heights of reality does not prove that there is only one peak, but

from one suunmit we may have a better view. ..
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Notes
«

, {■! ' « ^ ' ii8 lOi nf iiiM 'f Ülliu Ij Jlü lu íiiJ[l.

j, Cf, R. Panikkar, 'Le concept d'ontoncmle', Actes du Xlè Gonces International

demiosophle. Bruxelles 2-26Aug. 1961.(Lonv.ln^ . I953Í Vol.

Ill, pp. 182-88.

(Vl^^j2^_^y KabhU

óf (í^®* y^- Eph,

^/eiü citations from the various resolutions distributed during the XIV

International Congress held in Vienna in I968 might illustrate this collision

For instance: 'Philosophy cannot liberate itself by ignoring its weakness',

and philosophy must understand itself 'as part of the process of society's

life'. Philosophy 'should bring about the destruction of global antagonisms'

but 'philosophy proclaims its weakness and thereby renounces praxis', 'This

Congress must eschew all political overtones', and yet must affirm the

principle that ' phi losophies can change the world'.
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The God of Beln^ and the *belng* of God

Religion and Athelsa

kasmal devava havisa vidhema

What God shall we adore with

our oblation?

RY X, 121, 1
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1 Introduction
^

Jlhe modern western world has been astonished by the unexpected fulfi]filtent of

a peculiar prophecy: the coming of atheism. Atheism had generally been considered

an aterration, a revôlt against the true order of things. Yet today it has been

M
defended not only by ijien of both intellectual and moral integrity who confess no

'religious* beliefs, but also by christians who claim the real christiem

nessage in a world 'come of age' is fundeunentally connected t6 this new godless

outlook on life and to an atheistic insight into Christ.

I

t The purpose of these reflections is to help focus the

place of atheism in western thought from the double perspective of eastern and

vestem religious traditions .C I)

Taking a broad view of human history, we discoverVa threefold thread run-

ning throughout. One thread is mythical: I4an cannot live without myths. God

Is here present in all the ^ods. On the other hand, neither cam Man subsist on

uyth alone: the passatge from myth to logos—the distinctive feature of the last

five or six thousand years of civilization—is the second thread. The rj^ttlt has

teen the absolutization of the logos in one of its many forms: trinitarian, onto-^

logical, epistemological, cosmic; verbum dei , entis , mentis , mundi , hominum .C
synonymous)

ere God is (with the Absolute. Today Man tries to overcome this stage, an attempt

tefitting our present staige of anthropological mutation. Yet killing the logos in

is tantamount to suicide. Myth and logos always and only coexist in the

opirit, the third 'thread. Now the spirit is freedom—even from Being. Here God



Is not so much the free Being as the very freedom of Being itself. In this we

are neither telling a myth nor just playing with words— logoi—because the s-èl^-r

ment makes sense only coming from myth and transcending the Jogos in the spirit,
a Lost

Ve cannot regain^·j·W»*®®^ Innocence, Myth, Logos and Pneuma or, if we prefer.
Intellect

cit and ânanda , or Tradition, Riaaew andlLove, form the triple braid which

liay tecoine a rope of salvation or a noose with which to han^ ourselves, Willy^

nilly» human destipy is in our hands.

Here I shall deal with only one question among the many arising from a serious

study of modem atheism.

The identification of God with Being cannot be considered a universally recogr

nized axiom. Not only does a certain contemporary atheism deny God (because it

does not recognize his monopoíjy on Being) but from an opposite poipt of view,"

a large number of religions have existed and still flourish which accept God withr

out argument emd yet do not identify him with Being, The problem appears from

either angle i

1, the divinisation of Being (the God of Being);

2i ihe de-ontologiea-fcion of God (the 'being* of God),

A great part of the destiny of philosophy and the future of religion depend

on working out the relationship between these two perspectives, Christianity,

ior example, has so deeply committed itself to identifying God and Being that deny

Ing the equation seems to question the very essence of Christianity,

Indeed, Being can be understood as a noun (substance), an adjective (quali-:

^y)i a verb (relation); in other words, as an existence, an essence or a rela-

tionship (Being, being, be-ing). These distinctions call for important quali-

locations which we cannot expound here. Nevertheless all three assume God is ,

ne nistory of ¡^human thcmght seems to show that Man must either divinize Being

ontologize the Divinity, At- this level there cannot be two» both God and Being
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claim superiority in the same sphere. There seems to he no other solution

than a fight to the hitter endi either God and Being are identified or the one

kills the other. In the latter case, we are left with only Being-without-God

or God-without-Being. How Being can survive without (heing) God is indeed a ser-

ious question, hut the naked existence of Bod without (heing) Being is still more

so.

Simply stated! If 'philosophically' we start with heings and Being, very soon

'

^ \

ne shall come across ^ods and God,\^d shall have to assign them a place in meta-

physics. Nor God does not resign himself to playing second fiddlei he is not one

among others in the scale of heings. So he must hreak through to reach Being.

The teginnings of fereek philosophy offer a paradignijfor this problem. God may come

later and from outside philosophy, hut inevitably he tends to conquer the summit

of the ladder of heings or die in the escalade.

Similarly, if 'theologically' we start with God, the problem of Being ap-r

pears as soon as God has to he concerned with the wo±ld and must clarify his

/"T
^ betioeen God and Being is here

connection with it.j ^n the first cas^ îdentification^i^ not dialectically nec-

AS"-

essar^, but somehow God must rule over heings and will not admit any higher court

of appeal. A private God may avoid having it out with Being, hut when the divine

hierarchy and the scale of heings is established, the connections between them will

perforce be so close that they soon become one and the same.

This seems to he the destiny of human thought, including the western trends,

up to our tines. Ontology anc^theology, carried to extremes, cannot hut concur.

Today our age doubts precisely this concurrenèe, the result of centuries of spect

uUtion and 'progress'.
Our problem is thist What happens to God and^eing if we disentangle them? Can

U6 return to the 'priraitivism' of a God who wants nothing to do with thought
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(for thou^t is what discloses Being to us), a God who does not suffer philos-

(^'"'ophlcal scrutiny? Or must we plunge ^l^^d prpmptorily abandon a God who has

usurped the throne of Being for centuries? Here we need a multicultural and

plurl-religious outlook to find a solution. First we must ask whether it is

possible to de-divinize Being without doing damage to God and second, whether it

is possible to de-ontologize God without harming Being, If this is not feasible,

the only alternative is to identify God ancíjBeing or accept nihilistic atheism.

The problem is far from theoretical. Isn't the strong reaction of majiy young

people in the West a new form of anti-ontolOgical and aphilosophical religiousness?

Isn't the equally sincere and spontaneous reaction of many eastern young people a

nev form of anti-ritualistic, 'areligious* humanism?

2 The God of Being (Pivinization of Being)
primordial

Not only do the oe ■alli!wHyiA«>¿p4A>»» religions not envisage God as Being,, but

evfixy^
In almostireligion it is considered far from necessary to make them identical.

The exciting history of the divinization of Being has still to be written, I

vould suggest three attitudes: anthropomorphism, ontomorphism and personalism.

Needless to say, these attitudes should be considered neither consecutive per-

lods in a linear sequence of time and history, nor necessary moments in a dialecr

ileal process. Rather they should be seen as the triple dimension of a single pro-r

tlem, vhich we can solve only if we do not throw overboard any of its positive

eomponents. We need to find a fusion temperature high enou^ to allow their com-

iination without either contradiction or syncretism, A history of humanity would

perhaps speak of kairological moments ,

I am well aware that given the spiritual situation of our times, we are still

far from a solution. The tensions and differences among these three points of
i'/ha t foil OIOS is

ew are strong, but they seem recently to have lessened,
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the framework for these attitudes.

Anthropomorphism

Cfod may indeed have created Man in his image and likeness, hut undoubtedly

Man has conceived God according to his own picture ancjresemblajice. It could hardly
M

be ptherwisei If God is to make sense to ¡ten, he has to be, in one way or another,
M

•homologous to Mam. Anthropomorphism is necessairy for men to think of God and for

M
God to reveal himself to ;f}en. If we 'refine' and 'purify' God too much from the

human, he fades away. In fact, ever since Man's religious beginnings, God or the

^ods have always had anthropomor^ic features. Without them, there is no prayer,

no cult, no possibility of human relationship with the divine. The karma-marga

(the way of action), the sacrifice, the rite and the like aure fundamental elements

of any religion. God is the Lord, the Other, the Superbeing, but above all he

is like Man. The very superiority of God needs Man as a point of reference, amd

is consequently an anthropomorphic feature.

;^V2 Ontomorphism

Yet regardless of this amthropomorphism, Man is a thinking being with the

power to abstract from himself amd he cannot help desiring to know more and more.

Philosophy and theology are the ways.sopen to him for relating the divine to the

f

exigencies of the thinking mind. Indeed, the believer sajrs that the intellect

itself is the effect, or grace, or creation of the Lord. Nevertheless the humam

effort to understand demands that God no longer be an unpredictable Will or a whim-+:

sical Power beyond any possible apprehension (awe and fear are perhaps the earliest

religious categories); but that he be Truth, Goodness—in a word. Being. In

M
this way he conforms to the rules of the ontic play, allowing «en to discover.

hi3
God's will and^natdire not only by asking him directly but by scrutinizing the

mystery of reality and human existence. Truth is the will of God and Goodness his

nature. This being the case, to call God Being means there need no longer be an



Irreconcilable , conflict between faith and reason, theology and^hiloso-
phjr, the world and religion. Jnâna-mârga (the path of knowledge) is the way to

salvation. Real tragedy in the classical sense is no Jonger possible because

there is no destiny outside or above the realm of God,

cj -¡^.3' Personalism

But Kan is a religious person, he cannot help but áesire an authentic personal

life. This amounts to aspiring to an integrating relationship with the divine,

which too phil^ophical a notion of God only blurs. Man is a living being, and

his awareness of suffering and evil puts the concept., of God in unavoidable crisis.

If God is Being, he is also responsible for the dark side of the world. If he

is not, he must give up his claim to be supreme and almighty. Further, if God is

M
absolute Being, he is incapable of love and ^lan caji scarcely enter a relation of

prayer, entaraa^, joy or thanksgiving with such a God. Man needs bhakti-mârga

(the way of love) as much as he needs action and knowledge. This is why the

third attitude tries to synthesize both not by saying that God is anthropomor-

phic, or that he is just immutable and static Being, but by asserting that Being

itself is personal, that the absolute itself has a personal nàture.

Now a personal supreme being canno-^jbe alone, for person implies society.

Christians may welcome this idea by pointing out that this is precisely vdiat the

Trinity means. But the relationship should neither be substantialized (there would

then be either three supreme Beings or none at all), nor considered exclusively

ad intra (this God is not only person for himself). Further, God's relation to

the non-rpersonal world should also be re-thou^t.

None of these fundamental attitudes satisfies the great part of humanity to-

day, yet they cannot be dismissed altogether. God has climbed onto the throne

of Being and now begins to feel uncomfortable there. The dominion of the God of



53<Being over the people seems to have ^eased. Either he abdicates or he is over-

thrown.

No need now to voice all the criticisms against these views; they are in the

air almost everywhere. Nor need we elaborate further that an eclectic 'solution*—

drawing now from one attitude, now from another, according to the doubts or queries
Moreover. 1

of the so wrongly called 'unbelievers'—will not satisfy anybody, (the weakness

of pastoral approach is that it keeps the pastor from being approachable—it

assumes he knows the answers, whereas here the question itself is put in question.

The insufficiency of these attitudes raises the second major problem: What

happens to God if he is disentangled from Being. Can he survive?

3 The 'being* of Gpd (Pe-ontologization of God)

Following Aristotle in Europe and the Upanisads in India, Being is primarily

sutstance. Being is what subsists and supports and rest of reality. As the basis

of everything, it is hidden; but hidden does not mean unreal. Being is the subject,

the ousia , the itman .

Accordingly, if God exists he cannot but identify himself with Being: He is

the ultimate Subject, the Substance—the basis Cf everything—the brahman identical

to the âtman , hence the primary Cause, the unmoved mover, the ultimate Creator, inr-

finite Goodness, the perfect Idea, the utmost Justice, the supreme Being, Nowa-

lays such an identification collapses from both sides, that of Being and that of

God,
substant ialisttc;

On the part of Being, it breaks down because ^ thinking is no longer

dominant andjiecisive; consequently substance has lost its privileged ontic position.

Galling God a 'super-^being' or a 'super-subj^ance' (î) may solve the problem . of

pantheism or monism but it avoids the more fundamental issue, because the 'super'

always remains a qualification of the 'being'l^^ The so-called 'ontological dif-
"--and thus, if it is to be real,
already belongs to the realm of 'being
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ference', as well as the classical distinction between essence and existence, and

many currents in modern philosophical thought arise from premises other than those

which uphold the primacy of substance. But ifjeeing is simply a function, can

being^thei without a playor of
God be reduced to'^play;^^ such a role? We could formulate the question negatively

or positively.

The negative way would readi How does God escape from ontology? That is, how

does he escape the nets of ontology so that we may justify both? The peaceful

symbiosis between God and Being which since Aristotle has constituted the spine of

western culture is no longer possible. In fact, whenever ontology ran up a blind

alley, it appealed to God for backing, Descartes, for example, needed divine

truthfulness to maintain his system. On the other hand, when the concept of God

/Id
is confronted with insurmountable difficulties »en turn to ontology with a con-f

cept of Being with which to overcome the apologetic obstacles. For example^,
,, clj wWo f-f

the problem of evili 'the (Father ^person) can permit ojcii because he is the

Being which includes everything,

Can we disentauigle God and Being so that there can be a place for God neat

or below the Being of ontology? Here the problem refers to God more than Beingj

he would have to emancipate himself from the tutelage and refuge ' I metaphysics

has so far provided him. How can God get rid of the rank of Being?

Ibe positive formulation of the same problem will simply refer to God's

connection with Being, for it oould hardly consent to refer to what kind of

•being' God is, or what God's place is in the universality of Being,

Can a religious attitude escape the exigencies of thought, avoid the spider-weil?

spun by thought? We could discuss the exact connection between Being andjthought
running firom Parmenides and th^panisads until today, but one thing seems evidenti

if being is, thought will discover it for us, at least partially. This is the

minimum in common between thinking and^eing, although ; the connection may be much



more intimate. Thinking is not being as such but the organ of being; it discloses

being to us.

Now, is a post-critical attitude possible, an attitude which is reflective, -

not merely instinctive, vital or preconscious, one which gives rise to a real

connection with God without encroaching on the field of thought, i,e,,

•without touching the sphere of being? There can be a thinking that does not refer

to God, but can there be a God that does not refer to our thought? Caui thought

hide and keep itself respectfully outside the ambit of God? The unsolved problem

is to decide who limits thought. If the limits are self-imposed, they are not real

limits. If on the other hand they are forced, nothing can prevent thought from

disregarding the prohibition and approaching the tree of knowledge of good and

evil in its own attempt to become like God, Can God be or become apparent, mean-

ingful or even real to hs if we leave our faculty of thought aside?

eve cah,^
'Lacto ijíot iíitend—tQ reply now such questions. If the history of the God

of Being is still to be written, the history of the 'beingV of God is still to

be lived and experienced. This historj^ would represent the kalros of our present

world. For the most part, the contemporary post-critical attitude has been trying

to de-ontologize God, an understandable if not always well-balanced readtion. As

a result we have hurriedly denied God, instead of reforming the concept. The

denial of God belongs to the process of remythicizin^ 'him'.

Just as the three attitudes described earlier represent constitutive dimensions

of human religiousness, so the factors I am going to sketch constitute three acts

trying to de-ontologize God. / > ,.i

in the drama of the human being

Atheism
11

The serious challenge of atheism lies not in its antirtheism, khich iegates

the personal character of God, but in its denial of God's existence or essence;



in other words, in its refusal to consider God as Being or as any kind of ab-

(oliftG* Atheisin cxiticiz6s what6V62r IdscL of GrOd wo ni^y put forward# P*roiii thls^

point of view, it seems irrefutable. It is weak, on the other hand, when it tries

to offer a positive substitute for the^heistic vision. Atheism is necessary as a

constant corrective to any belief in God, but it always betrays its mission when

it becomes a sufestitu^ for God, religion or whatever. Atheism is a constant re-

minder that Kan cannot transfer the burden and joy of his own existence onto

Another, that there is no Presence somewhere, ready to excuse Man for being
Mjust «an. For atheism, God is the great absence, just the echo of jjan's voice'

which should not frighten its auther,

£j Apophatism

More than one religious tradition would say that God is not only Being but cor·ï''

responds to Non-Being as well. If atheism negates God as Being, apojphatism der

nies God as Non-Being, It is as inappropriate to say he exists as to affirm he,

does not exist. Human silence may indeed be the epifctemic category that reaches

God and ontic silence his own first attribute. The Logos, the Speech, the ¥ord

it not God, but his Son, Image, Manifestation, So that Being is not God but God's

epiphany. The only way to guarantee divine transcendence is simply not to play with

or manipulate that concept, not even by sham analogy, Thife attitude will say

that the only way to make roonjfor God is to not try to squeeze him into the frame

of our thinking. Faith in God demands such total confidence that we do not bother

ahout his being or existence. God utterly transcends our being and our thinking

powers. It is not that his ontic density, as it were, dazzles andjoverwhelms us;

it is rather that he has no ontic density at all becaus^e In not. Modem and

ancient descriptions of God as love or pardon and the like have sometimes tried to

vérbalize what others have preferred to keep silent.
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While atheism is inclined to declare itself incompatible with any theistic

affirmation (contradicting itself in the process, for then atheism becomes a

substitute for theism), this second attitude declares itself compatible with any

type of theistic formulation. If atheism is cataphatic, this second moment is
\

purely apophaticj it sinks into an utter silence, and raises its voice only to

quieten our impulse to ask self-contradictory questions. How can I question the

unquestionable?

■ ^ Radical Relativity

If the two preceding acts are correctives to the corresponding siffirming

attitudes, this third act of our drama is pure affirmation and does not claim to

rise above its own limits. It says not^that everything on earth is prey to an

all-destructive 'relativism', but on the contrsiryj that without transcendent,"

immanenl,;or sceptical escapism, we can envision God ad the tètalîty never exhausted

in itself. Because reality is the radical relativity oí all things, it Shows

the divine neither as one aspect of things, nor as a pure totality or otherness, but"

as the pure and really infinite mutual relatedness of all", things. Reality is

nothing else. The whole is but an inexhaustible bundle of relations. In other

words» the genuine experience of contingency leads I·Ian to discover, not that he

leans on 'another' being in order to subsist, but that his own being is nothing

tut an 1^, a from , a part , a tension, a pole , an element of the whole, and that

this whole is the sum of the existing infinite factors as the relationship of every-^

thing. Here God is neither being nor non-being; he neither exists nor does not

exist; he is neitheijone with the world or Man, nor different and other; he is

the very relationship, the radical relativity, the non-dualisttc dimension,

ground, or summit or whatever name we might choose.

In summary, wa have tried to explore only one issue and do not claim to have
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reached any conclusion, except perhaps to say that the aspects of human religious-

ness we mentioned are constitutive and yet insufficient dimensions of Man's in-

exhaustible ques^for reality, Ve coudd perhaps gloss the answer of the Buddha

vhen asked about the purpose of nirvana : 'This questión, 0 Râdha!, cannot

catch its limit.' It is not really not a question. Any attempt to answer it

vill only entangle us more and^ore tn unnecessary complications. Perhaps the query

about God has an apswer only when it Quiets the very question. But then it is

not a quiet question, nor is silence . . an answer to it, Rj^ther, the question
does not arise because the question is quieted: 'Blessed are the poor in spirit!

Meanwhile we go on inquiring, loving, believing,.,

aun

m



Notes

1, This essay presents in a condensed way some of the ideas developed in the au

thor's book El Silencio del Dios ^Madrid;' Guadlanaj 197^.
2.
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The Law of Karma and the Historical Dimension of Man

Iy^La fcarma^catlr vlcltra

durvljnânâ ca »

This course of karraan is mysterious-

and difficult to discern.

YSB n, 13 (-f)

Vicitra may also meaji variegated, manifold, strange, wonderful, etc.,

¿Hrvl;^ñan_a, understanding with difficulty. For laurid hiwrn, www thn fundp.T,«vatal

In Bii Prinlliliiir, F^-Sil-nnln dri (Mirlrlrl,
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Formulating the rules for a meeting of cultures is »we i <f 4he met urgent

need! of our times, No particular culture has the ri^t to set the pattern,

and no pattern can he set without a certain pre-understanding of the other culture.'

A pattern can he established only if some people succeed in undergoing a genuine

Internal experience of "both cultures. Extrapolation will not do here. Only

living 'rosettas' will help the mutual decipherment.
i. Í

The ideal is to discover the growing points in one culture which are sensi-

tive to the problems of another culture. In this way a natural growth becomes

possible, through a cultural meta"bolism which combines endogeneus and exogensus

eleinènts|-n assimilable portions.

1 stress that this is relevant not only theoretically but also at the most pracr\

tical and concrete politital level. Today the world is impelled toward a common

destiny. Oriental ways of life are emigrating west, marxist ideologies of many

types are taking root in asian fields. Social or rather socialistic consciousness ■

is emerging violently in this—eastern—part of the world. Allergies, schiz^^^irenias,
repressions andjobsessions are maladies that afflict not only individuals but also

societies. I consider the topic of this study vitally important and plead for

insist and collaboration} repentence and true revolution go together. Other-

wise we have only chaos, repression and counter-repression. Ci»iy*4i#-tia6uka3aa»i.Ai
¿¿i iii ■ i l 1.1 ij f'5

the pLupltu 1j uiiaLicbuud mil and will LIiiiiJi>'e!"ptnjplea eiilui^Lhu luhfeem •£

2 Some Indological Notes

Karman is a noun meaning action and comes fronijthe root î^, 'doing, acting,

performing, etc.' The concept and even the sanskrit word àre found in most asian

religions traditions from ancient brahmanism to modern Japanese buddhism. Begin-^
*

a'bout three millenia ago, it has a long history, from Iran to Japan, from
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1 The Problem

Contemporary Han reflects critically on his historical situation and asks

himself >diether historicity is not a constitutive dimension of his heing. West-

emers tend to consider historicity a characteristic almost peculiéir to semitlc-chrls-

tian culture and are somewhat proud of this monopoly. Starting with the assump-
I I

tion that nowadays any problem which is not stated in universal terms contains

a methodological flaw £rom the very outset, the aim of this study is to offer some

considerations on the historical nature of Maji, taking into account the concept

of karma, (l) It should be said from the very beginning that the purpose of this

paper is not to compare the Indian concept of karma with the western concept of

historicity, because in neither camp do these concepts appear clear-cut. There

is a multitude of opinions on the matter both in India and the West, Further, I

ii(noywisl^to compare the two concepts in any strict sense^ Whwt-J·.^iiuuld dtifnid

iin iitin ^iiiiiilIII! uMil [iiiiim^ii rum 111 III! iiP iiiiiiiii 1 1 iit'TlTT"~[mi '1ii niphy (iiml i iiiiii|iiii ml 1 un

mgHgluii Jul Lll,a!l^iiiaHjm>) tg net fee eiiiiiiyjü'U" pliilmMuphiiOB""(ei' i·ii-lígiaiiu)^ but

*^*t»!mto understand and deepen a philosophical (or religious) problem with the

aid of sore than one philosophical (or religious) tradition. What I would like

to attempt is a clarification of an authentic philosophical problem with all the

toojs at my disposal, that is, with the insists and ideas I may have learned from

both traditions. By tools I do not mean only external instruments for expressing

^ idea but also internal means for grasping the i)articular problem, A real culture

does not only provide tools; it also offers the very field in which these tools aure

«ffective.
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Hongolla to Borneo. There is hardly a more widespread concept. Ir^eneral one

could say that a trait common to almost all asiaJi religions is the eicceptance of

the central intuition underlying karma.

Little wonder, then, that the meaning of karma varies from one extreme to

the other on the scale of possible interpretations, and yet it seems that one fun-r^

'daiiiental intuition underlies all the meanings. This basic concept I would like

to examine in one of its aspects only , namely, vdiat in modem western languages

could be rendered by 'historicity*, understood as an anthropocosmic dimension.

From among the many asian traditions, I have ehosen the sanskritic indian

one for reasons of expediency. I could equally have chosen the buddhist line

vhlch is also of indian origin and, in fact, the acme and the most penetrating

analysis of karman is to be found there. Buddhism affirms pure karma because

there is no atrnan to offer any resistance to it or to condense or condition karma.

There are only the acts themselves (karman ) and their fruits (which again pro- ■

duce new acts), without any actor or agent (kartr). As a matter of fact the

huddhist intuition may be nearer to the ideas developed here, but it is more chal-t
(:^''ïo ĵaakQ^this interpretation more conuincTnq^

lenging to take up the atmavadic line of indian thought^. Sim-

ilar studies of other sources may qualify some of my statements, but I would ven-^

ture to say that on the whole they would substantiate from another angle what I

an propounding. (4)
VÎÍ-E.1- Vedas and Brahmanas

In the Rg Veda, karman in its many forms appears a number of times with the

meaning of action, especially sacred action, sacrifice. (^) Scholars discuss

whether or not the idea of rebirth is present in the Rg Veda, (i^) The texts are

not clear and certainly do not use karman to express what could be interpreted as

reaping in another life the fruits of a previous one. (jp) The only text tradi-

tionally given in support of the rebirth theory saysj
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your spirit ( âtnâ ) will have to go to the Wind;
Go .to heaven or earth according to your merit (dharmanâ ),
or go to the waters if this is your lot; ^ '

settle down among the plants with all your hones. (•«)

This text could he read against the background of many others. C«f) The meanr

Ing is that the life of the individual has neither an absolute beginning nor an

•atsolute end and that the many constituents of life continue their existence

In other realms of the world. Significantly, the word karman does not appear.

Dharitia is used instead.

Vhat is stressed again ant^gain in the Rg Veda is the fact that human full- •

ness and cosmic salvation is readhed only through the sacred action, the sacrifice
'

'
I

íèich completes the creative action by which the world cajne into being andbontinues

to exist.
e

■

The Atharva Veda has some passages stressing the importance of karman , (?)
and in one text it seems to correct or complement the Rg-vedic trision of a famous

hymn which says that ardor or energy was the origin of cosmic order and of truth,

affirming that this energy or aaddor ( tapas ) was born from karman . {^) Hiis

universe is the fruit of a divine action and throggh another set of integral or

theandric actions it is conserved and saved. (^)
This is the main idea which the Erahmanas will develop, that the sacrifice or

sacred action is the ultimate cause and dynamic of this world. Now if

sacred action has such power, the human being is responsible for using it properly,

Horeover, the world itself depends on the performance of such ants. And here we have

in a nutshell all the future motifs of karma. In the Satapatha Brâhmana we find

*a ;S;an is bom into the wo±ld he has maide', oÍ^ and that the idea of judg-

®ent according to one's deeds is al£ead.y common. ok)
The Upanisads

Teriiaps the earliest text concerning what is called transmigration is found
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in the Brtadâranyaka üpauiisad, ¿i) which sums up a long development of thoo^t.

Later in that Upanisad we find»

Now this Self ( atman ) is brathman indeed. It consists

of understanding (yi.jnâLna ), mind (manas ), life-breath
(cakgut J Tsrotra )

( prana ), si^t^and hearing^ of earth ( prthivl ), water

( apah ), wind (viyu ) and space (ether, akasa ), light

( te.jas ) and darkness (ate.jas ), (jn) loving desire ( kâma )
, . . Ckrodha ) (akrodha )

and indifference ( akama ). angér^and non-anger, righteous-

ness (dharma ) and the absence of it ( adharma ); it con-

sists of all things. This is the meaning of the saying»

it consists of this, it consists of that.

As one acts (karman ), as one behaves, so does one

(yathâkârT yathâcârT tathâ bhavati) . .

Bicom^. Acting well something becomes good, acting ill

it becomes evil. By meritorious acts one becomes meritor- ,
. .

ious ( punyah punyena karmani. bhavati ). by sinful acts,
• • •

sinful ( papah ).

Some have said» this person ( purusa ) considts of loving
■

desire ( kama ) alone. As his loving desire, so his will

(kratu ), as his will;,i so will he act (karman ); as he acts

so will he attain.

The operant ideas are clearly visible if we take into account the whole conf

text, Man is an aggregate or a principle of activities which have a wider re-

percussion thai he imagines; his actions as well as his constitutive elements

^e not his private monopoly, they belong to the wide wo2^j and to the wide

they return; Man has an ontological and not merely an ethical stewardship,
M t

s actions receive not only reward and punishment, they also carry an onto-

logical weight which does not depend only on the private endow^ment of their ac-
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1

tuai performer.

The passage from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad which answers the one just quoted

is worthwhile summarizing, for it opens up the actual meaning of the text.

Jiratkarava Arthaliiiga is questioning the great Yijnavaljfya regarding severàl

protlems; they come to discuss the meaning of life and its connection with death.

•Vhat happens at death?

'When a person dies, what is it that does not leave

him?' (^4)
Çlo

After having answered that it is the name which is infinite and immortal,

ïâjrîavalkya goes on to disclose the cosmic law of the eonservation of all the

elenents in the universe:

...the voice enters into the fire, the breath into the

air (or, goes with the wind), the eye into the sun,

the mind into the moon, the hearing into the regions,
the body into the earth, the self into the space...

Vhat then becomes of this person?

Arthabhiga, my friend, said he, taJce my hand. We two

alone shall know about this. It is not for us to

unfold this in public. Away they went together and

together they spoke with one another. What they were

discussing was karman and what they Here praising was

karman . Indeed one becomes meritorious by meritor-

ious action and sinful by sinful action. Then Jirat-
karava Arthabhaga kept his peace in sidence. Iji^)

Here karman no longer appears as the sacrificial act or, as in the Giti,

the truly moral and thus ontologically real action, but as that core whicti^emains
of the person and yet transcends all .individuality.

There are many other places in the Upanisads stressing the peculiar nature

of karma, (^) the cosmic destiny of Man's actions, ^1/^) the importance of a

^'s last acts, the continuation of ttan's attributes and the inherent

Oustice of this procedure, (S^) the details of the transmission, the end of

fhe deeds retaining one on earth, (^) the nature of release (sé and its release

30/
to the sacrifice, (^) etc.
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I may sum It all up with a short sentence from a relatively late Upanisadi

'The doer of the acts ... he is the enjoyer'. (i^)
Tradition

It may suffice to adduce some recognized texts. The Bhaigavad Gità could be

said to be the consecration of the way of karma to such an extent that for the

Gîtâ, karma is the constitutive element of our creatureliness. (^)' A substantial

part of it is dedicated to this theme,' chapters II and III deal thematically with

3^the question of action and inaction, works and not works. ($$) The law of karma

is fully recognized.
Í .

■

The Brahmasutra contributes two importajit passages which also supply a leading
thread to the development of the idea in the traditional commentaries throughout

the centuries. Pw)
%

The Yogasutras also offer some basic references to the understanding of karma.

Isvara, the Lord, is a special kind pf Self precisely because he is untouched by

kamas. .(^) Helease amounts to the cessation of all karmas, obtained by
I .1

eliminating all latent deposits of karma, ,@7) a process which entails alternate

advance and recession in the development of kcLrma, neither of which need be

i. df)conscious. (Pf'i) Only he who witnesses to his own self (atmasâksâtkâra ) over

against the individualistic 'I-am-ness' ( aismita ) reaches salvation.

The discussion of the relation between the theology of works and that of

knowledge, or between the way of sacred or secular action and the way of tra^

dltional or modern scientific knowledge, may be said to be one of the pivots of

^11 Indian culture from its beginning until our own days. There is a striking
continuity discernible only to a sociologist! today's temples may be new construe-

tions, but the rites are ancient.

As a representative example of the traditional Indian thinking I would like
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to ^uote one passage from the Prince of the Advaitinsi

But, to raise a new objection, there exists no trans-f
migrating soul different fror^the Lord and obstructed by
impediments of knowledge; for Sruti expressly declares

that 'there is no other seer but he; there is no other
knower but he' (BU III.7»23). how then can it be said
that the origination of knowledge in t^ie transmigrating
soul depends on a body, while it does not so in the case

of the Lord? —True, we reply. There is in real ity no

transmigrating soul different from the Lord .

Still the connection (of the Lord) with limiting
adjuncts, consisting of bodies and so on, is assumed,
just as we assume the ether to enter into connection

with diverse limiting adjuncts such as jars, pots, daves,
aJid the like. And just as in consequence of connections

of the latter kind such conceptions and terms as 'the hoi-

low (space) of the jar|, etc, are generally current, al-

though the space inside a jar is not really different from
universal space, and just as in consequence thereof there

generally prevails the false notion that there are dif-
ferent spaces such as the space of a jar ard so on; so

there prevails likewise the false notion that the Lord
and the transmigrating soul are different; a notion due

to the non-discrimination of the (unreal) connection of

the soul with the^imiting conditions, eonsisting of the

body and so on. That the Self, although in reality the

only existence, imparts the quality of Selfhood to bodies
and the like which axe Not-Self is a matter of observation,
and is due to mere wrong conception, which depends in its

turn upon an ajitecedent wrong conception. And the conse-

quence of the soul thus involving itself in the transmi-

gratory state is that its thought depends on a body and
the like. (Mé)

the)
No need to comment; the texts show that the locus of(karma theory is not merely

the ethical realm, but that it is intrinsic to a whole conception of reality.

As for the rest of indian tradition, we are here assuming that it, together

iflth its western counterpart, is sufficiently known. 0^)
Sunffiarv

In^ttempting to bring together the many threads of indian tradition we cam

'istect three operamt ideas t

Karma as the saving sacrificial action; sacrifice understood as the truly the-

Mirlo action by which the human and the divine collaborate to maintain the uni-

^Mse and cause it to reach its goal. This aspect, which is the original idea, is

'^pressed in the Vedas and the Brahmanas.
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rj| Karma as karnanâr^ , that is, the path of action, of good works, as the way

to human salvation and fulfillnent. Action in inevitable and so not entangling

if performed in the right way, with the right spirit. Not detachment from action'

is required, but detachment in action from its expected fruits. The Bhagavad

Gita still remains the highest example of this attitude.

Karma as the subtle structure of temporal reality which remains once the

prima facie elements have faded away or been transformed, as that which all

existing beings have in common. Here the concept of historicity, in the human

and cosmic sense, finds its place. The lasting message of the Upanisads accen-

tuates this aspect which also underlies all the philosophical schools. Yoga,
I

for instance, has developed all the psychical and spiritual implications of this

experience.

3 The Karmic Conception of the Universe

To explain the karmic conception of the world I will now break up this unitary

vision into a few particular rays, each of which may give us in prismatic refraction,

one of the colors of the spectrum. There are three fundaunental options regarding

the nature of the human person, all of them well represented throughout the history
of thought.

First, the core of the human being has never been born, therefore neither does

it die. Birth and death are only 'epiphenomena', superficial appearances. Only
the body is bom and dies, not the real person. The Self that has to be realized

*as always there and remains untouched by the temporal flow of external events.

human freedom is a direct consequence oi^his vision: Man is above the super-_
ficial events of history. This is the optiôn indian culture has stressed.

Second, the core of the human being is certainly born, but it does not die;
i is immortal. Man has a soul which has originated'either in this world or in-
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another stage of existence, but which will never cease to exist. Each person is

sacred and an end in itself because of the immortal soul it embodies. Human

dignity is linked with this idea. This is the option greek and post-hellenic

culture have emphasized.

Third, the core of the human being is both bom and mortal. It comes into

existence as a really new and fresh beginning. Man is real, but he also has

a real end, a human annihilationi Man is mortal. The direct consequence of this

attitude is an urge to better the human condition and to work for this world as

long as there is still time. This is the option modern secularism understores.

My contention is that the insight of karma, like many other fundamental

human intuitiônsî has a cross-cultural value because, though wrapped in a certain

cultural garb, it is intended to explain a basic human attitude. Thus, although

traditionally linked with the first option, it can serve equally well as a fruit-

ful hypothesis for the other two. The nature of karma will of course be inter-,

preted differently, but its quintessence, so to speak, will be the same in all

three cases.

In the first option, karma stands for what has to be burned away, the ob-

Btacle to realization. It is the coefficient of illusion and unreality.

In the second, karma represents the raw material, as it were, that the immortal

soul must elaborate (or assimilate) in ordér tojdisentangle itself (or grow to the

point of liberation) from the temporal and mortal world. Karma here is the cov

efficient of creatureliness .

in the third, karma is identified with Man himself. The humanum consists of

the karraic côntents of the universe which bridge the gulf between the individual

the world. Karma is the anthropological coefficient of reality, of humanness .

In all three conceptions, however, there remains an underlying unity which may

^ brought to li^t by simple semantics. Karma has been translated as work , but
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should

In modem languages this word does not convey all the aspects of karma. It ■■al·i

rather te rendered as action in the scholastic sense of actio , taken both actively

and passively ( active et passive sumnta ), i.e., it is at once the metamorphic power

vhich turns the vdieel of existence and the passive material to be metamorphosed,

burnt, annihilated. It is that action by which the world comes into being and

nerdureà, the action whose echoes ring in every nook and cranny of being, the ac-

tlon which every deed and activity only mirrors, gives back, individualizes, chan-
It is the Qct and the acted (thing), the action and the effect of the act,

i' "

neis, expresses and lays bare, ^ Karma stands for the undivided, nondualistic

view of reality where the act is not severed from its effect. The act is act pre-

cisely because it has it® own effect, because it acts. The karmic view of reality

is thus^integrated insight which links all things together, allowing for differ-

entiation and discrimination, but not for separation or ontological dichotomies.

Mythical ajid the Mythological

Popular belief. East and West, usually holds that the theory of karma means

what the names 'transmigration' and 'rebirth' encompass. According to this be-i

lief, you, individual E, are going to be born in an individual K according to

your karmai.e., according to your deeds, good or bad, so that as a reward or

punishment you are reborn in a higher or lower being. When E was born he inheri-

ted the past karma of individual D and so the karmic line has neither beginning nor

end, except for the released person, the saint, who has burnt all his karmaS^and
leaves behind no remnant with which to be born again. This interpretation, first

-of all,, gives every individual a chance to win eternal life, if not at one stroke,
gives a prima fac ie account of two

then after a number of births. Secondly, it^aammiilu
*** scandalous human facts: the inequalities of nature and society on the one hand,

^d the problem of evil and suffering on the other. As to how these past karma

oane into èxistence, different schools propo^^ different theories, incldding human

free will.

I submit that this picture is a simple caricature of something which gets
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fundamentally distorted in passing from the mythical to the mythological. A para-

llel example in christian thought would be to consider heaven a big air-conditioned

hall where for all eternity the christian God amuses and entertains his worshippers

nho tehaved bravely on earth, or as a paradise where all the desires repressed in

earthly existence find their fulfillment.

I do not mean to suggest that popular bèliéfs are wrong, I am only insisting

that the passage from the mythical to the mythological represents a metabasis eis

alio Renos , a passage to another genre, which disfigures the original image.

Those who live in a particular myth express their beliefs in terms and images

which lose their message and truth the moment they are uprooted from their origK

inal soil. The words may be the same, but their meaning has completely shifted.

Our problem is the more aggravated in that it involves not only the passage from

one particular kind of understanding to another, but also from one ¡particular

culture and world-view to a completely foreign one. To begin with, even the terms

we use—'metempsychosis', 'transmigration*, "rebirth*, et al .—are either mis-

nomers or mistranslations.

Here mythical refers to all those symbols and contents we take for granted,
the horizon ower against which our conceptions of reality are intelligible. Mytho-

is intended to express that conscious awareness which results when the logos
enters into the myth and partially transposes mythical contents into a logical con-'

text, Mythological reduction more or less conserves the^letter' or formal aspects
of the myths without conserving belief in them. Bj^his very fact mythology
otinnges the object of mythical consciousness; that is, mythical intentionality
points to something altogether different from its mythological contents. The God

®y belief—Siva, Zeus, Yahweh or any other—is my myth; the concept of God you
y "lake of it without believing in him is the mythology you draw from my myth,
ilarly, Democracy, Jsstice, Patriotism or whatever ideal I may believe in.



617.Klthout knowing in what I believe, abd which directs my course of actlon|f con-

stitutes my myth; while your concepts of my values, in which you yourself do not

bej-ieve, constitute the mythology you discover in my beliefs. We all live in

ijyths and at times we all discover the mythological contents of some of them and

so discard and replace them by means of the logos, that is, by the self-aware and

critical faculty of human knowledge. The passage from myth to logos makes for human

culture and civilization, but the recession from forgotten logoi into the magma of

new and emerging myths is what accounts for the Inexhaustibility of human progress—

without ever reaching the heavens as at Babel...

My tasl^ere is to discover whether it is possible to explain the mythical with-^

out mythological distortion. The key to the procedure is a belief in truth,

which must accompany us throughout our enquiiry.
the )

Our quest is(more important because the theory of karma is probably the result

of a"! historical process of secularization from the vedic and brahmanic conception

of sacrifice to the general understanding of life itself as a kind of sacrifice.

The idea could perhaps be summarized in this way: Sacrifice is the sacred action

par excellence which brings salvation and various kinds of well-being (according

to the type of sacrifice offered). It is not difficult to eecjthat the danger of

magic and priestly exploitation is all too near. So salvation and well-being needed

to he rescued from the danger of dependence on the priestly class or on external

ritual observances. The idea of karma offers the desired solution. The whole of

iife resembles a rite conducive to salvation and happiness; sacred actions are

not a -p comprisei- a lew acts performable only by experts or through them, but the

"hole of human activities. The sacred has shifted froir^he altar to the sphere of

life T„ 4.v,4 liberating
• an tnis way the theory of karma Was experienced as a^process

action from a certain concep^of the sacred. As a i^an sows so will he

might be a simple formulation of it; or as the acts, so the results. should

^^''y prudent and careful with loords, but a certain wind of secularization

he detected in this process.
'
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and Cosmos

The first general idea of karma is that it expressés cosmic solidarity and

ontological relationship.

It has been said time and a^ain that the idea of karma denotes universality,

that it is the causal link at work in the universe. Everything has a cause

and produces an effect because the universe is a kosmos . an order, and not a

chaos, (w) The idea of karma gives expression, first of all, to this inter-re-

latedness of everything in the worldi nothing gets lost, nothing is isolated or

disconnected, any action reverberates to the very limits of universe; there are

no hidden or secret actions on the karmic level,

Vhatever its ontological constitution may—be, the law of karma is universal;

It pervades the whole universe and is coextensive with it almost by definition,

80 that if anything escaped the law of karma it would also escape the realA of

world-reality. Not only are all transformations in some way the fruit of karma,

hut the underlying structure which makes the transformations possible and intelli+

glhle is also related to karma.

íhe greek intuition 'the world is kosmos and

not chaos ' finds its counterpart in^he asian insight .'the world is karman and

not brahman *. meaning: this world or (as many texts of the Scriptures say) 'all

(idam sarvam). i.e., all that falls or can fall within the range of ex-

Perlence (of any kind) is karman . This is to say, it is all ordered and causally,
connected; it all builds a net of relationships between actions and reactions in

some convergences have the power to direct the threadê in one or another

direction, thus building up or reducing the karmic strucy^e of the universe,

At this point one can determine that the two main areas of study for defining
®nature of karma are: (l) its relation with the Absolute, and (2) its relation

the individual.
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Karma and the Absoluts

Is this cosmos. It is the peculiar causal structure of this universe

and phenomenologically it shows itself as a pattern of pure relationship. In

other vords, karma is not the Absolute but rather the very symbol of the non-absolute.

It stands for that factor, that aspect (real or unreal, according to one's school),

vhich distinguishes earthly existence from Absolute Being, Just as it is redundant

to speak of an ordered cosmos, it is redundant to speak of a karmic cosmos. The

vhole universe isjkarma; indeed, it is nothing but a concentration of karma, a crys-

tallizing of karmic lines crossing one another to give the impression (again, true

or false according to various schools) of this earthly reality.

The law of karma governs the entire 'contingent* world, the whole 'created*

universe, all 'nonreal' Being, all^'provisional' existence, the whole of 'temporal*

reality, Whatfkarman may be it is not brahman, not birvana., not moksa, not sat

(ta considered aa absolute being), etc. On the contrary, karman has to do with.

samsara (the world), kala (time), duhkha (suffering), and the whole human and cosmic

piljrimage toward realization. Karma is the symbol of the relative, the changing,

the proviáional and temporal. The locus of karma is the temporal existence of re-

slity)^he temporal existence of this world and, above all, of Man,

Karma means the non-absolute in a logical, epistemological and ontological

sense,

logically, karma is essentially relationship, mutual relatedness and so mutual

ispendencej it is the relative par excellence and not the absolute, the unrelated,

from an epistemological slant, karmic knowledge is knowledge about the 'work-

tig of the universe, 'know-how' about the mutual relationship among things. It

Is phenomenal knowledge or scientific knowledge. The knowledge of karma will not

us what things are, but how they 'work', behave, act gnd react. It will tell

® nothing about the ultimate nature of things, only'about their pragmatic inter-
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actions#

From the ontological point of view, karma is what claims to "be non-absolute,

passing» provisional, not ultimate and definite. Practically every ontology that .

deals with the notion of karma will distinguish a double level: the real, absolute,

metaphysical and eternal level (called paramarthika , nitya , sat , âtman , etc.); and

the unreal, relative, phenomenonal and temporal one (called vyavahârika , anitya ,

asat, anatman, etc.). One of the thorniest problems of Indian philosophies is how

to relate these two levels.

So karma is the earthly realm of intra-worldly causality. It represents the

mutual cause -effect relation between all beings of the universe and their mutual

repercussions. Karma is thus the non-metaphysical structure of reality. To know

vhat is teyond karma or how to transcend it constitutes the goal of most Indian

philosophic3tl systems.

Karma, and the Individual

The karmic world-view is a phenomenal and non-absolute world-view. Further,

it is a non-individualistic conception of the factual struct^e of the universe

vhich in fact cannot be individualized. When everything is seen as a net of causal

gross and subtle relationship, there is no possible criterion for ai^idividing line

between individuals. The individual -can only be a pragmatic device for naming

things or for manipulating phenomena. The net of relationships constituting the

kaxnic structure of reality (real or unreal according to the several systems) has

10 loose threads, no limits, no points of privilege which might indicate the be-

ginning or end of any one individual. (1^^
Horeover, we lack jwit awiy a criterion for individualization: if there were

. I.e. shear unrelatedness,
110 a thing as a pure /individual,^it would for this very reason be outside the

karmic realm. It would not be kaxmically detectable, it would exist outside the

of mutual causality. It would be unconditioned and this can only be God,
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^he Absolute, the purusa of SaAkhya, or an avatara , a descent of the Divine, a mu-

tation or rather a discontinuity in the karmic structure of the wc^^. In buddhism

it can only be nirvana . If there is something outside time and causality, out-

side the reach of mutual relations and influences, it can by définition only be

the realiji of the absolute. With this in mind many a sjrstem of indien philosophy bei

cojies understandable. If they nrn nhUgni fiw ^postulate the existence of a .jlva ,

purusa , âtman , a soul above the karmic realm, it can only be uncreated and so di-

vine, belonging to another world.

tfe could put the same tdea the other way round. There'-are no privileged indiit

viduals because each thing is unique. Each point, each karmic crossing, as it

is
were, is unique. This^the well-known theoyy of momentariaess so thoroughly de-

veloped in Ij^iddhist philosophy. All that exists is only a succession of moments

of existence (or o£ consciousness, according to how one stresses the relation be-

,tween existence and consciousness).

It needs to be added that this conception only makes sense if accompanied

ty a spiritual quest for perfectiob, that is, for salvation. The fact that you

diïcover the karmic nature of the universe indicates that there is\'something'
which belongs to another realm :or, more accurately, that there is nothing within

'

the karmic structure that can appease the existential urge for 'salvation'. A

fundamental distinction seems relevant here if we are to understand the deep intui-r

tion underlying karma: the distinction between individual and person.

Without embarking on specific philosophical considerations, we may readily agree

that the notion of individuality is based on a numerical distinction and so that it

lieeds some material basis for its expression. An individual isS^SSBaWlimBgr some-

complete in itself add separable from others; it is an indiviéible ontjn^
unit (in its own field) diff-erent from others precisely because of its

The traditional image of ato«\s is perhaps the best example. A
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person, in contrast, is a center of relationships "based in the qualitative dès-

tinction of uniqueness. A person is unique and incompariüole, and so in some way

a mystery, for uniqueness is the phenomenological expression of any ontological

mystery.'it cannot be corn-pared, there is no point of reference, it remains a y, ■

mystery.
In the karmic view of reality, the human being can in no way be considered

5Íbj/£j
ai^lndividual—there is nothing in him which could be isolated or considered sep-,

ara'ble frori^he rest. All the elements of which the human being is said to consist

are confetitutively related to others and depend on such relations: physical elements,

body, mind, will, the psychic reality of ego-consciousness, etc.? it is all hothing

but a bundle of relations.

In such a view, can the human being "be considered a person? In other words, is
olor^

there any place for the ontSW uniqueness of the human being as person^

To be sure, the answer depends on the meaning we give 'person'. If we say

'person' but meaji 'individual', then it definitely has no place hereí If ego

means Individual consciousness and the conviction that I myself am a kind of

monad or spiritual atom (that is, something with unique ontological reality in this

world), then we shall have to say there is no place for the ego in the karmic

conception of the world. More accurately, we shall have to say thatjthe whole

karmic dynamism tends to treat this illusion of ego-ness as the main evil, "both

ontological and moral, and tries to eliminate; it.

If by 'person' we understand the incidence of a non-karmic factor upon the

karmic structure of reality which makes a pairticular crossing of kairmas a center

of freedom and decision, then we san say there is place frr the person as an in-

ifdence of a superior order, which cannot be confused with the karmic one. The

condition a karmic vision of reàlity would make is that the person should re-

of the karmic game, which are the rules of the entire cosmic
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person is that point of convergence of karmas which has the power ( purusakara )

to bum karmas. The person is the one reality which has power over the whole

Itariiilc structure of the universe, which is capable of directing the karmic threads

in one direction or another. To use a more congenial metaphor, the person is

that power which has the capacity to destroy karma or to engross it. The person is
artist or

the great mâyin , .the cosmic^magician able to create or annihilate karma. In a

word, the person is the center of freedom. How could he modify and steer karma if
there were not a super-karmic agent?

Anybody versed in indiah philosophy will recognize here the echoes and the

quintessence of one of the underlying motives of most indian systems: the plgy

between prakrti ard purusa, the intercourse between Brahman and Isvara in and
• •

'j throu^ miyi . —? 6 2.3 .1

From this poiht of view,unâer^ of karmic human existence

( would stress, among others, the following points.

'My' ego is not the owner of 'my* life. This life does not begin with me,

but was given to 'ae'. I found it; I met it at a certain point endowed with
,

Or- ratherf it found me.
''

positive and negative values./fit is up to me to pass it on increased and embellished,
or dimiaished and damaged. A series of elements, of karmic lines, have crossed

Md are constantly crossing ííithin me, and I have to manage this truly human con+

dltion to the best of my abilities for my personal enjoyment and that of the

"^lol^jforld, without a sense of tragedy, however, for nothing on this level is

ultimate and absolute. This allows detachment and perspective, love and play,
a sense of relativity to all joys and softens the cruel face of all sorrows,

y figo does not take itself too seriously or too tragically, as if it were the

of the universe .or an absolute value. At the same time, I feel a cosmic

Ponsibility because the entire universe depends on the positive handling of

'^Mia at my disposal. I am the connecting link between the past and future.
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And here also the last and most important of all the

mahâvâkiiâni acquires its liberating meaning: tat tuam asi.

'That thou art', i.e. this (you) are: thou , a thou of Brahman

and thus above karma because thou can/handle karma.X51)



between myself and others, and this on a cosmic and universal level from which not

a single being is excluded. It is obvious that the motivation for doing^^or
vork, and for good actions will have to be something more than a crude or even

reformed and refined eudaemonism for enjoying myself on any level. I shall actythe
ethically only wherT^ , motives for my actions have reached an egoless motivation

which is rooted in maintaining the whole universe: lokasajTigxaha .

As for 'roe', I shall find my enjoyment in having beên ; called to play my role

in the drama of this cosmos. As for 'me', I shall be giveiuithe opportunity to

discover the vertical meaning of existence, to transcendrthe spatio-temporal
structure of reality and overcome karma altogether. There is no frustratioi^or
the realized person, for his or her success is not measured by r-:an objective
yardstick which gauges objective achievement, but rather by living in such a way

that, while giving life away, living it out, he or she reaches the other shore,fulness—or
the shore of^nothingness. (3^.1

At this point I shall endeavor to clarify a widely held ànd'harmful misun-

derstanding and also to explain why it becajne so popular. I am referring to the
Incorrect identification of the theory of karma with so-called 'reincarnation*.

If there is something the law of karma does not say and which in fact con-

tradicts all that it stands for, it is this popular misinterpretation. The law
ff karma insists that all a ^an is—his energies, thoughts, merits and vices,
tils corporal elements, all that he had or was able to handle during his life—that
^11 the karmas, in a word, are not lost, rather they enter into the cosmic net of
'^nusality an(^olidarity. The exception is the psychological ego , which is either

Illusion with no consistency whatsoever or a mere pragmatic label or a totally
Kiortai asunder^Ing, for it is the conglomerate of those qualities which fall •

.

® death of a particular human being. What transmigrates is all but the
dual—if transmigration is^o have any meaning at all.



The popular "belief springs from an inability to get rid of what the whole

Itarmic conception of the world intends to eradicate i selfish ego-centricity.

It may also be said to originate when Individual conscibusness emerges without

a corresponding change in the cosmological world-view; then the mythical becomes

mythological, at least in the eyes of those who try to interpret the beliefs of

.others,
anecdotal

Hay I be allowed to be for one paragraph? I have witnessed more

ir^
than once a simple Indian peasant, believingfthe law of karma, being drivin 4°

say what he does not, in fact, believe because of the exigencies of dialogue and

the limitations of his own vocabularjir when faced with an enlightened questioner.

Certainly he feels that he "bears a treasure greater than himself, he is convinced

that what he has in his hands, his life, is something over which he heis no property

rights. He senses that his existence did not begin with him nor will it end with
be reborn yhim. But he is not saying, much less meaning, that he will lemmifm, that his

personality comes from someplace else and goes to archer. He does not have the

impression that what a modern would call the "individual* goes on tr^migrating.
He is much closer to the already quoted saying of^añkara that the Lord is the only

transmigrât or, that Life is what goes on, and that all the qualities he has cul-

tivated Bill not be lost, nor will the vices he has accumulated. It is only when

confronted with the idea that it mi^t be he himself who will survive that his eyes

kindle at the temptation and he may yield, saying it may be so,

I night offer yet another hypothesis for what it is worth. Individual con-

cciousness has for the last few centuries been so deeply rooted in the occidental

"cntality that western«»»^can hardly imagine another type of thinking. We are

perhaps witnessing tn the West a sharp reaction to this, but whatever the

f sent trend, the fact is that the encounter between western add asian minds these

Centuries was so ert^angled in the myth of the reality of the individual that
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no dialogue was possible without presupposiiig this view, indeed, talcing it for

grantedi 1" way, words like the transmigration of souls, reincarnation, etc,

came into existence and with them a deformation of the original meaning of the

asian doctrines.

All this said, it must be added that this process of individualization is

not only a western phenomenon but seems inherent to the development of human con-

soiousness.

Karma and Historicity

All that follows should be understood within the limits of a formal philosoph-

leal investigation, not a material one. I am attempting to speak a language

nhich will make sense for the follower of more than one philosojphical tradition! '

necessary if one is to do justice to a cross-cultural
a risky task perhaps, but Mi<M>4hii

'¡{'imesUgation.
í.j·íl··í: Karma and Time
I

'

The karmic conception of reality relativises time and turns it into the very

exprestion of the law of karma. This is the law of the temporal flux. Th^egree
of reality time has corresponds to the degree of reality karma has. Foi^hose who

consider karma real, time is real? for those for whom karma is unreal or partly
so I time suffers the same fate. In fact, time is nothing but the flow of karma,

is a kind of condensation of time. Ti^e past means past karma, and future

come.means karma to
is nothing but a transfer ence o£^

o-called 'circular' time lanilis' hiigaw^^w^é^he beginninglessness of the karmic

crld to the sphere of time. Time is supposed to be circular simply because
withou t being absolutê ,

^ s considered to be inexhaustible!^ To transcend karma, to burn it, to exr
d

sh 311 It i
Kamaslmeans to escape time, to go beyond it and enter the timeless.

hn., 1
^

'-.Now the beginninglessness of karma has quite often been misunder-
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stood and construed as an ontological theory, whei^he original intuition was only

phenonenological. Karma has no beginning and no end because it is not an entity

in itself nor has it an end in itself. ttrinl plini;- (ai
i,» ¿V.. T... »-P V - ^ „

j-
^ . . 1 - .

^ ^ 1 ^ fl 0 1 f I

The only beginning of karma is the beginning which is taking place every moment;

the only end (aim, goal) of karma is the end (extinction) of it. But to affirm

that all karmas will one day disappear is a sentence which has no meaning within

the karmic context in which alone it can be formulated.

Both \ -

— for- rir,,
Jmmfmm time ancKarma allow#

"

their
forn^al treatment, that is, for a consideration of iàm nature independent of

or*
1' ' temporal things^iiiheigaac^iwwpiiwip^B mtifa iw<ii.wa*8ly lialied the things themselves.^®.*

this is only a thinking abstraction because
I laiMtisifcnly^in the last analysis there cánnot be time without things temporal, just

\ as there can be no karma without the actions and the results of different agents.
'Both and time are

imkf l^arma é»^indissolubly tied to the things themselves.
Í Harm and H is tory

iinmaegiii ithtg i 4^he law of karma expresses" what modern western language

, I

^
night call the historical dynamism of beings. It is clear that if the center

of gravity resides in and the attention of history is directed toward events easily

dat^able externally, the law of karma does not pay them much attention. What

the law of karma describes and registers are the inner modifications, the happen-.

ings internal to the beings themselves; karmic law centers its attention not on

f.'.'' beings
whajr did, but on what happened to them as they did it.

filat

We may define bistoricity as the capacity to accumulate the past, as it were,

and assume it into the present, or as that quality of human existence by which

by a simple process

the past emerges into the present and configures it. This is not

e or by a gathering up^

fng or integrating
^sical or spiritual bits and pieces of the past, but

them into the present in a special way. Again, if we define
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this same concept as that peculiar character by which the future-.too, somewhat

in in

similarly, becomes active and present in ti» hope and/^reality mt the here and

now, so that one cannot define a person without including his past and future,

then we may say that all those human peculiarities which today we sum up under

the name of 'historicity' are practically all present and effective in the con-

ception of karma.

Karma is the crystallization of actions past, as well as of the results of

acts which are no longer in the past, l'ut which emerge and are present in

the contemporary situation of whoever bears that particular karma. In a wav I

We could use the familiar distinction between having and being. Properly

tery of the person, and ultimately one can only say 'I am' ( aheim asmi ). What I

fiave is my karma, and with it I have to deal with my earthly existence. But if

we overlook that *1' for which the 'an' is ultimately meaningful, then all actions

of the human being, including psychological consciousness, 'are' its karma» a con-

densation of acts past, a dynamism of tendencies to be realized in the future»^all
that composes the present.

O-

In this sense Aiw great#* part of Indian philosophy could be considered a

philosophy of histbry; not a philosophical reflection on external events but a

philosophical meditation on the historicity of being, on the peculiar temporal

character of the human being and all cosmos, which is so configured that nothing

is lost, Everything àccumulates and emerges in a present which condenaes|all
past actions and realities. And this to such an extent that to consider a being

as only what it is now, neglecting what it was and ignoring what it shall be,

could be called a 'philosophical sin.

am as much that I 'was' and equally
my present real

«¿/present in ixiitBmpiiiL'awsi situation.

speaking, karma is not what I am, but what I have. What I am belongs to the mys
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This awareness of historicity in the karmic sense is built into the asian

mentality. It is almost taken for granted that I am a condensed result of the

past, that all 1 have is simplj^(historicit^, that there is no original newness,

no genuine beginning, that revolutions are childish, politically speaking, if it

is supposed that they ban begin with a tabula rasa .

The traditional concept of avatara or descent of the divine is intimately con-

nected with the theory of karma. And this gives to the avatara what christian

theology would term its docetic charactér. The avatara is justified precisely

■because cosmic history shows experientially a kind of negative inertiat by it-

self, the world tends to go downhill and requires cLfeain and again the interven-

tion of the divine, of the non-karmic order, to reverse the trend. So we have an

option between two fundamental views of historicityi history is a declining
process or an an uphill path. Indian thou^t tends to accept the idea of a re-

deeming power which saves the karmic world from getting more and more involved in

such a density of relations that it would bring about a kind of ontic asphyxia.

^ Karma and Man

I am reading from, rather than into, indian scripture and tradition when I

assert that the theory of karma does t(^ things: it elevates the entire world

to the human sphere and abolishes human privileges, putting ^Iqn on a level with

the rest of the universe. In other words, there is a universal law which governs

both Han and the ^orld without distinction. The Karmic structure is common to

all beings. Some see this as degrading Han to the level of a mere thing. Others

nay prefer to say it entails enhancing the whole contingent w'otld up to the level

of human dignity.

One thing is certain, the entire realm of being is under one and the same

or 1^'-^''
^w, and this law is temporal*father tiHM historical. It is this law of karma which

ikat
ns·ys^the structure of reality is such that it allows.mutual interactions in space
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andf especially, in time, thou^ differently than described by Newton's physical

laws of action and reaction. This law, by contrast, is built on the pattern of

reality ttself. Being is karmic; being is temporal ani^istorical. Being has a di-

mansion to which the seÇaratioh in space (which makes individuals) or In time

(which makes things and multiplicity) is no longer sufficient or valid. An iso-

lated being is an abstraction, an'iartificial and anti-natural separation from the
y.;.

existèng and given reality. All is stitched together in the warp and woof of karma.

The law of karma gives expression to the ;^undamental human condition, yet at

the same time allows us to overcome it, not by postulating a 'better' idealized

I

human condition, but by transcending it altogether, lian is more than ï>an, but

V M
as long as he is Jpan', not only must he plajr the human game, but there is no es-

(./V) >

caping his human condition. He will cease to be «on and this just may be his

hope: not to prolong his human donditionings indefinitely, but to abandon them

Ai
totally and without regret. Even in ^an's earthly life he has glimpsed

that other shore nhith iiiin nTt iirfit which allows him to pierce through

space and time and, abandoning all humarValues, reach that Zife which is

neither separable nor distinguishable from his everyday karmic existence. Only
V Ai /

an irresistible joy bubbles up. The end of íïan is Han, but when that end is

reached, Man ceased to be ''lian', and this is salvation: neither a jump outside

\ /

history nor its negation, but the realization that Han is history and that history,

like Van', is only for the time being.

m
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Notes
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î,^e proper form for this neuter noun is kaman . English literature often uses

karma and in this form it Ras passed into common usage. Although the latter

is, strictly speaJcing, the less correct form, we shall use it since it is

more familiar to the western reader. We shall also use the adjectival form

•karmic*, an acceptible and almost unaisoidahle neologism.

3, Cf. a single and typical example of thâ^ikh Scriptures (fifteenth centuiry):
'Karma determines how you are born, but it is through grace (nadar ) that the

door of salvation is found.' Japji , U,

For example: I, 22, 19? I, 31. 8; I, 55, 3? I, 6I, 13; I, 62, I, 101, U;

I, 102, 6; I, 112, 12; I, 121, 11; II, 21, 1; H, 24, l4; III, 33, 7; VI, 37,

2; VIII, 21, 2; VIII, 36, 7; VIII, 37, 7; VIII, 38, 1; IX, 46, 3; IX, 88, 4;

IX, 96, 11; X, 28, 7; X, 66, 9; X, 55, 8; etc.

5i Of. R. Panikkar, 'Algunos aspectos de la espiritualidad hindú', Historia de

la Espiritualidad , edited by L. Sala Balus and 3. Jimenez Duque (Barcelona,

Flors, 1969), pp. 466-474, for further development of this idea.

6, Of. RV IX, 59, 2 where the word dhisana is used to denote the priestly work,
• •

—

the sacred work, the action of the gods. From the root dha , t>ut. See also

I, 22, 1; I, 102, 1; I, 96, 1; I, 109, 4; III, 2, 1; IV, 34, 1; X, 17, 12;

X, 30, 6; etc.

RV X, 16, 3.

8. Cf, RV X, 90, 13; AV V, 9, 7? V, 10, 8; VIII, 2, 3? XI, 8, 31; XXIV, 9;
t

SB I, 5, 3, 4;'VI, 2, 2, 27; X, 3, 3, 7; XI, 8, 4, 6; TB III, 10, 8, 5;
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11, RV X, lyu, 1. \ . /

\ 1977) passim . Cf. ..

^
j ? ..'j

12, AV XI, 8, 6.
■ ■

13, We could adduce here that half verse of the YY III, ^7' akram karma karmakrtah

('having worked their work the workers of work'), having performed their work;

a test whichthough the context may be different, has also been utilized

for the theory of karma.

11;. Cf. SB X, 5. 9-10.

1§. SB VI, 2, 2, 27.

46. Cf. SB X, 3. 15 XI, 2, 7, 33.

BVJ
17, Cf.^III, 2, 12-13.

18, Te.jas-ate.jas could also be translated as heat and cold, energy and inertia.

19, BU IV, 4, 5.

20, BU III, 2, 12.

21, BU III, 2, 13.

22, Cf. HaitU III, 2, 1-3.

23, Cf. CU V, 10, 7.

24, Cf. MaitU VI, 34, 2-3.

25". Cf. KausU I, 2; SU VI, 7 & H.

26', Cf. BU IV, 4, 23; TV, 3, 8-9; KathU V, 7; Mundd I, 2, 7.

27. Cf. KausU II, 15.

28. MundU H, 2, 8; IhU 2.

29. MundU III, 2, 7.

30. Cf. KausU II, 6.

31'. Cf. besides MaitU II, 6-7; CU V, 35 BU I, 3, IO5 KathU I, 1, 5-6.



633.
32. SU V, 7.

33, BG VIII, 3.^ BG-

134, Cf. some fundamental referencesII, 42-^3; II, 47-57; HI, 4-9; III, 14-15,

III, 19-20; III, 22-25; IV, 14-24; IV, 32-33; V, l-l4; XVIII, 2-25.
BS

35,^111, 1, 17; IV, 1, 15 and the bhasyas on them.

36?^» 24.

37Ç1V, 30.

38Jn, 12.

39^ni, 22.

40Ç1V, 7.

41^%, 6.

42, India stresses the the threefold ways of works ( karma ), knowledge ( jnana )

and loving faith ( bhakti ) just as the theologies of James, John and Paul,

respectively, emphasized these three kandas .

43, Cf.^ as an example, the passionate plea for modernity by A. D. Moddie, The

Brahmanical Culture and Modernity (London, Asia Publishing House, 1968),

44, Italics mine. The text says literally» satyam nesvarad anyah samsârï , 'In
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1 Thesis

c^ic\|i7û. u

The thesis of this Bt4;uiy- is the followingi the notion of infallibility is

coherent only within a closed system » in other wordsi the rational affirmation

of infallibility leads to solipsissi ; or simplyj infallibility is incommunicable .

This amounts to saying that infallibility is unverifiable . . that infallibility

has no other basis than its own self-affirmation . Or, againi infallibility belongs

to the order of myth . The moment it enters the realm of the logos and is formu-

lated in a logical statement it cannot have any verification which does not al-

ready assume an equal degree of infallibility. The reason why somebody is in-

fallible has to be equally infallible if his infallibility is to have any mean-

Ingi The upshot of our thesis is plain: in the sublunary world, humanity is the

gltimate sub.iect of infallibility> Once the £ogos has

come to 'dwell among us', there is no higher instance than our incarnated, earthly
iogos,

2 The Notion of Infallibility (. 1 )
^

element
' The notion of infallibility, unlike those of truth and error, implies a

tatn miiaiast of volition. An infallible statement cannot be reduced to the simple

I I affirms
\ formula,' 'A is B', it always implies a third element: when p sajfa that A is B, so

it is.' If we let ^A is B<, we can express infallibility by the formula:
/

posits m^. So public judgments, not private truths, are infallible. P is not

liifallible when thinking but when proclaiming, declaring. Infallibility does not^

i.e., the it means the iii;.P-0^§^i^ity,
of cocj^ytt jn^ a

^

when making a particular declaration. For this reason

Infallibility applies first of all to God, who is by definition infallible, (aj

The very etymology of the word (3 ) suggests this moral character of not err-

^ng, deceiving, betraying or failing.,.». (^) Strictly speaking, a proposition



in relation to a

can "be Infallible only^íi» bks subject who affirms or receives it, AbJiÜñ-

fallibility expresses a relation between the «ne who affirms some judgment as

Infallible and the one who receives it as such. Thus even as a charism, in the
is bestowed for the private profit of the

Bost traditional sense, infallibility imm nofy^fiiiiftt miiiii jijifcmhu beneficiary,
can be said to be

but is for .. : 'edification*, for the benefit of others, A proposition y]k« in-

if >

^
fallible only ^imimuiB it has been endowed with the property of infallibility by

the peculiar act of infallible declaration of the propositiork^Furtherraore,
■

^ ^

infallibility dôes not "belong^to the pure intellect or to reason alone, Infalli-

bility implies that a person does not err in the , act which is considered

infallible. Infallibility then is a character proper to action, and is not only a

logical feature of proposition, "iihence the remark, or rather the hermeneutical

advice, that in order to understand the affirmationpf Vatican I on infallibility^

we must bear in mind that the Council's perspective was that of a court of law

issuing specific decrees, not an adademy spinning theories, (-)5') Infallibility

does not belong to the realm of mere speculation, it is practical, it belongs to

the realm of oirbhopraxis , as we shall see.

In other words, we cannot separate the subject who pronounces the infallible

judgment from the concept of infallibility itself. When someone says that the

'canons' defined as dogmas by the Church are infallible, this means that the

authority which has defined them as infallible has not erred, and that anyone who

adheres to them is not mistaken, (^) Otherwise, i.e., if the infallible pronounce^

lent were only a statement of fact and not a judgment, then it would suffice to

say that the dogmas are true. In this case, reason or commopense—not the defin-

oj
Ing authority—would comppl the listener's adherence to those pi|ñouncements,

Aftftwiii·iy %n infallible judgment can be an active or a passive act, but it

I'lust at least be passive. For instance, the statement ^ ■a·sw expresses

the act whereby I take p to be infallible when it «mm m so that I accept ^ because

z



n. 2- affirms
it. Without this trust in ♦gathers would be no infallibility. Those who

have personally experiencedjor have studied certain types of charismatic movements

vlll readily substantiate this with innumferable cases in >diich the saint, the

leader, the guru or the like is taken to be infallible without his having made
t^The others make him infallible.}

this claim all.yTíagister dixit .

Passive infallibility is the ultimate one, for even when p claims infalli-

Mlity, it does nçt mean that it is p which maices m to be the case, but that p

sees and discovers jn—that is^ *A is B'—where others perhaps can or could not see

it. Infallibility does not make truth, but proclaims it. When Pius XII pro-

claimed the dogma of the Assumption, for example, he claimed infallibility not

individually
/ because he thought he persosaüy could not be mistaken, but because he believed he

was interpreting the faith of the Church infallibly, i.e., without the possibility

of erring. In the final analysis, papal infallibility is also passive, for the
considered to be

^ Pope is^only the vessel of that infallibility which Christ promised his Church.
I ■] an

So too, when a believer affirms that I-iary was assumed into heaven body and soul,

he is convinced that he cannot err, because he is simply confirming this very

infallibility given by Christ. When a believer affirms that Man is composed of

body and soul, however, he admits that he could be misttj^jen. The first

affirmation would be infallible, the second would not. The first rests on an

external infallible authority (the Pope or the Church), while the second rests

\

on a personal judgment which could perhaps change since it cannot refer to such

an external court of appeal.

3 The Sociological and the Psychological Context

-, We shall take as an example the dogma of the Assumption of

Maxy. To affirm infallibility in this case implies that the Pope's act is in-

fallible, i.e., that the Pope did not err in making his solemn declaration. (9")
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jhat he did not err means he proclaimed an objective, i.e. public'^^ruth, not

just a subjective or private truth. He did not necessarily express his intie

mate conviction, but he proclaimed that something has to be believed as truly

■belonging to the deposit of revelation. Proceeding , with scholastic

casuistry we could very well assume that the Pope does not personally believe

¡Ln what h^roclaims, and nevertheless he would remain infallible as Vatican I un-

derstood him to be.

The distinctive character of any infallible declaration lies in its claim

to add an extrinsic criterion of truth to the affirmation 'A is B*. In the case

of the roman Church, infallibility does not even purport to state new 'truths',

but only declares that a certain 'truth' is (or was) contained in the deposit of

Revelation.

This extrinsic criterion—something not inherent in the proposition itself—

lUst be understood first of all aa--tt function of its particular sociological

logical within a' historical period. Let us explain. To ex-

plicitly declare a judgment infallible represents a first step in the process of

demythicization. Prior to this pronouncement, the surrounding myth vouched

begins to

for the truth of that judgment. It is only when the myth^break^ down that you

feel the need to be reassured by some external autherity. You demand this rein-

forcement of your belief because you have seen in obliq^o the necessity of ground-

Ing it in something other than the proposition itself. You feel the need to de-

Clare infallible only those formulas or judgments which you fear could be 'fal-

llble'. We axejcleaxlj dealing with convictions, and so we are on

Í
Reason was proclaimed infallible in the
• european XVIII century by virtue of the |

same process by which the Pope was declared infallible a century later.

A * sociological law could be formulated herei The importance and the

need for an infallible probouncement increases in inverse proportion to the con-

viction that supports that p:^ouncement, or, the other way round, in inverse pro-
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portion to the ^ 'belief in the truth of the propotition. If I can de-

4^ ^ //I
pend on a p which affirms infallibly that ^an has landed on the moon (and so, for

example t ^i6- of the doubt that it might kll have "been a trick concocted by the

jjjljiedia to enable the United States to dominate world politics), this reassures me

jiore tham if ^p*^infallibly affirms that 2 + 2 = ^, a proposition which does not stand

of being
'\,need *o -be reinforced by an ihfallible authority. And if someone tells me in-

Dossible hell /\/[ disturbs
fallibly that there is a for ^^an, this me much more them the

death lurking on r,iy horizon,

infallible affirmation that there is also UAluliluy, tw 4há aliy.

^^For the person who has dou'bts about the moral value of li'beralisra (or commun-

ism), an infallible declaration which reaffirms its morality is more desireable

than, for instance, an infallible statement condemning slavery, which is seen

without any doubt as a condemnable institution.

If the proposition 'A is B* is considered self-evident, an infallible declarar

tion of^ts truth would be superfl^us since infallibility adds nothing to the pro-

position as such. The proposition is not made true by the infallible declaration,

hut only recognized as true and thus (infallibly) proclaimed as such. At the

other extreme, if the proposition 'A is B' is considered contradictory, an infal-

be able to

lible declaration of its truth would not^change my conviction either, since in-

fallibility does not add anything to the truth of the proposition. These two

extreme; cases do not contradict our sociological law, for in both cases; -

evidence 1 or evidence Orwould satisfy our formulation. The need for and im-

portance of the infallible declaration in one case equals my conviction (l) and

in the other becomes meaningless (o) when my conviction is nil. Between these

extremes lies the whole gamut of real situations. It mi^t be interesting for a

sociology of religion to note that the tendency to desire the certitude of infal-

liMlity stems from a crisis of conviction (or of belief, a theologian might say).

As long as you do not feel the need for epistemological certainty, jfou do not
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ask for Infallible declarations» There is an obvious link between the post-Car-

tesian attitude which requires the security of rational knowledge and the^need
for infallibility; a need which culminated in the First Vatican Council, (^ )
In a pre-Cartesian world, the infallibility proclaimed by the Council would

scarcely make sense. Thus the Orthodox Church, which has not suffered the

Cartesian impsLCt does not feej the need to declare its dogmas infallible be-

cause the need for an additional certainty is not felt.

Now in order for the infallible affirmation to reinforfe my conviction, I

lUst obviously accept it as infallible. It is all the more desired if the af-

helps ,
flrmation to convince, ( 7 } A psychology of religion will say here that

all the inclined I'l-cr'
I will.more readily accept the infallibility of 'A is B* if I am already

to accept that A is B, In thfcs case, the relation is a direct proportion!

the more I believe A is B, the more easily I will acjept * A is B' as an infallible

statement. This is just the opposite of the sociologicàl relation proposed
.--""¿'"Social consc iousncas
'—- IÍ arv)

^ ahovej the more^ÎBsaa convinced that A is B, the less '5feels>the need for(in-
fallible statement to that effect, whereas the less I am convinced that A is B,

the more I neei the certitude of infallibility.

Combining the sociological and the psychological aspects, we could say that

the need for infallible pronouncements incr¿Í|ps the stronger the desire to

believe (in *A is B') and the weaker the internal coherence of that in which
■ one

fes-believe (in the 'B' which is 'A')* bhe perspective of the history of

it would be worthwhile to

religions,^wonai^rt examine how different forms of infallibility have emerged the

very moment a crisis existed in those structures which had until then expressed a

reliable order of truth,
, All this explains why

^ "rntn tilín flililí IIr lililí infallibility presents a particular ambivalence,
C\

vhich WQu-ld-explain how this theme peaalflS- extremely delicate to handle, even

today. On the one" hand, infallibility seems to save the beliefs of the majority
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from collapse; this leads many to emphasize the value of authority, of definitions,

of precise and concrete directives, etc. More than one historian would tell us

that without the rock of infallibility, much of Christianity would have long since

Ijeen engulfed by superficial innovations and extremist reactions. On the other

hand, infallibility seems to impede and even prohibit any effort at under-

mai or i tar ian , .J
standing positions which are not itwiin^aiy W^pthiiidrai»'; it seems to cripple the

freezing the gamut of interpretations
impetus of progress and évolution,^and also undermine the foundations of true

spirituality, since the fîiiristisin edifice does not rest on arguments which affiru

authnrity, but on ^ree conviction and personal experience. So we can well un-

derstand the anguished appeals of li^ji.uipa the maiijli confccientious people when faced,

with the danger of staignation which every form of infallibility carries with it, qngL
If 0/ sheer anarchu when we are left witho^pt limits of interpretation

For this reason^t seems that some philo^hical clarification ipiauid useful

and even important.

It is in this context that we should recall what has beerjsaid in previous chapters

concerning myth and transmythicization. When, perhaps because formulated in

obsolete concepts, the belief in particulair dogmas seems to bease bein^ythical and

thus it asks for reasons, then a new myth of infallibility dawns, which will give

the requisite additional security to these particular dogmas. Now when infalli-

bllity itself is questioned, i,e,, ceases to be a mythical belief, then we must

jump into another order altogether,. And precisely here the vital circle of myth

is most conspicuous: the dhristian community or the Church is infallible be-

cause it continues the life of an infallible Christ on earth and it continues

the life of Christ~i,e, it remains loyal to Christ's spirit—because it is in-

fallible. Infallibility is the vfery expression of the christian myth; but to

spell it out weakens the mybh. The m3fth of infallibility is undermined by the

logos of infallibility. This is what we are going to examine.



4 Can There be a Hermeneutlc of Infalll"bllltv?

•P posits jn
' is infallible act when cannot err in affirming

HA

jf ^p··^does not err in affirming this means that ^ is a true proposition,

^ow as we have said, infallibility adds nothing to the truth inherent to the

proposition 'A is B', but only gives the security, to those who believe in

infallibility, that A is certainly B,

The problem appears as soor^s we analyze this something more (security, cer-

tainty, bel4^) which belongs to an infallible áealaration, I may believe that

cannot érr when it affirms 'A is B', but what guarantees that I will ad-

here to 'A is B* and not instead to 'A is B^^
' (which I cannot distin-

guish from 'A is B')? The Pope has declared that Mary was taken up body and soul

into heavenly glory, and I can affirm this as an infallible judgment. But am I

sure my understanding of body and soul is the saune as the Pope's? Which

body? what we call the glorious body? or rather what the biologist or biochemist

studies? Which soul? etc. Or againi do I have an adequate understanding of heaven-

ly glory? do I even have the saune understanding as the Pope?

What can we do? We cannot wait for yet another infallible pronouncement to

give the precise meaning of each word, because the process would be intermin-

able. In order to clarify these concepts we would have to use others, et sic

lr|.nflnitum.
In order for this affirmation *p posits _m_' to be infallible for me, I must

recognize it as infallible. It follows)^hen, that the act by which I accept the

affirmation as infallible must also be infallible. Otherwise, if I could be mis-

taken when I say that is infallible, its infallibility would be meaningless

far as I am concerned.

We may answer this difficulty by saying that the believer adheres to the

tniallihle proposition as it is defined by the authority proposing it. This is
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the classical - solution. Efoclesinattiiaii tlwology has long

since admitted that (active} infallibility in docendo , in teaching, would make

no sense were there not (passive) infallibility in discendo to receive, to under-

stand, and to effect it. (it)) An infallible authority could affirm aJid proclaim

any number of infallible propositions; but they would remain ineffective and

dead letter if those who ought to receive and benefit from them did not pSssess a

reciprocal passive infallibility. This notion of passive infallibility is indeed

much older and more widespread than the idea of active infallibility. (//) We

know, for instance, that the orthodox Church follows the ancient tradition where-

hy the ecclesia discens must ratify all symodal decisions or declarations. And,

while the concept of a single infallible autherity is only rarely found in history,

the notion of passive infallibility frequently appeats. We can think not only

of religious examples drawn from a religion, a community, etc., but also of the

contemporary examples of the infallibility of reason, of human conscience, of

nature and even of basic social structures. Even in Christianity, the notions of

sensus ecclesiae , of lex orandi lex credendi , of council, of mystical body and of

Church itself are closely related to the gift of the Spirit whose continuing

presence is necessary in order tcjdiscern and then follow the right path, and this

points to a passive infallibility. (13^)

This leads us to say that no hermeneutic of infallibility is possible,

because in order to understand infallibility as it asks to be understood, we must

participate in the infallible act itself. Without doubt we can analyze the concent

of infallibility, but we cannot interpret the infallible act outside the hermeneu-r

tic which it gives to itself. Contemporary theology has glimpsed this and generally

■maintains that the subject of infallibility in the Church must be a single one. (A3')

Hual subject of infallibility would be contradictory androm every point of

view, superfluous.



But the problem is even more subtle. Certainly the Pope and the Council are

not tvo independent infallible authorities, but two organs of one and the saune au^

/

thority, We can also say that reason and faith dannot contradict each other

because their source of infallibility is the same. This is quite true, and yet
I

the-problem remains, not only regarding the de facto conflicts which do arise

(between reason add faith or Pope and Council, for example), but also re-

gaxding their day-to-day coordination or subordination.

To pursue the example of the infallibility in docendo of the Church's

li^rarchy and that in discendo of the ecclesial people, let us imaginé that the

i s
i! entire Church magisterium hmm unanimous in proclaiming the dogma of the Assumption,

In order for this declaration to have its full meaning, the 'learning* Church, i,e,
/̂

the ecclesial people, must understand the dogma in the same way as the teaching
1

authurity which propounds it. Now if we must postulate a special assistance for

the infallible teaching , we must do the same for those taught , We may agree that
• /Î

^ ^
but then we will also have to

^
.

understanding is by means of concepts, recognize that the ecclesial

and that each context bears a different understanding.
people live orjiiverse cultural levels^ The assistance required, then, would have

to be more than extraordinary. It would have to be almost personal, a thesis which

no theologian has even defended. Moreover, such assistance represents a kind of

supernaturalism whicljwould render ecclesiastical infallibility superfluous, since

üulf Iit amounts to affirming that individual conscience is -infallible, if by

It seems we must look for em explanation on a different^level. Here christian

■theology could profit from the knowledge and experience of other cultures and

f migh^
religions." lJ5 ) In terms of the history of religions, we say that the pas-

sive subject of infallibility adheres to the proposition 'A is B' mythically,

t«e«, not analytically or conceptually, not as a proposition intelligible in or

itself, but as part of a mythic whole^,
'

• You adhere

'A is B' by participating in the infallibility of -"'p'^ and without analysing



the content of *A Is B*. This is the «ase when there is no critical distance

"between the proclaiming authority and the listening people. It amounts to saying

that the two 'infallibilities' coalesce when the people reàlly believe that the

speaker
•authority' speaJcs for them, is their pega le»*, their true representative^

go that the current of communication, in a way, does not descend from the

•helots' but ascends from the people upward to its hierarchical symbol, Beoi

>1iim;iii fiinw nil hi|ili iikliiilii iiiiniiiiii llii 'liljii iiiiiiiilinrr nf thr rinin'

llllllj mill 11 ^1 " 1.1 - p
—T.„ 1^,

MiU, « This is obviously not to .

'

- • denigrate the existence of the

notion of an infallible authority as myth. History, past and present, shows us

ji/ -

,

the reality and even the vitality of such adherence to myths,^(li?)

Now myth as myth is incommunicable because it is the very foundation of all
,

i

comunicationj it is the horizon you accept without question and which makes pos-

sihle a certain communion, the condition for any subsequent communication. Myth

is never the object of thought (i,e., of the logos), nor is it objectifiable} rather
■ I

myth is what allows thought bo conceptualize itself, and faith to express itself,

Hyth is what enters every thought, every idea and even every formulat^ion of faith

without being identified with any of them, and yet it does not exist separately

from them (this sui generis relationship of mythos and logos is occasionalljr

glimpsed in the process of deraythicization—the logos is 'disengaged* from one

myth only to be remythicized, embedded in another myth (í%) ),

Ultimately this is what traditional theology says when it affirms that the

infallible authority only explicates and formulates the faith of the Church in

n clear and distinct way. The notion of infallibility thus presents an uncomfor-

table ambiguity. On the one hand it still upholds the myth. It expresses the

^act that the authority articulai'es and formulates in terms of the logos what
/

the people believe. It is not a dictatorial act, not the imposition of a new
'

i

^
, ( logos)

It is the nrti nil -itr i Aiignij i"ir~ir of expression^of what the Church be-^

On the other hand, it also begins to abolish the myth by making it so ■
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explicit that in explaining it, it explains it away. Infallibility wants to

jiake a certain and secure crystallization (irilf;he form of logos) of the undiffer-

entiated magma of myth. It wants to 'speak* the unspoken. It is important to

note that the dynamism here goes from the people to the authority, not vice-versa.

It is not an individual charisma, but ex officio—and for the public function of"

that office. This is why infallibility is not inspiration or revelation, but a

special assistanti^efetowed according to a hierarchical order- to guide the people

of God on their way to the heavenly city. It is not an automatic dynamism, nor is

It hestoved 'democratically', but it is a work of the divine Logos, (l«) But does

such reasoning not empty infallibility of whatever rational sense it might bontain ■

on its own? Is infallibility at all necessary on the level of conceptual explan-f

ation? Does infallibility represent just an effort to demythicize what cannot be

demythicized, namely belief? (\^ ) By wanting to affirm infallibility with reason,

don't we end up contradicting it? In short, any hermeneutic of infallibility

seems to destroy it, O^ithout a hermeneutic, however, we cannot talk about it,

ve cannot communicate it. You accept infallibility >dien you accept it in toto along

*lth your faith, without amalyzin^or interpreting it. Divorced from this holistic

attitude of the believer, it makes no sense,"/ht. P«. uaí"/ so oP

Vm íelícP |:c^C Í GI ih/y ^

5 The Internal Logic of Infallibility

In trying to understand infallibility we have until now assumed that

^cept it without examining the concept as such. We must now test the value of

our hypothesis by analyzing the subject of infallibility in its most elementary

philosophical sense,

Ve have already seen:^that a proposition per se cannot claim to "be infallible;

^here must always be someone who declares it infalliblei either one who affirms

t á J

® or one who'accepts this proposition. But who can say *p is infallible'?



Here It seems evident that only an affirmation in the first person cam have amy

neanlng. If someone says 'you are infallible', this infallibility equally implies

the Infallibility of the one who affirms it. Likewise for the third person. If

BOieone says ^is infallible', it means two things: recognizing j£'s infallibility

(if not indeed conferring it), and acknowledging the authority of the spealN^o
affirins(ór confers^that infallibility. For example, if a Council defines the

infallibility of the Pope, it seems obvious that papal infallibility would then
i

depend on the infallibility of the council which conferred or acknowledged it.

'You are infallible' or 'he is infallible* are not final propositions since

they rest on the infallibility of another, najnely the speaker who affirms that

'you are infallible' or 'he is infallible'.

Ve cannot escape this logical exigency by saying that the first person does

not confer but only recognizes the^nfallifeility of the second or third person.
would then.

In our example, the Council «wbüVüjí^ that it is not infallible, that it only

recognizes a pa^ infallibility which exists in and of itself, and not by the

power of delegation of the Council, So the Council would only explicate what
Another

^

already existed. example might be that of a group which recognizes,
Í lu -1. , .external i'tnrou^ whatever^criteria, that the little shepherd is really the king andjpro-appointed '

claims him as such. This group has not^iimie him king, just as the Council has

lot given infallibility to the Pope? both have merely recognized prerogatives,

Wngship or infallibility.
To this we must reply that recognition by another is essential. The

oiiepherd-king will reign only if he is acknowledged by the people. The Pope
"111 b^ffactively infallible only if recognized as such. Subtle casuistyy cannot

weaken this argument. If we say the process is irreversible, and that once the

''OUncil has recognized pontifical infallibility, it opens up a new awarer

"CSS which cannot then be closed, we must also suppose èither that the Council



no longer recognizes papal infallibility or that it continues to acknowledge
still

It, In the latter case, the whole force of papal infallibility^comes from its

recognition, by the Council. Ir^the former instance, infallibility cannot be maint

tained unless th^ope himself maintains it or a third party affirms it. Then

this third party becomes the final criterion, since infallibility recognized by

no one is mea^ngless. Where the Pope sees himself (and proclaims himself) as

infallible, we are no longer within the limits of our hypothesis and have come to

the only intelligible form the concept has: first person infallibility.

In sura: to say 'p is infallible* without adding 'ajid I, when I affirm

this, am also infallible*, amounts to making infallibility totally irrelevant,

'I am infallible* would thus be the only proposition which holds. But this

pposition is incommunicable. The only communication possible would be to convince

another to accppt ray statement *I am infallible' without his becoming aware that

he too must be infallible in order to affirm my infallible proposition. If he

perceives his own infallibility—in the first person: "when I affirm this, I too

au infallible *—he becoH>es the conscious criterion and judge of infallibility.

In rrder to be communicable, the proposition 'I am infallible* must be able

to elicit the assent of another: *yes, you are infallible*, which also implies,
, "^y - ing is also
m

recogniz<|'your infallibility, infallible*. Both

expressions must b^qually infallible; otherwise they are meaningless. If I can

6rr when I affirm 'You are infallible*, in response to your declaration *I eun

infallible*, your affirmation of infallibility is no longer infallible for me.

1 ar^ this infallibility cannot be proven by argumentsjstronger than those

"iiich lifjiiiitd upon an infallibility held in common by the one who affirms his own

infallibility and by ^whoever confirms it. To say *I am infallible because God,

is infallible, has promised it to me', implies, if it is to be communicated
accepts my ,

° ers (even oveb and above any other presuppositio^), that whoever^]



statement
cannot be mistaken. So my infallibility depends on the infallibillity of

his understanding and agreement, and not on my 'divine credèntials', I can

appeal to natural reason and its evidence to make the other understand my argu*-

nent, and then this rational evidence becomes the touchstone of my infallibility
as to as he is concerned. But I cannot give him more infallibility than he already
has, If I depend on the infallibility of his reason, then that guarantees my own

Infallibility. My 'higher* infallibility, if in fact it exists, is incommunicable.

This means that infallibility is unverifiable because it is its own principle
of verification. If it were to seek ajiother, this principle would have to be

infallible as well. To sayi 'this act is infallible* amounts to sayingi'^ 'this

act has in itself its own principle of verification'.
iObviously there is still a way/or this solipsistic impasse and, indeed, his-

I I

tory shows us that «U. infallibility takes the form of a collectivity which

claims the privilege of infallibility. In the first person to be sure; but in

the first person plural i
'
we are infallible '.

Vithout doubt, we can go mueh further with the plural: the Church, the Council
and the Pope, all three of us, we are infallible since Christ promeised ue —

iiibh uu until the end of time (even if the form in which this infallibility
expresses itself differs in every case). But we are still at a dead end and out
of communication with—may I say even excommunicated from?—the outside world.
^6 lack communication not only with an external world, but also with that part of

2^61^ which collectivèly or personally remains outside our group and which

ioestions the reason, or the function, or the justification or even the suitability
our infallibility. If someone in the bosom of the Church—i.e., if one within

the us-.a,sks for 'proof dr reasons for his own infallibility, we cannot answer

since he cannot jump over his own shadow. You cannot be infallible and demand
^sons for this infallibility at the same time. In other words: papal infalli-
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tllity is the same as my own (i.e., the Council's, the "bishop's, the simple

christian*®» the person's), even thou^ it manifests itself differently. Still,

xeare infalli"ble, although the others ar another (a Council, the Pope) may ex-

plain my own faith in an explicit fashion, using words and concepts I would nôt

normally use. Infalli"bility has meaning as long as it constitutes us, a unified

and homogeneous whole. But as soon as any sense of separation, alienation or es-

transient comes between us, our common infalli"bility breaks down. Infallibility

becomes their infallibility and is no longer my own. The moment X stop "believing

that the others (or another) are expressing my own faith, they no longer express

It, and their infallibility is only their own, in which I cannot participate.

Infallibility is only ad usum nostrorum , and thus a true sign of discernment.

But isn't this what tradition has always said when it insists that infalli-

bility has no sense except within the faith? Of what use is it to want to prove

It or submit it to philosophical analysis? It would simply become a tautology if

vedid. Infallibility is quite tenable as a truism, but becomes meaningless when

w try to separate it from the circle of faith and defend it as a truth in itself

or as a separate dogma.

Wiat is relevant here is nnt so much this internal crisis of infallibility
t; rl-

"ttch currently troubles so many christians, as the philosophical solipsism in-

hereHt in any infallibility. Whatever entity believes itself infallible, in-

dividual, collective or moral, excommunicates itself from everything else. Morer^

over, even on the very level where a person believes himself infallible,' he

oannot establish communion with others. And there is no human or natural remedy

for this J my infallibility is without appeal.

Modem Han believes hijiself infallible by virtue of his humanity and so has

oxcoininunicated himself from other animals at this level. (30) i^hen philosophers

appeal to a reason which they uncritically consider infallible, they alienate
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themselves both from one another ajíd from that part of mankind >diich does not

jli3re this pattern of intelligibility. Insofar as they believe themselves in-

fallitle, christians remain united among themselves to be sure, but they dis-

tance themselves from the rest of humanity, and no amount of dialggue can

re-establish communication; insofar as bishops, priests auid the Pope believe that

they possess the personal privilege of infallibility (albeit in different degrees),

they separate themselbes from and remain 'incommunicado' for those who do not

have the same privj-lege. (âl) The snare of solipsism is at hand! We could multi-

ply these examples within the realm of religion (the saint is always one 'set

apart') as well as in the secular sphere. All privilege confers some power, but

at the sane time it isolates, makes different.

Here a philosopher would speak of solipsism, a historian of religions of

spiritual totemism, (¿5) a sociologist of esotericism, etc, Whatever the name,

it follows from the same pjrinciplej realizing identity through differentiation

wid affirming difference by separation. ('^)
I, the Pope, the Party, the State, the Nation.!.we, the bishops, the christians,

the democrats, the socialists.'..we cannot err. To be sure, we can be mistahèn

shout a good many sp>ecific things anc^deas, but in the general thrust of our life,

ouijprientation, our ideals, etc., we are infallible. Such affirmations make no

sense for those outside my group, outside the ^ which speaks in each instance,

because my infallibility is meaningful only for me and for those who partici|>ate

it with me. For you it would have only the sense which you give it by

(fallitiiy) interpreting me.

We could express it thus: in each case, infallibility bears its own hermen-

^''hic and is only as infallible as that hermeneutic. The 'weight' of infallibility,

lies on the hermeneutic and not on the infallibility affirmed. So the in-

fallibiiity depends completely on the validity of its hermeneutic. On the other



hand, Infallibility without a hermeneutic is closed In on itself and shirks its

genuine duty, to communicate the truth. History simply confirms this point.

But, at bottom, doesn't an infallible declaration serve as a concrete

herneneutlc of the intellectual content of the act of faith? Doesn't declaring

a proposition infallible, or more precisely declaring a judgment infallible,

really amount to declaring how the proposition or judgment in question ought to

be interpreted?

1 awii iliPhiBeleBy

All this is not to say that the concept of infallibility ought to be com-

pletely rejected. The notion of infallibility opens up a hope of going beyond

the rationalist and even intellectualist fraunework of much of contemporary cul-

ture, provided it is re-thou^t, re-formed and, I daresay, converted.

A more rigorous examination of the statement 'we are infallible * leads us

to the conclusion of our thesis. Indeed, if it is to be intelligible, the phrase
,

i

cannot be verified except by a principle of verification which 'we' all recognize^

Ho* if I am not within this group, this us which is infallible, I cannot verify

this affirmation. Imaigiiiu' the' follewing átalcgnp»

e, 'Deca|¿^é''THrTs'F''ij'no''"ís ihe son ol' (]od. naff"

pulsed to^bmain with us until tt^ef^ená of time.

—This means that in^he ^feaepral trend of christian life and thought, which

"light call th^^hurch, we cannot ei

appear throughout history as errors or faults musObei^nderstood in

pecidLiú.jcÍ330ujn3tanoe3-r''and"'Wé~TO"st~Teeogn±ze""thatv^n-^l-'Lo ef 'eôiHy*"
the ohiibliah gûBatdtmë hás ixiWíl"tcPjiilLciiitLd»



The Roman Church's doctrine of infallibility, recognizing that there is only

one single subject of infallibility (the Church, deslíe the many voices),

implicitly takes the stand that the Church is the representative of the

entire humankind, that the Church is the sacramentum mundi , the humanitas

perfecta ,
a leaven on behalf of the whole. If the underlying ecclesiology is

disputed, the doctrine of a vicarious infallibility loses its ground.

6. Human Infallibility

If infallibility its own limits and the only given human

limits are those of humankind itself, does not affirming that humanity taken

as a whole is infallible amount to a tautology? and not only —^

(to 582)
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a godless universe, but also in a theistic world? Yet what is wisdom if not

the discoveriraf tautologies? What is evidence if not a qualified tautology? But

let us return to our immediate concern.

There is no^^heless a fundsunehtal difference between a purely epistemological
one 1 ■)

Infallibility which admits no 'point* (benter, being, principle—whatever 3e#e/^may
It

oini) outside or above Itself, and a more ontological infallibility on the order

of grace, which acknowledges a transcendent reference point usually called God.

alpha or

In the first hypothesis, infallibility without an^omega point would be a truism,

since there would be nothing outside humanity to judge the fallibility or infalli -r^

bility of anything; whereas in the second case infallibility becomes the expres-
fU-dc

sion of gi"tl nnnrm t-tF a hope, since it is quite conceivable that humanity could 'fp·JrJ'

'fail' and not accomplish its ¿iltiny, not fulfill itself.

"But is there a criterion outside humanity which determines if we have erred?

Even if yes admit some revelation of the truth, we must be able to perceive and
/u •'

IÜS
'

understand it. If suddenly, mankind saw clearly that 2 + 2 5» could no longer
l/e

call this proposition false, ¥©«t would say that historical documents prove that

oncej^n believed 2 + 2 = ^, and the most learned would say that what was once

called'; is today called 5» so that it is all a question of semantics; but no Af"

But this amounts to saying that we all
cue could now say that 5 is the wrong answer.

«i/ing the meaningful possibiliti/ of 2+2^^?)
t^fBiihlbililyi, ^And this confirms our thesTsT namely that we believe, and we cannot

■

out

IÇt^helieve, in human infallibility. But in what areas?

Theology smiles a bit here and reminds us that infallibility does not deal

p^^i^lative propositions, but with the existential facts of faith and morals.lSo the

135
° ^ood ouer whether 2 and2 shall ever be 4, but whether torture, for instanc

jcoordlng to a certain theistic hypothesis, it is possible tl^at^^ll^^nkind could

astray^, and tha^only a prophet or a very small 'remnant* would be left as a

'blinder that it has erred, that its ways are not the ways of truth, justiccS^r
Any deep reflection ofi infallibility deals with questions that far surpass;

'
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the liniited problematic of infallible judgments and specific propositions.

Yet we cannot play games with historyi for centuries hajrdly ajiyone found

slavery immoral, or L'. ; . punishment according to the lex talonis unjust.

Nor is there the slightest doubt that self-understanding has sensi-
i tx_

hly changed in its ■lniiiiiièf«·w·i«íinild*ni· of history.

We are not, however, concerned with mere doctrinal speculation on the nature

of change. Infallibility need not be challenged bec^se doctrines have chagged

with the times. The realm of infallibility, as we have said before, is not that

of general ideas or abstract formulations. Infallibility belongs to the existen-r

tial domain of my personal decision, the realm of orthopraocis. To return to our

ivould be .vcvñ
example of the Assumption» what is infallible ia-^the decision to believe in the —

I
dogma, i.e., the human act which commits itself tqa particular aewai»»

/o¿ iowinp a particular guidance.

These considerations place us in a proper perspective for a final philcusophical
Within the h uno thesis of oT)

\^reflection. A ímih 4haj^complete negation of transcendence (admitting that this
loould we

vere possible), infallibility^amount# to a truism, even if^jma« make mankind its

subject, Here, if everyone is infallible, n o one is, because there is no cri-

i^perspectiyg, (^e follow the other hi/pothesis, i.e. if 'we^ t

terlon except personal however, admit transcendence,'Tñfi.llibility
(y' that very

\*«i^be an external and gratuitous promise of a transcendence (this is its mythical
could

sspect) of-it^awi become a fertile tautology which helps us to better grasp the

"ature of transeendence and at the same time responds with hope to the deepest

human faith. We can consider infallibility (starting at the bottom) as the epistem-f

"logical conditiên for human reason. We can also view it (starting at the top)

ijfifPc^-^'^-l-jgstowed upon a particular group. The first and purely philosophieay^tixgl l ibi litù'b Cnot ion of an el itistic i nfa I libi I i t^"ion\Í8 insufficient; 'the second and exclusively 'theologicaí^f^íí» is not satis-
A

l'I"?» We are looking for a certain synthesis in our analysis of infallibility^""
as

Conquest, as' an omega point if jMBi^prefer, which becomes real to the extent



tliat ve recognize it. Grace is not excluded, but neither is nature. This is

our final point.

^ Infallibility and OrthoTxraxis

fiujlilon of any religion is to save '^or to free^ Man, No matter how weThe
or

Interpret this salvation^^liberation|f, religion is always the means by which

fen arrives at his destination, reaches the other shore. Now in order to save or

Hny
I

pwiself, must do something, even if this act is only an interior act

of faith or a mere ritual affair. This leads us to say that whai constitutes the

core of religion is not a doctrine but an act, even if this act is considered to be.

adherence to a doctrine. In other words, orthopraixis , not orthodoxy, is the con-

atltutive element of religion. Thus as a religious phenomenon infallibility is

grounded in orthoprajcis. Having considered it to stem exclusively from the sphere •

of orthodoxy has been the cause of more than one misunderstanding and many an in-

siiMountable difficulty.

As we have said, strictly speaking there are no infallible truths or propo-

sltions, only infallible 'definitions', i.e., affirmations, infallible acts, In

certain 'educated' milieus, laughter greeted those who naively thought the catholic

iogBâ of infallibility was a sort of insurance atgainst sinning. Nevertheless

these 'ignorant' people, who doubtless misunderstood the dogma, at least perceived

that infallibility concern®! action not speculation, orthopraxis hot orthodoxy;

% saw that infallibility belong^ not to theory but to life as it is lived,

is not to say that orthodoxy does not tjave its rights, and a raison
h '

An its proper domain. But, within ttea» limits, there is scarcely room

for ni 1 ifferent
^—fJJ^alism, except for a very restricted pluralism which accepts

diverse provided they
say^The same thing ory^conceptSy^iWwl» are equivalent. On the contrary,

is connatural to orthopraxis because every act is unique. Ortho-

is characterized by a trans-conceptual intentionality of the action

formula-
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Itsílff rather than hy an (orthodox) identity of content. We could say that 'all

roads lead to Rome': indeed, provided they are genuine roads and not deadrends,

that Is» provided we don't stop—even at Rome I
. as

In this li^t^nfallibility appears ití»i-a"*pi»ao'lgiiiMa<iíijin i ef good news. It is
^

, we

tantamount to that confidence in íife, or in'Providence if wish, or in the
we sustains ^

presence of the Holy Spirit ;if ji«0a prefer, which a realisgt» optimism
bpifioningf ^0/ huïïiün^ sQn.sQ TKC_ UAV\ujijlí^^

about(existence and about the ftmponm of wmiíajítm It also leads to the profound

conviction that our life not a meaningless passion, that it is not a mistake,

that to have lived and^uffered are values which cannot be effaced, which remain

evtn if forgotten» But let us proceed step by step.

Mi twfftllii'btlilty Ig nmt thumpiBiiwiilege of ow pepeen oi» aiis'

lar group. It is given with existence itself, it is linked to the crea^irtSn andv

In christian terms, to the redemption of the universe. This doe^s<^?ot prevent the

Church from being one organ of this infallibility, nor rule out that this

Infallibility can manifest itself hierarchicallytwf^gh'.the Church, and in a very

special way through her head. But the impi^ant message here is not its bearer^

l*it the message itself, vi*. the cpjft^^ousness that there is a leverage point

, *hlch allows us to see mank^dirfas a whole and its pilgrimage as a free enterprise
*hioh implies bothtjji^^isk of failure and the responsibility for success. The

"^*5 of infaj^mlity would vouch for the latter—yet not as a fatalistic promise

bound to come, but as a challenge 1 Man is free, he is able t^take up

I * I V It'll nf -bhn nntiiwn wniirrarniii 1 fflwt ilifflt tnn pTnninnii ijjip "liy

1 cannot meani^ully say that I am infallible if you do not accept my statement j

^ot declare outselves infallible if we exclude the very people to whom we

■^Sf oecause the affirmation would make no sense :to them. A real pro-

of infallibility must embrace the entire worldknd include in 'us' all who
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do not excommunicate themselves from it. , c

reflective
A pioneering and particularizing effort was needed to achieve this t-n-

awareness that humanity is infallible; the roman Church provides^^Wia pub^

striking example. But now an osmosis is also necessary in order to spreaid this

awareness, this awakening of consciousness,^to all humanity, in order to promote

throu^out the world what some would call a process of 'consciencialization',

and what others perhaps a ste^ toward authentic ^evangelization.'' We are unraveling

here a universal dynamism active in almost every sphere» what was once the privilege

of a minority has passed to an ever increasing majority, if not yet in fact then

at least by right. We need not think only of fechnology, which has placed in the

,1^} --for good or ill —

hands of the many^what had once been the privilege of the few. We can and must

also consider the change in the notion^God, that classic archetype which has dom-
over

inated the wecrtw#* material and spiritual economy for 4hr»»eMi^ four thousand years.

Ever since polytheism was swallowed by monotheism, the positive value of any object

has been seer^s a function of its scarcity. God is the greatest value, so there

can be only one, and he must have only one name. Religion is the depository of

ultimate values, hence it must be one. Gold is the most beautifgl and the rarest"

metal, so it must also be the dearest—most costly as well as most precious (a link

which confirms what we have beer^aying). Love between a man and a woman is the

greatest love, it must not therefore be prrtioned out. We could go on like this

and give examples from the most diverse fields. Heaven or salvation is what every?

one wants most, therefore it must be rare, i.e., the destiny of very few. We

find this sensus and consensus ^lium—the belief that the number of the elect is

always very small--in practically all religions up to and including those of recent

times.'(ÍÍÍp) It is still widespread among the traditional\jfaithful* of nearly

every religion and is found even in modern^ecular religions. In spite of all

_. t

moderrJjiemocraasOitization, we still think in modified oligarchic categories.



Today it is no longer blood, race or religion, but money, power, knowledge, edu-

cation and even the passport, which make the difference.

Given this context we can understand why Infallibility was considered a

privilege and we mi^t add that now the privilege of the 'privileged* is to share ¡..c-
Could not, the salvation

what had before been 'concentrated' in one segment of humanity. lol

histories of Israel and of the Church lend themselves to just this inter-

pretation? what about the parables of the salt, the leaven and the light?
cannot be proc la ime^

this sood n»ue^^jby^~sayingt 'i am infallible, and you will

he too if you believe me.' We have already seen that it is impossible to communi-

cate infallibility. Nor can we sayj 'we christians are infallible, but you

non-christians are not', since this declaration—assuming it is not blasphemous—

is incomprehensible as well as incommunicable. Communication is possible only

within a pre-existing communion. Communication only makes explicit or reveals this

underlying communion. The christian does not just transmit the news; 'Christ is

risen'. He adds immediately, 'and we^'^^ --you also—are risen with him'.

This does not mean that salvation is automatic or that infallibility guarantees

P'' CTha i monk i nd cannot go wrorvï2i
an insipid or facile optimism^ It is not a question of eliminating the myttery of

existence or of preaching a happy endingî\^ome what may. On the contrary, the

awareness of infallibility means assuming a. new responsibility.

In the language of modem philosophy, we could say that what is involved is

discovering the passage from infallibility as an existentielle , as a character pe4

culiar to a group or even to a person, to infallibility as an existenzial , as a

category of human existence. But this is not just a mechanical shift of gears,

it is a pascha marked by strife, rupture, death, resurrection.,, ^nd certainly it is

not an individual privilege but something bestowed upon mankind ex officio . ,

2 Infallibilitv: Cosmic Hope and Eschatological Vision

IV" ..

ma y :

We can and even should ask ourselves what infallibility^meanf, given this
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universal perspective. Does it not become self-defeating?

llhat does it mean to say that humanity as a whole cannot err if the individual

caiij or that there is no criterion to distinguish the fallible from the infalli*

ble? If everyone is infallible, then no one is.

Ve can look for an answer on two iévels, the personal and the cosmic.

we

At the level of the person, yw* could say that we are infallible in what we

believe and to the extent . we believe in it. For this reason, our faith will

save us. Good faith does not save because it is 'subjectively' true even if it

is 'objectively'|false; good faith saves because it is infallible (and here the word

'infallible* has its proper orthopractical character). Bad faith condemns not be-

cause it is false, but because it is bad, because it wants to err. Nevertheless,

nothing prevents us at this level from believing that this saving faith is ex-

pressed throu^ the Church «miéíHhMPí or any other agency. I am merely situa-

ting these beliefs in a context which is more universal and, it seems tè me, more

true.

At the cosmic level, infallibility is of kairological and cap[^|al importance,

precisely today when we run the risk of panic and collective hysteria on a world-widà

/ scale. To be sure, I·ían/'é^commit suicide, S»"nas the power to annihilate the

human race and eliminate all planetary life. Modern pessimism cannot be con-

strued as a fruit of the somber humors of a few people; it results from a profound

analysis of the current situation. Human infallibility does not present itself as

a sort of intellectual utopia or as an automatic dl^iny so universal that it

lacks content. It presents itself by contrast as a challenge, as a . message

I '■ M
Which is like a real 'sign raised among the nations' (as the First Vatican Council

, , M '

had fiBsuuuK 0,3) ), as a hone which saves.—
\

llbll.U.III ifill hilffllllilf mlTllir '■ èy,

Ull n --n Tf'-'- iini 11i htiS i?iT"T
tn,,,! i ..n ■■■»■.« «.r.i.
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nhiaÉ 11»''*^^*"'^ giüLiu8HÍ.bteHu su aiallu ba uidtij _ The^^prtantjthlng is this

beo^la-5 0^ ^ocí
good news which the '«mUm Chw—h| tao*th9g must proclaim to the

four comers of the earth i (21) humanity is infallible. And this amounts to an

i Q. S lis

authentic kerygma of salvation. In fact, one of the most urgent rrriTierutl

proc la ira

for

our times is to ms* that humanity is on the road to a new heaven and a new earthy

^ iiJinw7"4*inn nri n oawtw» (be târ called alpha, omega, or nothing),
ill flltharI.iTairH-ST yinQgaeai^ no tBitamdi nn nmogn pnlnti Thn maanino af tha ewithi

gi*ii**-kww»i-eie4e*eiwe—ie—peeeieelji^iiaAJtiUaedi iaawM^-MhiaahiJh

Miy*thtah few nnthiiinoi and iihiah ii« alaiaij iiwg ua Miii

■m4*Í4«I9«

■wMMMNik»*

That someone sees a personal power directing this human tumult from on high, where

another envisions a cosmic dynajnism (theories which differ on the doctrinal level)
should 'J

does not touch the heart of what we have been saying, Christians~ A® not claim a

t

ffionopolgy here; quite the contrary, they proclaim from the rooftops a message which

C30)
belongs to and affects all creation, Vtifchau<> ^i»4pe»»f timiiem;

This human infallibility is not actu , in actuality, but potentia , in potency

ve might say, reviving old categories; it is not autjfaatic or fated, but becomes

real only thar^fo a principle, a divine seed—a Church one could add— which -J

TK«. Iiojb-e.
ÉÉB«iÉ«(mankind towatd this infallible end, despite numerous failings. Human

infallibility has an eschatological charactei^-noi that of a 'happy end' according
to our dreams.

Mill Mill pi inn i nil—irrçTn^ " i i n i.i ii i

L. lull li t T "• ■ Afteg all| gapal iiHiCamibilUy

not ojciat frir'thn pn'iiiinnl ^ .aw.! n n»^' ii r.., nP rml

Vit 1fi nnt 1nniii-iriiiii liil I t iir"'r ** h .inin Just as belief

in the redemotion convinced christians that the creation was good, so now accepting

the Church's infallibility can make them confident that humanity^*
The belief in this cosmic

Jhe theological Virtues are also cosmological, (3^)
resTore^

(^Confidence in ourselves. It is already eschatological, it belongs to the Spirit,

as such is bearer of infallible
values,(31)
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an

to the divine immanence permeating the universe. (3S) Infallibility is

tèiii|li.l'^^ expression of a truly secular spirituality: l·lan is infallible! But he

must accept the risk this entails. It is not that he cannot fail, but that he does

not need to; that he can survive (also in the Teilhardian sense of- survie ).

•In theological Icinguage, does infallibility mean eliminating risk?* we are

asked. m I would answer plainly: authentic infallibility entails the most

complete assumption of risk, for the greatest risk is to accept the infallibility
fully aware )

of each moment of our life,
'

that the next moment may well bring

another insist because a new reality dawns upon us and n.ot because, pleading

fallibility, we refrained from exhausting the present. As long as we leave loop-

holes in our affirmations, as lon^s we do not commit ourselves totally to what we

say and believe, with all the risk that this implies; as long as we are not identified

with ourselves, that is, as long as we do not truly express who we are; in short,

as long as we do not take infallibility seriously, we have not attained that human

maturity which also entails belief in and respect for the infallibility of

others. This means at the same time recognizing our own insufficiency, acknowledging

that I do not exhaust the totality of human experience. It ippels us toward dia-

logue. And like a mediaeval tourney or the roman gámes, authentic dialogue is an

experience of death...but also of resurrection.
the phenomenon of infallibility existing in so many human traditionsy^

/ I see in memorable gesture in the awakening of human
~

-

awareness. This should not be interpreted as in any way «anting to rescue a dogma,

or as a strategic shifting of perspective. It entails what I still consideras chris4^^

tlan belief, namely a catholic concern for the entire cosmos, humankind in par-

ticular, and a vision which sees the act of Christ in a universal pers^tive.
may thus be^_§^^jp_as_y

Infallibility Lu jl'mfl an unhappy formulation of a grand awareness, not that

& little group has a divine privilege but that Kan now has the burden of this

dignity. The danger now lies in not daring to announ^ it to the entire universe,



not daring to share this privilege, not daring to assume responsibility for it.

I ■

Ve are all thrown together in this adventure which propels us closer and closer

to the perfect Man— —(35) or, if ysa prefer, to the free

reception of the Spirit: to be a Man, a fallible being who must believijhimself
infallible in order to survive .

m
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ü uppre a Se a. uLhei-iSLse Laser ¿ .' / 592^
n spite of the theological furor over this problem, I have not found a

phi losophical analysis of the question as suggested in this\^kétd^
rnnn nh i ? n-n,-h f r n f nnibi.i j é.ij iiiuij be useful tu WlUUlUgiuui Liiljmu íluihoi.

Notes

.the_many-important works concerning this problematic, we might single out

the fb^owingi E. Castelli (ed.), L'Infaillibilité» Son aspect nhilosonhl^ue
et théolo^oue . (Paris, Aubier, 1970)} H, KUng, Unfehlbar? - Elne Anfrage

(Ztlrich-Einsiedeln-KBln, Benziger, 1970; English translation: Infallible?

An Enquiry . 'LondorK Collins, 1971 )J the Kfing-Rabner correspondence in Stimmen

der Zeit , l8è-l87 (l9^0;;;-197l)» passim ; K. Rahner (ed,), Zum Problem Unfehl-

barkeit, Antworten auf dleNAi^rage von Hans Ktlng (Freiburg-Basel-Wien,[ 1972)}

the fine bibliographic articles^^f A. AntSn, 'Infalibilidad: problema ecu-

ménico*, Gregorianum , 53A» PP* 759-^?^i and L, Vischer, 'The Infallibility

Debate. Some Recent Publications', The Ebqmenical Review , 2^/2 (April 1972),

pp. 225-23^. Cf. also the rebewed discussionA>çcasioned by the promulgation
i \
I \ •

of Mysterium Eccleslae (l973)f esp. H. Ktlng and K. Îîahner, 'Authority in the

Church; an exchange of letters'. Tablet , 227 (June 23f 1573), pp. 597-599;

K. Rahner, 'Mysterium Ecclesiae', Cross Currents ,\23 (Summer 19!^), pp. 183-

198; H. Ktlng, 'Mysterium Ecclesiae' (interview by Herder Korrespo^enz ),

Tablet . 227 (Sept. 1, 1973). PP. 835-839; K. Rahner, (reply), ibid . O^çt. 6,

1973Í, pp. 956-958; (Oct^.l3, 1973), PP. 981-983; (Oct. 20, 1973), PP.
Í

io0[05-^07-. MkjIK

è:

2. Cf. the concise expression of the First Vatican Council which speaks of faith

propter auctoritatem ipsius Dei revelantis, qui bee falli neo fallere potest

(Denz. SchBn. 3008).

3. Fallo ( fallere ) means to err, also in the sense of deceiving someone, break-

ing a promise, betraying one's word, etc. Cf. which, in addition, means

also

falling (anc^this/jin the figurative sense of falling into disgrace, having dif-

ficulties, having an accident).
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For this reason Hans KUng suggests the word be rendered by Untrügllchkelt

(indefectlbility) rather than by UnfehlbarRelt (infallibility) ( Die Kirche ,

Freiburg, Herder, 196?, p. U06; English translation» The Church . New York,

Sheed and Ward, 196?, PP» 3^2-3^3)» Cf, the more detailed discussion in

the same author's Unfehlbar? Eine Anfrage , op. oit », pp. 1^7 áq. (English»

Infallible? An Enquiry , op. cit ., pp. 1^9 sq.). ^ SS-Brrî

5, ^It was no accident that in the Vatican Council of I87O and in the Roman

Catholic Church outside that imposing assembly the conflict resolves itself

into a bitter opposition between the scholarly and the administrative genius

of the Church, the former as hostile to the definition of papal infallibility

as the latter was urgent in its favour. The Curia.is a'court, not an adademy.

Its utterances are decrees, not theories. Its language is not theological so

much as legal, and is to be interpreted andjiudged as such.' W, A. Curtis,

•Infallibility', ERE 4j¡iAiiiW»»nslM fflMi·lij i.90\ VII, p. 257.

6, Çf. M. Schmaus, Katholische Di^tik , Vol, III» Die Lehre von der Kirche

(MUnchen, Hueber, 1958) and in particular pp. 177 and 793 sq.

7, To situate our example, we quote the Apoètolic Constitution Hunificentissimus

Deus (1 November 1950)» *Quapropter...ad Omnipotentis Dei gloriam...auctoritate

Domini Nostri lesu Christi, Beatorum Apostolorum Petri et Pauli ac Nostra pro-

¿L.

nuntiamus, declaramus et definimos divinitus revelatum dogma esse» Immaculatjim

De i param

semper Virginem Mariam, expleto terrestris vitae cursu, fuisse cor-

pore et anima ad caelestem gloriam assumptam.' (Denz. Schttn 3903)

8. '...it is clear thajf not infallibility but ordinary certainty is the basis

of our faith, at least as far as the necessary knowledge of the fact of reve-

lation and most of all its essential parts is concerned. We have mistaken

the need for certainty for the need of infallibility. Actually we are certain

without it, and'infallibility iiself is less certain than the fact and major
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C/. O.S a curiosúm Pascal writing in a letter of November 5,
l6fi6 to Mile, de Roannez: "je ne puis m'empêcher de vous

dire que Je voudrais être infaillible dans mes Jugements".
Oeuvres completes ed. I, Chevalier (Paris, Gallimard (Pléiade)
195'^, p. 511).

¿ ^



components of the revelation.* Thus affirms the catholic bishop F, Simons

in explaining the post-cartesian mentality in his booki Infallibility and the

Evidence (Springfield, Illinois, Templegate, 1968), p. 65. He seeks to go

beyond the dogma of the roman Church, hot by enlarging the interpretation

of infallibility but by humbly and sincerely recognizing that there is no

such dogma, and consequently true catholic orthodoxy has nothing to do with it.

9. The formula of Augustinian origin (cf. P. L., 38, Roma locusta causa

finita could give rise to a most interesting psychological analysis. Cf. on

the other hand, Pythia locuta, causa finita in K. Kerenyi's 'Problème sur la

L'infaillibilite , op . cit .

Pythia', in the volume edited by E. Castelli-aí^iiiwaily pp. 323-32?.

10. The expression is attributed to Franzelin. Cf. Chapter III in Y. Congar's

Jalons pour une théologie de laïcat , II (Paris, Cerf, 1953» English transr-

lation» Lay People in the Church , Westminster, Hd., Newman Press, IÎÎ65, Ch. VI,

pp. 271-323» esp. 289-29^) where infallibility is considered as a prophetic

function of the Church. Cf, also G. Thils, 'Lîinfaillibilité de l'Eglise

"in credendo" et "in docendo"*, in Le premier symposium internationale de

théologie dogmatique fondamentale (Torino, 1962), pp. 83-122.

11. Cf. Y. Congar, 'Konzil als Versammlung und grundsâtzliche Konziliaritât der

Kirche', in the Karl Rahner Festgabe.jcott in Welt (Freiburg, Herder, 1964),

Vol. n, pp. 135-165.

12. Cf. liln'Triiii II II II r H. Rahner, Symbole der Kirche, Die Ekklesiologie der

Vater (Salzburg, MUller, 1964). passim , but esp. pp. 473 sq.

13. Cf. vgr. K. Rahner in K. Rahner and J. Ratzinger, Episkopat und Primat

(Freiburg, Herder, I961), pp. 86 sq. (English translation» The Episcopate and

the Primacy . New York, Herder & Herder, 1962, pp. 64 sq.); H. KUng, Strukturen

der Kirche (Freiburg, Herder, 1962), pp. 335 sq. (English translation» Stru\|^ures
of the Church. London, Burns & Cates, 1964, pp. 305 sq.); M. LÔhrer in J. Feiner



footnote (8), continued:

V/ See ing the Indian context from where he writes and the unspoiled or naïve

faith of the bishop, our sociological law is reinforced: he does not need

'infallibility' for his christians of Indore (it sounds superfluous and

redundant), but Rome does . . ,

/ iackjo ¿6? /



& M. LOhrer, Hysterlum Salutls (Einsiedeln, Benziger, 1965), Vol. I, pp.

577 sq.

llf. The theologicar-discussion would center more on the question of whether the

subject primo et per se were the Pope, the Council or the Church.

15. Personally I know of no such comparative study devoted to this problematic.

I am thinking for example of a cross-cultural theological encounter between

this christian doctrine and the hindu mîmâmsa. Cf. vgr. R. Panikkar,

*La demitologlzzazione nell'incontro tra Cristianesimo e Induismo*, in

II problema delia Demittzzazione , edited by E. Castelli (Padova^' Cedam, 1961).

16. Cf. G. Lanczkowski, 'Neuere Forschungen zur Mythologie', Saeculum , XIX, z/j

(1968), pp. 282-309 fpr the current state of the question.

17. Cf. my chapter 'La transmythijdsation', in Le Mystère du dulte dans l'hindou-

isme et le christianisme (Paris, Cerf, 1970), pp. 171 ¡sq.

18. Irii|;his sense one could understand the decree Lamentabili (3 July 190?) in cqfo-

demning the proposition» 'In definiendis veritatibus ita collaborant discens

et docens Ecclesia, ut docenti Ecclesiae nihil supersit, nisi communes discentis

opinàtiones sancire.' (Denz. SchBn. 3^06)., The authority sanctions—and pro-

claims—the belief of the people^ not new beliefs.

19« Cf. the entire volume Mythe et Foi (Paris, Aubier, 1966), and especially
t!

the Introduction by the^ditor, E. Castelli, pp. 11 sq.

20, This prompts me to note that precisely this modern excommunication is the rear^
finds it difficult

son so-called civilized I^Ian deem w■ ClunkerstandTthe seemingly bizarre attitude

of the so-called primitive in his relations with animals, taboos, totems, reg-.

ulationa, etc. The problem of sacrifice is also intimately connected to this

problematic. Cf., to cite a classic work» W. Robertson Smith, Lectures on the

Religion of the Semites (New York;^Appleton, I689), pp. 251 sq.» 'The life of

his clai^ian was sacred to him ^^arly man71 because he was a man, but



because he was a kinsman; and, in like manner, the life of an animal of his

totem kind is sacred to the savage, not because it is animate, hut because

he and it are sprung from the sajne stock and are cousins to one another^ ' (p.

267) s>

21, Need I quote the remaxk of a friend who saidi 'Heaven for the teraperatureiy

but hell for the compamy! ' The community of sinners would seem much more ani^

mated, intense and human than the communion of the 'perfect',
I t

-22, Cf, a statement which is valid outside its immediate context» 'among primi-

tive peoples there are no binding precepts of conduct except those that rest

on the principles of kinship.' W» Robertson Smith, op, cit ., p. 269.

23, Elsewhere I have tried to show that the primacy of the principle of nonrcon-f

tradiction broadly characterizes western (Semitic) culture and that the
i

primacy of the principle of identity can explain the character of oriental

(Indian) thought. Cf. my Myst'ere du culte , op. cit ., p^ 37 sq.

2'^. Cf. Ch. Journet, L'Eglise du Verbe Incarné (Paris, Desclée, 1^55» 2nd edition).

Vol. I, Ch. VIII, where the author has generally succeeded in salvaging papal

infallibility once one accepts its context,

^ could easier
25. Um %oraan catholic position^, for example, lan ■■■fcilis· find a^eement with

if ^
would

the protestant intuitionsinwi the discussion^»»i«aat«í*"«í"^B»^i*y shifts from

the realm of orthodoxy to orthopraxis .

26. Membership in the Communist Party is a privilege to which ail are not called.

Who then is the good humanist? the good atheist? Where do we find the real

christian? the perfect buddhist? Here scarcity is the criterion of authenticity.
should

27. This idea «Mièà prove fruitful in the important contemporary problem of the

encounter of religions. hw*» «eMah* it min ■ pititit BBenelnwei It is

not a question of universalizing at the price of a superficiality which neglects

the concrete. 'On the contrary, it is a matter of sharing, participating, grov-^^
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Ing together.

r c

28, Cf. Is. ll:12,jín the context clted^ /!íf. Denz. SchBn. 301^+.

29, Cf. Mk. 16115» etc. Moreover, this is the only valid exegesis from the pastor-^

al point of view,

30, 'To some extent, all culture is a gigantic effort to mask this /death, wauit,

destruction,. to give the future the simulacrum of safety by making àdtfí

tvity: repetitive, expective—"to maike the fut^ predictable by making it con-

form to the past" ^urke/. ' C, Kluckholn, 'Myths anc^ituals', in W, A. Lessa

and E, Z. Vogt, Reader in Comparative Religion, An Anthropological Approach

(New York, Harper ard Row, 1965, 2nd edition), p. 152.
1'.

31» We ou^t not to underestimate the importance of the ecc.lesial hapaA which

the Constitution on the Church in the Modern World, Gaudium elb Spes , repre-.

sents,

32i Cf, R, Panikkar, 'The Relation of Christians to their Non-Christian Surround-;

Ings', in J. Neuner (ed,). Christian Revelation and World Religions (London^ '

Bums & Gates, I967), pp. 1^8 sq,, reprinted in Cross Currents ! 'ChristiaJis

and So-calle(i^'Non-Christians"', XXI, 3 (Summer-Fall, 1972), pp, 281-308,

33» Cf, the words of Teilhard de Chardin in 19^8 ( Psyche )t 'Pour un chrétien.,,

le succès biologique final de l'Homme sur Terre est, non seulement une pro-

habilite, mais une certitude: puisque le Christ (et en Lui virtuellement le

Monde) est déjà ressucite,' L'Avenir de l'Homme , Oeuvres (Paris, Seuil, 1959)»
Vol. V, pp. 30^1-305.

3^» Cf. E, Castelli in his introduction to Debats sur le langage theologique

(Taris,' Aubier, I969), p. 13 and his opening remairks to the volume,

l'Infaillibilité . op. cit. , pp, 17-26,
35. Cf. Eph, 4:13, Col. 1:28, 2 Tim, 3»17î Jas, 3í2.

»

m



Hftrmeneütlc of Religious Freedom ;

Religion as Freedom

In llbertatem vocati estís»

Gal, 5:13
Freedom claimed you when you

were called. (+)

\

Knox translation, trying

Pnecisely^ to freedom.

to bring together the ecclesia with the call,
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1 Freedom of Religion

K ¿(í .'i £Aeo'l/S (-"'o 'í'·?
C /N.

I y s

et Veritas liberavit vos , (l)

It is undeniable that our epoch is presently undergoing an important,

even disruptive, change in the notion and above all the experience of human

freedom. We may ascertain this more clearly by studying the different ways

with the age-old problem of the relations
of dealing

between freedom and religion.
''

First shall try to depict this bw^iiSÍAoo , one of the most striking turnabouts

of our day. Since the sociological phenomena of freedom and liberation are

I mysQIf
,f\) veil known, Mm shall confine auaiB'sijivim to underscoring their philosophical

roblematic regarding religious freedom.
— —

iaatídÉeap kpM

Secondly, M« shall attempt to show that this change runs much deeper than

night appear at first glance. It implies a new awareness of human religious-
'izP ■ —I wonder if it^ could be called transmyth i c ifat i onlj ^

ness mi riBta

undergoes
today this profound, and

Clt~Î5"Tn fact lean's religious
I
mr hope purifying

me

diaension that

transformation.

In short, the hermeneutic of the freedom of religion brings mm to conáider

religion as freedom . To recognize the 'freedom of religion amounts to dis-

T
closing the religiousness of freedom and consequently religion as freedom , ihis

■ I
^is the thesis shall develop.
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Freedom as a Putt/

Traditional western thinking has repeatedly proclaimed the freedom of

re! it?ton and thus even of the religious act , but has somehow neglected the

concrete Man himself, the ultimate subject of this free act. The reasoning

ike this: Man has a duty to follow the true religion because he is made

for truth, the true religion incarnates the truth, and truth is the good.

To 'help' the individual to perform that duty is a supremely moral act. If

han finds himself faced with the choice between good and evil, this comes

from a weakness of his freedom. God is perfectly free and yet he is not con-t

fronted with the choice between good and evil. Certainly, the free act, by
Qoi

l^its own negation. But strictly speaking, Man is
Qojr^ .

definition, has to allow fits (

not free to choose evil, he merely has the possibility of doing so by being

carried away by the attraction of evil, and if he takes this road, he sins.

'if , then, a higher authority, in spite of the individual ' s will, steers him
%

clear of evil by constraining him to follow the good and the true path, his

freedom is not violated. tioa ^her^^^^^^ i I i^considered error, and goodness

truth. Hence if the Church or the Emperor, for instance, does someone violence

t'H "cresting the individual from error, the latter is only being helped to

tecome free. In all these traditional considerations freedom has from the

"tart an ambivalent character, but its negative taint is stressed: it is the

"tuse of the freedom to sin, to refuse God's gift, to choose evil. Signifi-r

"""tly enough, the first act of freedom of which the Bible tells us is Adam's.

first creaturely act it describes is another abuse of freedom,

sin of the angels; in both instances, a misuse of freedom to disobey.

order to avoid making God responsible for the world's ills, evil was imputed
to /needom. Full is then the result of freedom. No wonder that freedom has



©
o «.ry ,ood «Li.yrUs yyryutoniy^

'¡ and "libertas erroris" -{-Denz.-=r3hñr> 9-·9·^-i ) ^ ^

^

are to„ guotytiyns fro^ St. Augustine
i that the Papas of the past century were fond of quoting.

Jü «^"¿•-Sc^oh. 3/;i5p

¿ y "s- - ScU¿'«. ^>3^/



Follou)ing mood
in this I freedom has been allied with contingency,

with human limitations and imperfections. Man is free because he

say 'no', even—mainly?--to God, Faced with a free choice itcan

is ^an's duty to choose the good and thus the truth. Freedom is
M

the price a?an must pay to become like God, and for this, freedom

is ambivalent, at once a good and an imperfection. Perfect free-'
M <

dom would raake^jjU-an^God. the fissure between the objective and the

/visubjective order of things is the gauge of^ipan's creatureliness.

Every i|an, precisely because he is free, chooses 'his' good. Further,

since Aristotle it is recognized this good can only be defined as. that

to which the will is directed. Freedom always makes a choice sub

specie boni , but the fissure appears when this subjective good to

which the will is directed is not at the same time an objective truth.
Objective truth is obscured by passions and selfishness.
Error and evil are possible in the human sphere precisely because the

objective and the subjective do not coincide. Freedom is the guaranx
+ Mtor, so to speak, of ;ftan's responsibility, his merit and his dignity,
but it is also answerable for error and evil. The vision of
, c*_-
condemned to be free' - is but th-g—recent expression of a tradi-

tional western notion, li

logical
hence

the social life of Church and State,
InjaMMMfeHSKSHf the argument v/as pursued in the most

is he who
fashion. The heretic^voluntarily chooses

M
®^^°^J^he sins against human nature, for ^an is a rational animal

the heretic refuses to accept truth. One is not humanly, i.e.,

I'ationally, free to opt for truth or error, since true freedom is
■^0 choose the truth. It alone will set us free. Man is only poten'^
tialiy free» he acquires more and more freedom in the extent to which

chooses, and lives in, the truth. But the Church being the

^spository* of truth, there is no. question of a free choice between



belonging or not belonging to it (only ignorance in good faith can

save the infidel). You are not morally free facing ^he truth; even

ignorance can he culpable. So it is not a matter of a free choice,

but rather of a free—spontaneous and reasonable—adherence to truth,
/Vl

since you have acknowledged the right of truth and pan's duty to ad-^

here to it. Truth is liberating, but you must first acknowledge the

duty to embrace it; only then does liberation ensue. You cannot even

recognize truth if you are not rooted in it. Only if we 'believe in

it', if we are its 'disciple^J, if we 'know' the truth, will it free us.

Morality in the broadest sense is a sine qua non for adherence to

truth. Even to devote oneself to philosophy, and thus to searching
out the truth, one was obliged in several cultures to evince a prac-i
tical and moral engagement. If our works are not good we will not

even be able to recognize truth, and if we do not recognize truth

wherever it is, wherever it shows itself, we may very well doubt we

are on the way to the good. —^^^

^^ It is noteworthy that the very word 'religion', whether

in its etymology or its numerous classical usages, always indicates

abend, a decision, an obligation, a reversal (when it is not a

scruple, a superstition, etc.). In other words, religion usually
indicates a duty, a dependence, an obedience, an acknowledgment of

SQt ■■

our contingency, and it is this same ma&mHiÊHm of ideas concerning
tiependence and obligation that seems so opposed to any notion cen-

iering on autonomy and freedom.

The famious pontifical condemnations, in the last century
sud the beginning of our ov/n , of so-called freedom of conscience,

^ueedom of thought, freethinkers, liberalism, etc., shov/ just how
A

^ "tbe conviction was kept alive that freedom is a duty (and equally
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é/^
^/ The same loas traditional in the socio-political sphere for thousands

of years: if you escape your tribe you shall be killed, you haue to realize

your being within your caste, guild, class, nation. The slave, the outcast,

the rebel will haue to pay with his life for his excommunication. In many

countries the passport is still a privilege and not a right. If the count,
"J O tP

the duke, the king, the emperor, but the president, the parliament,

the party o r the c ountry calls you, you have to obey and cannot object.
From the days of^ .

I^Arjuna, The first conscientious objector who was convinced, or at least

defeated by Lo rd Krishna, until our recent times you could not even argue
against the idedT)

(not only that the common good has the primacy, but that it is the hierarchical

status QUO which determines the common good.



6^.a danger) and how the connotation of the word was always rather

pejorative. To recognize the dangers of freedom, and the ravages

of libertinage, to accept our ties and our limits, to be on guard

against a spirit of independence, and our ov/n judgments; christian-

spirituality vigorously emphasized these many "negative characteristic

of its day in order to foster obedience and humility , and to bolster

tbe unflagging effort towards perfection. Freedom was considered the

Ad
stronghold of #an's self-assertive will standing against the rights !

of God or against the objective rights of truth^ / Plato amicus, sed j
iustitia oboedentia tutior J

magis arnica Veritas^; Pereat mundus, sed tewpWUBT a d imp le atur etc. ,,

——
,;- ivNa^ 1

1 were so many maxims with the alternative oi^self-assertion, thif^ctrg-h

Wfreedom pafi£rl-y..-un4e^s4oo4i, _
or of submission to God ( oui servire

regnare est ), to reality, or to one's superiors. From Flato and the'

Stoics up to and including the majority of christian writers, freedom

NO \o'■t (xU !,>•{ ly
•

is always found '©iosa-iy associated with autarchy, independence, self-

mastery and so with pride, self-sufficiency, the rejection of the

M ^ \ / ± ^

bonds which bind us and which 'make' i^an: £tû

But lean, so they said, is neither his own nor his

31
own cK^yoV .

Certainly, it was said, there is a natural law, all autho-.

ï'ity comes from God, who is a God of freedom; one must resist an un4,-

just law, etc. But all these arguments could not be used against the

Iti/
_

comes from God

which, they said, WBHBBoaBiÉÉBBHÉHHBB. Individual conscience

IS doubtless the final arbiter--here one knov/ingly quotes S't. Thomas--

tut the individual cannot constantly be questioning everything; he

lacks the necessary training or data. Cnce you have so to speak exj

amined the Church's credentials as the vehicle of Revelation, once

you have critically acknowledged that she possesses the authority of
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Plato amicus, sed magis arnica varitas ; pereat mundus, sed iustitia adimpleatur;

otoodentia tutior; etc. were so many maxims with the aüsxnaüxs Kf only

possible alternative of either stuhorn self-assertion,by an abuse of our freedom,

or of submission to God ( cui servire regnare est, we were told through one's

superiors.

(1) I am a good friend of Plato, but still more friend with truth;

may the world perish, but let justice be fulfilled; obedience is ak the

surest thing.

(2) serving him means to reign.
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God and the premise of the Holy Spirit's assistance, you regard

yourself justified in signing a blank affidavit and believing

everything she =£^teaches-*'' with no further need to question or take

other steps. It would be interesting in this regard to study what

tradition has said on the famous problem of regicide, Mariana was con-

ikChurch and State. ' í
" ■í>6$0,l

f^ Objectivity here carries the day over subjectivity,
ojL>, I i '.C'-' i y 1

essential truth over existential trut|i, the community over the

person, and^by an interesting transference from the epistemological

to the ontological sphere, a certain super-naturalism p^ails over

the natural/»b«i/^t is to this (realm of the natural that the so-

M
called 'rights of «an' specifically belong. That there be no mis-.,

understanding here; it would be premature, even false, to reject

utterly this hierarchical and objective conception of the universe.

We have only tried to describe it as briefly as possible. Intel -

liffenti rauca. .(3)

Freedom as a Right

begins to be

Today's situation different. The same words

previously charged with negative intonations now convey positive
is changing some parts of ¿

values. The climate , not only in^the so-called secular

world, but in the religious world as well. The ecumenical Council

of Churches speaks of tolerance and understanding, the Second Vatican
Hinduism of a new interpretation of caste,

/| Council of religious freedom
Eurocommunism strikes a humanistic and democratic note, etc.

The great modern myths—suspect not long ago in ecclesia-
such as

® leal circles --iièito tolerance, dialogue, pluralism, democracy.

justice, progress, etc., have as their common denominator the more

less explicit idea that freedom is a supreme and inalienable right
f the human person and so that freedom excels any other value what-

• cegin these days to speak of the riahts of itnan, we even

Proclaim them in a 'charter'. Although many of us remember the criticism%
n
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!)'■«
•

1 < '(
i the fact

I'/q should ponder^that Giordano Bruno could escape the jurisdiction

of the Church as little as a citi^^cn of a modern nation can escape the power

of the State by renouncing his nationality. A certificate of birth may today

bind an individual more than a certificate of baptism.

Historically speaking one could put forward the hypothesis that the

oomunist ideology seems to be the successor of this mentality, which now

3 0/ the traditional religions want to overcome. I am not saying that

tliaro are no differences between the 'people of Israel', the 'church of God'

and the 'Party', or that 'corporate destiny' is the same as 'collective

mission', I am signal ing a common horizon,

i/hateuer this may be,



ii(ihs Declaration of San Francisco in 19^5: ''the duties of fían''^ should

/•'
rather have been proclaimed . . , ,Lgí us not forget that when victorious

Japan in the Versai I les treotg, in 1919, proposed, when drafting the Covenant

of the League of Nations, that race or nationalitg should not be discriminating

factors, in law or in fact, it was defeated, mainly because of the opposition

of Britain and the United States of America.

The change cuts deep. We only now begin to take account of it. In fact

ue lire still submerged, so to speak, in the transition and most of those

loords still retain a disquieting ambivalence. This is easily verified by

'

reading Kierkegaard or modern existentialism or the christian literary output

since the Second World Waç,on the tension between the Church and the Modern

\lorld, etc. Dictatorship was not a bad word only a couple of generations

ago. Dictatorship of the proletariat could be a very positive slogan. Today,

mri/iohere we have 'peoples' democracies'. It all may be a tactic, but this

is irrelevant for our thesis. The important change is that this is the

general language employed by those of the right those of the left. We are

entering a new myth.

To be sure, for perhaps thousands of years there have been aristocrats of

tt^c spirit who would not be tied up by racial, social, religious and other

^ij'forences, but such ideals had to remain esoteric. There were some who said

Ken are all brethren, even the enemies should be loved, no degrading

dist •
•

® incííon should be made between male female, greek and jew, rich and poor,

t^ Qii this was taken not only cum grano salis , but also embedded in a larger

¡"izon of a structured, hierarchical and immutable objective order: ''slaves,

i/our masters'".

ut we may leave aside the study of historical facts to indicate certain

sop/iicai features which seem to belong to the my themes of our contemporary

In the first place, there is clearly a shift in emphasis from the

oí) jqq ^ j
*

" the subjective, from oo/ociiue truth to subjective truth, from



the category of essences to that of existences. What seems aboue all imporr

tant today is the human person and his subjectivitij, not the objective order

of ideas or the exigencies of a theoretical objectivi ti/ deemed independent

of Han and superior to him.

It is not only, nor basically, a moral consideration which leads us to

rucogniao that we should not impose upo^ others something they do not readily

accept, This would bring us to suppose that the first hypothesis is itself

imoral, and we do not believe this is so. We should not commit the

katachronism of Judging a past era with ideas current today. Although the

first world-view may lend itself to an abuse of authority, appropriate disr

Unctions were in fact drawn to avoid, at least theoret i<ial ly , the abuse of

pooer and the constraint of conscience. In spite of all possible manipulations

there was always a transcendent and supreme God. On the other hand, a certain

literal or liberalist notion might also ledff d to a disregard for the individual

rendered incapable of shouldering his own responsibi lities, overwhelmed as

he is by the spiritual, intellectual or material powers that surround him.

hth habeas corpus and ' constitutional rights' there may be as much human

exploitation as without them. We are speaking of a change in consciousness

Md not endorsing an idea of human linear progress--although this change is

ohuiously not without practical consequences. Indifference toward the weak

Mdnontinier/ergnce in our neighbor's calamities may be sheer cowardice and

wUousness cloaked in 'respect' for their 'freedom', A,l though ¡the moral

l^^stions stem from another order altogetherJ^hey are extant in both modes

f thought we are presently studying.

problem is equally independent of any psycholog ical consideration of

dbj'ective convictions of individuals. It goes without saying that we

''espect the awareness of others, that there are different psychological
' what carries conviction for some may not for others, that we can
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tiuisirt. .'1ÍÍ well known before ¿odai/. The riqhtn of subjoctiuity

not purahl a psycholon ica I affair.

The moral and psycholoyical issues are two very important quest ions in

mhich the modern era has taken a particular interest, but I believe that the

tmsmythiciaation we are now studying oversteps these two spheres utterly,

ye should look for the roots at an ontological level and an anthropolog ical

stratum. This new awareness was not totally absent in tho. past but it was the

priuilege of the few, whereas now it begins to enter the universal human

consciousness,

'Je are becoming more sensitive to the fact and open to the experience

that ani/ objectivity demands a subjectivity, or rather that we should never

CUÍ the umbilical cord uniting the two. Hardly anybody, of course, has

defended shear objectivity ; nevertheless it was considered to be the decisive

element. The tension between the two was not so great precisely because

objectivity was based in the subjectivity of God, and God's existence was

by and large unquestioned. The modern epoch shows itself more reserved, more

respectful and skept ical, when it comes to ascribing ideas and concepts to

tlod. The very object ivity of revelation, for instance, cannot be severed

f ,
.

¿Î ç,f.J
jrom the subjectivity of the one^ho¡^^é^al$^.

''N
v



At bottom we find a relational awareness recovering

importance not only in the realm of science but in other spheres

of human life as well. V/e might mention here the fundamental

distinction between an agnostic relativism ^indifferent to truth,

and a relativity,aware that truth is a relationship, that beings

themselves are relational, quite as much as thoughts and the other

products of human culture.

/ Related to the preceding consideration,
Ékig, we may add the primacy of

theoreticaI
the dignity of the person as a^characteristic of our times. To be

sure, people have talked about personal dignity before now, but

M
they had situated »an's dignity in exterior objectivitiesi. insofar

i '<

as he embodies transcendental values, participates in the divine

nature, belongs to a particular religion, nation, class, race, civl-r-

lization, etc. The dignity of the person, in the final analysis,

was located outside the person. Even today the sole justifif

cation for capital punishment (other than atavisms) relies on the

dichotomy enforced between the person of the 'criminal* and the

human dig'^lity he has lost. Civil justice claims to kill the cri-

rainal in order to preserve his human dignity. The same anthropo-
V trq d 11 i ona I o

logical justification goes for^^icideî «to oavo the kill
nrdl-a^rA

yiairpûiÉ^ 'l coramit\|g5HtíBB|^ order to save my personal dignity--

which is outside me—by eliminating 'me'". Modern suiciAe would be almost

the opposite: 'I kill myself because I am the last

Our age begins dimly to glimpse that the^apfftá'owiitiiy person

embodies the highest possible value, over and above any social or

objective category whatsoever. This amounts to discovering that the

freedom of the person is an ontological freedom, superior to 'objective
objective

truth', even .to^religionj and that the person, in its ontological

nudity and with all its constitutive ambivalence--for it is ever
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in relation--always presents a core irreducible to 'categories'

of(truth or goodness. In other words, the particular existence

takes precedence over essence^ or ideas, and so (personal) auth-

enticity proves superior to (objective) truth.

the 19th Century on freedom in its most varied facets, philosophical,

theological, social, political, etc., cannot be explained away as a

simple speculative disagreement or a difference in perspectives
. . A/

ijptailL^i, but as a true crisis of grov/th in man himself, appearing

in and through a new av/areness, although not always expressing itself

raay be

'1'" with sufficient clarity or precision. We am in the presence of a

j transmi/thic iy.ation will

genuine ¡rruiiilfitiicir» and it ggOMg honoot

not help
nisL' Éuutt to attempt to shield today's positions--with apologetic

intent--by saying they were already maintained in the traditional

a/
notion of «an and theology. î'o say, for instance, that we learn non-

'.(from the Bible is a beautiful confession of one's beliefs, but an exegetical ■

!e. Further, the christian 'fact' conceived as static, complete

and potentially accomplished, needing only to expand and be actua-^'

lized in is rather an aristotelian category than a christian

transmythicization
..i"', exigency. Pioreover, to recognize this furnishes

■ \ , a

Ihn hnnlr proof of the vitality of the christian faith , which

an exclusive
has no need to continually justify itself by « 'fidelity' to the

past, but which can also present itself as a 'hope' for the Cne

destined to come yet again. The christian .•'^'factí-" need not be underl

stood exclusively as a seed in the process of girowing, but it also

asks to be seen as ever nev/\ creationj, ever approaching the crea-

.as much 1

tive act and leaving behind the creaturely state>; ^an being a

hope to be than a potency of being, Cf course a mystical vision and

(^0- beyond
a deep intuit'ion leap mu-11 ouay these conceptual skeletons, and one

has the impression that the great masters of antiquity have even



» 9aíiticipatQcl us. Dut LulxatQoer the outcome^we must also take into account the

scandal this language and these theories represent for a traditional mentality,

when they are upheld today by thinkers seriously concerned about orthodoxy

and fidelity to tradition.

^'flow can religion be sustained with a thesis like this? Will the whole

edifice, not only of Christianity but of all religious life and even all

order, not collapse?'! Briefly, then, it may appear that we uphold the right

to error, not as such, i.e., error in the abstract, but error as far as it

is incarnated in a person who follows his or her ovm conscience, however

ffo ruLtti fo CU^ rouj g ou ^3^
twisted or erroneous. d-ert-y (^this latter possibility, Jis3¿3S^(affirm.

that iji c oncreto there is no higher court of appeal than the conscience

and consciousnesa of the person. Men all have the same rights and at this

level we have renounced any (pbjective criterion of truth, since although

objective truth need not be denied, it scarcely has any meaning if the

concrete subject, the person, does not make it his own. The person in the

concretion of his living relationship with his world is a supreme value,

permitting no possible recourse to any thing(which mighty transcend him. Is

this not precisely what is understood by atheism? did Vatican(Councilf II

not defend just that? Dignitat is humanae personae is the title (and Hvb-

^pe-fti-ng) of the Declaratio on Religious Freedomj \guo{.jMîgf at the very outset
' \ W

John XXIII's Pacem in terris). •

^ lUOj
The experience of pluralism, in the air almost everywhere today, io' not

foreign to the atmosphere of the Council. Pluralism has, so to speak, under^
S

mined hitherto unshakable confidence in the absolute character of

own convictions. It is not agnosticism to discover n. .sense ,nf· the relativity

of our ideas, our formulations, even our beliefs. So we come to put conr

regarding
fidence in the other, not only regarding his good faith but also. the truth'—

pertial, limited, uni lateral or what you will, but truth after all—-of his

oiewpoint. The other thus becomes a source of knowledge--and not merely an

object of knowledge—which conscguentIg cannot be reduced to my judgement.



6^.With reference to our particular point, the philosophical structure under^

pinning the Council's reasoning comes doion to the following: I'the human person

has a right to religious freedom'. Now Man is not infallible, he can make

mistakes: consequently religious freedom must also consider the fact that

the person may objectively be in error. All the same, he has a right to

religious freedom, for this freedom has its foundation in the dignity of

the human person. (Jus ad I ibertatem re Iigiosam esse fundatum in ipsa

dignitate personne humanae --the right to religious freedom is grounded in

the very dignity of the human person.) This is to say that human fr^om
has a certain ontonomy vis-à-vis the adherence or non-adherence to objective

truth. 'Je have no right to encroach upon freedom, for it is this freedom in

which the dignity of the person, is grounded. What has supreme value,

what constitutes the dignity of Man, is his freedom, i.e. the fact that he

is capable of acting freely. If we rob Man of this we degrade him to a

sub-human condition. Now, the essential claim of all religions is to help

Man acquire (or recover) his full dignity, which is another term for salvation

liberation, fulness, final goal and the like. In other words, any religious

act tends ultimately to let Man acquire his dignity, his salvation or liberar

tion. Hence if an act is not free it cannot be religious. Here we come

back to our thesis: to recognise the fact of religious freedom leads to

the affirmation that the fundamental act of religion is the free act, and

thatjthe free act is the religious act par excellence. Thus the freedom of

religion leads us to religion as freedom.

To sum up the transmythicisation that has taken place regarding freedom

and human dignity, we could quote the well-known Pauline phrase: 'where the

Spirit of the Lord is, there is freedom' but instead of reading it as only

saying that tl\e Church, being where the Spirit dwells, is the place of

freedom, we read it as also saying: 'where there is freedom, there is the

Spirit of the Lord'. The Kingdo.h of freedom is built by the Spirit of the
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Lord. The Church, by definition, is the place of freedom. Freedom is the

Spirit of the Lord, Fhe ecclesiastical calling, the vocation, the conqregatio

which constitutes the Church, is a call to freedom: ffT' £

Í9?
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2 Religion as Freedom C4)

<r£ Vo KU^iol;, £ XtvJÔ'eçtOÍ»
Ubi autem Spirltus Domini. Ibl libertas »■(5)

It seems that the antinomy between religion and freedom
appears the moment we begin to reflect on the problem. —t-—^627.1

)r-

i
from the traditional point of view it is necessary to uphold the

exclusively functional value of freedom; everything depends on how

{and convert it into a good 'thing'
we use It, we cannot * substantialize •""freedom^. To canonize freedom

above everything else would amount to libertinism, anarchy, the

fiercest individualism and in the final analysis, to the most radical

M
solipSism--each ;^3n his own king, a law unto himself. So we compro-r

mise, we limit exterior personal freedom by respect for the freedom

of others, we trim the individual's freedom to the needs of societv.

etc. Un biiipiiiÇ, to institutionalize freedom spells its- destruction,
I Í S i X L Ï, -• f

independent'of possible abuses on the part of authority (which
when i t 'comes

ihas a brake^ifrom God', but turns into tyranny when it becomes^

autonomous). To want to •^instrumentalize^ freedom is a contradiction
T

in terms. Isnda una ite lOWBpooo that the impasse is real:.

you cannot leave freedom 'free' if you v/ant to safeguard order and

religion. Man can only live in a state of conditioned freedom.

Freedom is at the most free will, and that is all. Nan's life on earth

assumpt ionsis on parole, ,

■tre cannot
here

elaborate^an analysis of the
/ on which such a vision is based, for

I 0din)n¡-^j*«»p»^—ior sug.gest the principles
1 Suffice it to say that the traditional
' a new vision of ®an and reality, a culd to bcio»i¿^-^ oimplin odd

."o'ierenTT^CîJ^an is regarded as a substance, and substance as static being with

no possible dynamism other than accidental change, and if being is
as a given at at

¡ considered^ è« its beginning and not im its end', if further, time is

an accident and ideas have a so-called divine immutability, etc., then
a mere psychological feature of the human being—vjhich will sooner or later

"■6 door to an extreme skinnerian interpretation (6),
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In a sense freedom stands in antinomy with everything else, since

liberty, once put on the l^uel of the norm, is the anti-nomos

par excellence. Dialectically speaking freedom and law are

certainly 'antinomic ' but what we are looking for is a nonrdialectica I

relation between freedom and nomos , rta, ordo .

Whatever this may be.



that

¡ am not suggesting the traditional notion is radicallg falso. I am simply

sailing that as it presents itself to the contemporary spiritual situat ion

it appears unsatisfactory. Rightly or uorongly a new myth seems to emerge

and our intention has been one of trying to understand this transmythicination

as far as possible.

Let us confine ourselves to this particular but central aspect of the

relation between freedom and religion. If religion is fundamentally the

link, the string or rather the rein that somewhat bridles the wild animal

that is fían, leading him to a goal, which he somehow seems to want and to

shun, then freedom can only be the result of acknowledging that the prescribed

mil is the right path and that within it he may run 'freely'. The way is

somuhat fixed and determined.

Now, perhaps religion is not only this. A very traditional christian

concept may help us here.

Metanoia is the constant challenge of faith to every epoch, in every culture

ond religion, and so also to contemporary Christianity, Now this constant

change of mind, this ongoing or rather 'in-going' conversion seems to indicate

that the transformation faith requires of us is not to make freedom a religion

(at which tradition would be Justifiably outraged) but to transform the very

aoncept of religion into real freedom. We shall try to explicate this.

It is certainly necessary to deepen the notion of freedom, but we must also

''athink the concept of religion. This is not a matter of making freedom into

new form of religion, with its laws, duties, rites, etd. , but of recognizing

"lat was formerly represented by Law, Worship, Duty, etc., and to which

name religion has been given, has freedom at its core or as its soul. I am

"of proposing a change of name; I propose simply a padical metanoia of religion

or rather, a metanoia of human religiousness, a metamorphosis of Nan's
I

J

® dimension, which until now has been called the religious dimension,

can only give a few insights into the problem, I shall try to describe

Ç£lÍ2íon represents, then what fsfeedom means for contemporary Nan,and
{I what c hrls t inn faith has to ; nj aboid this question.



6^.RelÍP"ion, V/ay to Salvation, Means of liberation

substantive
While the ihuaiil·lilLiiial definitions of religion stress the

dependence, obligation, creatureliness, duty, contingency, etc, of
me ' >

a being insufficient unto itself, it seens to that the following

existential definition of religion may be able to assume the numerous

problematic: ,

descriptions already given and also include the new

i(il.« relimion means v^ay to salvation , or indeed
liberation I (■■

minnif' relia-ion claims to be a way of . iU« call this definir

tion existential because it refers to religion as an existential

realitv--orthonraris --v.'ithout seeking to fix an essential boundary

for the contents of the concepts employed.

wrtàonl iinthoir en t in omeiDin
/

J this is an

>m must stress once and for all that > aire attemptBB
' use a which should be

"to i»ii*{wgi»<'â»iiiiiiiii»firiiivo 0 in language^ valid, as far as possible, for a
'

r· • • , , . persuasionsviae range of religious and philosophic .
.

V/e are conse-

quently not concerned with settling the question whether a certain

notion of the way or ways is in fact a 'means' effectively conducive

to salvation or not. Nor is there any question here of deciding'

whether salvation, as *an's perfection, can be reached by one way

rather than another. By way mís understand whatever means--action,

mind, love, will and so cn--^.an must employ, discover, believe, inif

tiate, put into practice, etc., in order tc attain his salvation,
-

, interpret i="

tiny, en., goal, ".'e can as well »! mLu^epilu' this salvation from the

cc varied nersnectives : from cerfect union with God to mere survi-r

in society, in an otherv.ci|(ly heaven, individual annihilation,

the absurd, or v/hatever. Inter-cultural, intei'-philosoph ical,
above all inter-religious ''ialogue must know how to pierce

^•^rough words and reach that' which probably does not exist without
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concepts, but is not exhausted by them either.

V/9 must say that the same goes for the word religion.

'I^is word is a particular expression of a much larger and deeper

reality; the word religion stems from a rather circumscribed order

of thinking, valid only in a certain civilization. V/e knov/ very well

it is not found with its current sense in eitiier the Bible or clas-
strict translation L-t-

sical latinity , nor can we find a ijiíi.in 11 ni for it in the other reli-

eious traditions of mankind. For this reason, to avoid tern:inological

argument, j/¡j^ shall consider religion not only what circulates under

this label, but everything which claims to perform the function that

religion strictu sen su is said to perform. In this broader meaning,
M

any ensemble of means which claim to convey ^an to his life's goal,

however this goal might be conceived, can be considered religion.

Cwr pi lint èB for the last few centuries it has become

habit iin mociít m DfitTrrk niAinîHiiB' to accord the word religion a very spe-¿^
cialized meaning. Some have even wanted to exclude buddhism from

this definition since it does not recognize a supreme and personal

God. Cn the other hand, religion had almost been identified wi^th
■

\he word
Its conceptual expression, which was called orthodox doctrinen
also came to mean ,

, _ . particular
èiiiirten Qo a, virtue alongside other more or less- irn-

portant virtues. It was not easy, nor is it today, to recognize
the fundamentally religious character of communism, humanism and even

"

artificially restricted n

3 cularism, since these movements do not fit the definition

of religion. This would also exolain the repugnance these same ideo-".

^Oeies, or whatever you call them, feel toward considering themselves

''^hU'·i·Gns--so thoroughly has religion been reduced to a pertain notion

the v.-ay to'salvation. For t'nis very r-eason the proposal has lately

made to abandon the use of the word religion altogether; neverthe



less, I belieuG that for want of a bettor word and also to underscore the

basic continuity between what was once called religion and today's new forms

¡'Qligiousness, we may still employ the same word, having broadened and

deepened it along the lines Just indicated.

It is not for us now in this context to Judge the degree of truth or the

moral ualue of any human attitude toward Man's ultimate problematic, i/e may

¡¡uestion the value or the truth of contemporary modes of religiousness, call

then aberrations, substitutes or even false religions, but our task does not

consist now in these religions or so-called ideologies but to

disengagé from them t^(^functional [theii^claim to lead their be I ievers

to their goa I,

It should be clear by now that the intention of this chapter is neither to

defend nor to attack religion, but to understand that peculiar human dimension

^necessarily
expressed by this word. Moreover the religious act does not'\necd to be good,

fli/ the same token that the re I ig ious act claims to lead to salvat ion, its

contrary act--equal ly religious—will lead to failure, damnation. A really

free act has this power: it may lead us to our fulfillment, but equally to

'¡w bankruptcy. Religion is a double-edged sword,

■/e should like only to say one thing and from it to suggest another:

io say that Man's religious dimension is not indispensably bound to a prer

i^tcrmined concept of religion; and to suggest that the religious crisis of

itcnkind today is not due to the disappearance of religion as a human dimension,

to the new reclamation of a sphere of the secular which in the last

'^^rturies of western history seemed to have been removed from religion,

■^kethgr this should take place at the price of burying the sacred, or of

^^^oooering the sacredness of the secular, is again quite another question,

'^Grtainly separation of Church and State should not be confused with

'"Orce between religion and life,
m, .

,"s said, we can pursue our path by sxíy-Í4vg that Man's religious dimension

the way to finding its most ( i.thentic expression in, precisely, freedom.
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tntnl iit-rriiinn Byotcmo 'miill

as the supreme goal and will conside i" run MM i i I'^i i 11 11 I i P the inj-
in.aiitojii>y"rask of (re)coristructing society as the end for which

IIaa euuianlBi

Cne may have a more, or less, well-defined notion of free-^
M

dom, but it is a fact that freedom is always deemed «an's goal. Reli-v

gion, then, is that which makes the fundamental claim to liberate gsan

Ai"
That to which one adheres in order to acquire what one considers 5ian'

fundamental freedom, is a religion. In the cultural constellation of

today's world, freedom remains the most deep-seated characteristic of

salvation, however one envisions human perfection.
(VI

If religion has always promised to save ^an, then what

mankind today eagerly awaits is precisely freedom, liberation from

the sufferings, fears, doubts, anxieties and insecurities of life, ■

■ Humanity today, especially in the V/est, feels imprisoned by its own

power
inventions, enslaved by its own means of iibijurttin, Technologj'. free

M
^9Bn from so many of his traditional and endemic nightmares that for

the first time he can truly forge his own destiny in a spectrum of

possibilities unsuspected just a century ano. But he finds himself

trapped in his own snare. The freedom to which he aspires is a poli.f

tical freedom as well as an economic and social freedom, but it is.

above all a personal, even individual, freedom. - V.'hen you attend vast

human gatherinns--religious in the broadest sense of the word--ycu
^ -s ^

a sort of wind, a liberating breath, pass through, the head and

hsart of the crowd, but you also realize that these salutary effects

only tr.ansient, because after the litur.eical cathaiiil: v; G

larsp i- into everyday life which clar.Tps us like a vice and seems to



everything, from every limitation, and for this reason from all relif

gion as well, in the sense that the 'bond* of '

^el^ig^j^on
' seems to him

incompatible v.'ith the freedom to which he aspires. The religious

act par excellence is seen and lived in the act of liberation--from

'"'"'^leverything, even from religion and from oneself All prophetic acti4-
Ifíistej —

'"fvity is basically the effort--always a failure--to rid oneself of
Í0 ^

''"i^ligion in the name of religion. 'If you see the Buddha, kill him',
«i's sa/íffñ) ^

■

^
- - , 5Û-V .

as the great mahayana sages and mystics would «sa^-with no need to

quote zen.

Ó93.

i«+ oiin away that cup of liberation for which we ever thirst, and
let Slip y y

^

and which modern ^an seldom finds in the great-traditionaT™·religi-joniS-

that h
[vlan today thirsts for deliverance,^e would be free from

'
""

This then would be the first part of our thesis: the goal
/VI

f

of ^an is liberation, this being nothing other than deliverance from

every constraint, from all limitation, for any limit stands like a

wall, blocking us, preventing our flowering. If religion claims to

save j^an, it can only do so by putting him on the path to realizing
•

^ ^ »

his destiny, «'-'s recall the myth of Sunahsepa as the story of decohdi-

f-';' tioning Man.

To sum up: the act of ontically exercising freedom is the

• •
. /VI . Tor doomed) . ,

religious act by v/hich ®an is saved^. The religious act is the act

of freedom. The fact of becoming alive to the freedom of religion,

^hat is to say, the fact of having recognized that the freedom of

the religious act is this act's primordial element ( in such a way

that if an act were not free we could not call it religious), this

fact leads us to define religion as freedom, and freedom as the funt

dsmental reliaious category. Cnly thus do we circumvent the objects-
ions raised by those v/ho even lately oppose religious freedom in the

f^'arae of religion.



¿j'2i'f Religion a s the Free Act of Liberation

/VI
Man wants to be free. Religion wants to free -^an.

Present-day thought is deeply convinced that the v^ay leading to

freedom must itself be a free way, i.e., a way freely chosen or

accepted. It is a road which opens out before the traveler, but
, t

which at the sane tine springs up from its own depths; a road which

creates itself in the traveling. In traditional tenns we could say
•

M
that religion must be a free act so that gjan may come into the ent-^

irety of his freedom.

An act which is not itself free cannot liberate. But what

person
IS a free act? Vlhen does a msm, act freely? v/e can ansv/er from a

double perspective: he is free who does what he wills, or else wills
(^The fi rst case th e loill is niuen . in the second the act ion, -jz

what he doesi ïrî^J^b^thi cases there~^s a certain harmony, even "adequaj
tion, between the intimate depths of being and its expressions and'

manifestations. In this sense, freedom, is truth, Cnly a free being
can be true, for only then will it express what it is. For this

reason, there is in any desire for freedom always an impetus to truth.

All the same, there is a vital and characteristic circle

in freedom; If I v/hat I will, I am free but my willingness could

always be predetermined, unfree; if on the other hand, I really will

what I do, m.y psychological freedom is guaranteed, since I express
what T T •

. actions are
"ax i believe in my action...but what assures me that my

'

imposed on me, more or less unconsciously, by external circum-

stance? po we not make virtue of necessity?
Hov.' can we jump out of this circle? (If I do what I will

it not because I will what I dc:? and vice-versa.) If freedom is
Qp Iv "Î r *1 / • T•J' -n.,ei-nal' (wanting to do what dc) it can very easily turn
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into passive acceptance of what is imposed from outi^de. If it is

, I will i
"■

but to carry out external action (to do what i|iaw ) , then apart

from rossihle conflicts with the freedom of others (which will oblige

me to limit my own), it oan from this side turn into individualistic,

anarchical caprice, which is at bottcm only a new form of the slavery

^ imposed by action. Cnly a synergy of these two modes of freedom Can
iloiii authent^

• isii*(^ian freedom, f I'g u"i

The well-known distinction between freedcin-from and freedom-
n—; ^

p express
(which could moreover oymlieiifcDíii the characteristic modes of eastern

and western spirituality, respectively) ma^ serve as well to express

the two faces of freedom vie have just mentioned. Freedom-to do what
I

pv !|i«« will (Vi'est) would thus be counterbalanced by freedom-from willing
■ I

what do (Fast).
. ,

. M
Nov;, IS ï&an not free to free himself from everything that .

This is the crux. Most religions would qualify this freedom.
opposes his salvation, his liberation? a claim precisely

(TheyJto lead ^an to his freedom; bwl utoiniii ofijonj by a Pimplo ueoia legitia3i

wjisn pimatftiriii frisilim
^ ...

J m 0 y i I i 11)11 Grace could be v/hat gives ^an this freedom-to so

that by it he may free himself from every obstacle to realising his
\A

salvaticj(; however, very often grrace--by definition absolutely gratuii.
tous is i.n fact dependent upon regulations and i.nstitutions which-

Seem to interpose themselves between personal freedom and the libera?
men of^an. "/e touch here on a complex of well-kno-wn and delicate

1; : on human nature, sin, grace and free will
■ oslems,( that vie do not v/ish to nur-sue.

repeat; it is not a matter of considering freedom a

superior form of religion, or as relii^ion and nothing .more, but

sxcctiy the contrary; that is, to see that the essence of the reli-
c-ous act consists precisely in the realisatic.n of freedom.



The first attitude, the opinion that freedom is the true
a

relifriofi > represents Ww traditional idea in most religions. But

here we cannot escape one of tv/o difficulties: either we institu-

tionalize freedom in order to make it a religion in the traditional

sense, or we fall into libertinage. One could write a whole history
religions

(luij nim'Th centered on the constant tension, creative or destruc-.

tive, between these two tendencies: on one side we find a 'subjugated*

freedom in the bosom of an institution accepted as 'mother*, refuge,

liberator or v^hat have you, freedom as a recompense for the docile

and obedient; and on the other side, unbridled anarchy, since a re.lir

gion which seeks to be pure freedom should abjure not only every con-íj

straint but every norm and directive as well. The tension becomes

tragic when the structures do not allov/ themselves to be overstepped,

when rebellion and revolt lead to the same impasses as docility and

submission. V/hat makes the lives of certain saints so exciting is

not their way of surmounting the conflict--which ind^Ê-tA they do not

resolve—but their manner of sustaining defeat by projecting onto a

true eschatology, which is not an evasion, tl'e solution that will be

possibly precisely after their failure. Sanctity is in fact the

^îsrmony between impossibles. If by night all cats are grey, in the

future every aooria will have a locchole. Tragedy only rears its

head when you kill time...when you can neither wait, nor hope.

What we are now analyzing is precisely the possibility of

^ rew alternative; this constitutes the novelty of our era and v/hat
¿ ied q change of nnjth.

^
Ü1 ân hwiifn firnyiinifi 0 t have already forinulated

our Principle.: the essence of the religious act, that which we find in

he heart of what we call religion iit lèlno iiiiiae"t, is crecisely freedom.



We shall now pursue a certain sequence in the ascent

of our thinking.

First, an act which is not free cannot he called a

religious act, A forced act would have no religious value. The

more freely an act is performed, the more human and religious value

it has.

Secondly , the religious act is a free act. Free in the

one who performs it, and free in its effects. Religion is distin -ir.

guished from its counterfeit, magic, by the fact that freedom is

essential to the religious act. V/orship is distinguished from ritua -r

lism by the fact that the former may fall short, for it always runs

a risk: it is ever a new act, a (re)creation.

We could try to clarify all this with a little help from

the history of classical religions. A very brief resumewould draw,
set of ■

if'

it seems to me, the following picture. Religion is the^means used

M (nhether the means are given by the divine or not)
by gan to reach, or make, his salvation^. Now what saves is by défini-

tien sacrifice , that is, participation in the cosmic and primordial

act through which the world is 're-made*, comes to its final desti-

nation, remakes in inverse the act which gave birth to the universe,

stc. Participation in this sacrifice may take innumerable forms,

ranging from rites valid in tliemselves, which consequently save alt,

roost physically or automatically, to an interiorization of these rites

ty thought or intention; there is as well a spectrum of interpretation

from individual morality to the realm of social or even political ac-

+
■ tA

t-on. Fvery reliiricn demands an orthooraxis by which ^an collaborates
this process

in Mn III 1 I
'

In every case we find a human act freely performed.

¡"■ov/ partieiration in the saving act, performance of the sacrifice,
• •

* /W
3ssi;nilation of the sacramental structure, worship or rite which aan
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believe s he must accomplish to reach or approach tañí salvation, has-

until today been dominated, in general, by the authority of the obT
the efficacii of the

jective order, by the power of the divine factor, by thx immci otgnfi -liww

1 joWap of the Parti/, the might of nature, the resources of science, etc.

u n
n + . 'in Other words,

-

the essence of the religious act was seen as submission and obedience,

even adoration, the aclnowledgment of human dependence and divine power

■ • the acoeotance of creatureliness and iTíiii^íiiii<a<a4iiÍMíiii> of the human condition

tílar attitudes, which could perhaps be summed up in the word fidelity.
Religion furnished the 'objective' means of salvation andviMnrtw duty

^ the person's vr

was to lay hold of them, assimilate' them, make them his own. Cf course

nobody
'with all this tho,»)' no matino claimed to encroach upon freedom. This

freedom was said to be the acceptance, recognition and discovery cf

the real and existential situation. It was the necessary condition

the human being
for attaining, in a way befitting and yet meritorious, the sal-t,

vation that grace invited us to enter.

This orocedure can be expressed in the most divergent ways,.

following one or another spirituality or religion, but with very fe'w

exceptions we v/ould finally come to what we are in the midst of setting

forth, that is, the concept of salvation as a 'favor' from God, a 'gift

ef the Party, a 'gratuitous' discovery, an unmerited intuition, a pre-t

d.estination freely accented, a 'package deal', and sc forth. Even

M
traditions like the buddhist, which strongly stresses i^an

' s self-

redemptive character, do not fail to insist not only that it is the

Buddha v/ho has brought us the message of deliverance, but also that

*"6 must in some way or other undergo the experience of the Enlightened

fre in order to be saved. In short, one was obliged , even though

freely, -to accept, adhere, follov/, obey, recognize......

In one way or another, although people have held very difrl

firent notions of freedom, the religious act has always been consi-,

a free act, free because fully human.
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Our third point is simply that the contemporary myth is different. -

It is not only that people profess themselves no. longer satisfied with latin,

literary arabia, pali or sanskrit, because they want to understand; nor is it

merely a question of a somewhat pressured adaptat ion to procure more meaningful,

and so truer, rituals. It is not enough to discover that we want to be aware

of, and consciously oollabórate in, the religious act. To be sure this is

most traditional, but the difference lies in the fact that this saving free

act is no longer seen either in or necessarily connected with the rites,
¥

doctrines or actions of established religious norms, A catholic may not

feel he is betraying his faith by not going to Sunday Mass; a protestant

may find no betrayal of his christian commitment by indulging in extra^marital

sexual life, a muslim may not feel any longer guilty if he does not follow the

guranic eating and drinking regulations, a hindu may drop all observations

and still consider himself a good hindu, etc., etc. Still, in traditional

terminology, iti.is the new sacrifice (identified with the primordial sacrifice),

mkich Nan himself freely makes because he feels it surge up from inside his

aery being. That gives him the requisite n^wqreness of co I laborat ing and
J

participating in the act by which he comes to the fulfillment of his being.

Sum.narising humanity's present situation in a single phrase, I would call

° P^tsi's of the intermediary . Whether this intermediary is named king,

concept, priest, sacrament, institution, even prayer or interpretation, there

IS nonetheless in every case a desire for immediacy, for direct experience.

People have lost confidence in the intermediary. People are tired of anything

interposing itself betwenn the free, spontaneous act of the person and the

^nd of that act. They have lost confidence not only in the faith of others

^^alogians, doctors, parents, saints, sages, scientists or Church), but

knowledge of elites, in the (gifts' of ^uthority exercised in whatever

i'iiin, in anything they do not personally see or experience. — —
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^oO
They want the thing, the reality, the experience, the intuition;

yesterday's hierarchical order has collapsed. Supermarkets where

the shopper can choose directly, universal suff'^age by which you

believe you have a direct participation, the royal priesthood of

all believers, etc., are so many examples of this new situation,

tut its roots should be sought in the subsoil of "^an himself, who

nore or less suddenly and deeuly finds himself the maker of his own

destiny, his own architect; in a word, free--with the terrifying
awareness that freedom is no longer a sort of refuge or protection,
but a freedom which leaves us totally exposed, a freedom which is.
itself free, so to speak, not tied to an established or pre-estab-
lished order. Perhaps this will also explain why many people today,
foreseeing or even tasting this freedom, have preferred the com.for-

table captivity of ¡frypt, offered these days by technology, anonymity
etc., to the perils of an authentic freedom. •

•

This crisis of the intermediary should not be confused with
the need for a mediator . A mediator is not a fcreian or external

agent. A mediator shares in both of the natures which it mediates,
ano so is involved in v;hat v/e may still excerience as a schism. A

Sled ici.or IS the medium, w^hich jTs no
\ Jusst hetw-ixt and r

between but the center v/}-.ich,

encornasses all sides without dominating any of them. A seed can be ■

iu ..
stems

e. neuiator of roots and
, a ker'nel of core and husk, a

child of father a.nd mother, a Christ of t'an and God. An intermediary
G broker, a go-between, ?-n indecendent asency , a 'disinterested

':n iiioartisl instruisent or a
most the intermediarv i

CI if-'vcr. but is not (inuoluedj,cu.i\'u'^^aJ^\ >

w t is tris in term-d lar'^'. on tls, which is today in

fhis is meet visible in the ruoture cf th.e raocort betv/een
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jieans and ends that any sociological analysis of the state

of conteinoorary western society v/ould bring to light. The younger

veneration revolts at considering itself a m6ans--a transitional .

period --to the end of adulthood; education as a means to subsequent

ends has Icng been untenable; and asceticism as a means to an end is

also disappearinû. Feoole want the ncv.- and have no patience to wait

for a future in which they no longer hope. bqually , for our generat

tien, either a verxical oaradise in an 'other' world, or a horizontal

'utouian' future, seems aliaost laughable in the face of our double

M
ciisapxointraent--cy a promised heaven which does not prevent ^an's

^ A/(
inhuma^nity to ^n, and by a perfect or classless society which never

comes.

X sketched
h.B-ve just 'i.iuii.iI!Ill UB in SGciolcgical terms what happens

in the depths of personal awareness to most people once they awaken
'

to the contemporary problematic. The crisis, is. profound and acute:

religion, formerly the bond of human solidarity, of individual and

collective security, religion, once indissc(ubly linked with tradition,

has cecome ■ personal in a sense which far outgrows, say, nineteenth-
withdrawin

century individualism in Europe. It is not now a question of

'■the individual (in understandable reaction to a certain orior aliena-

tion), but of takina upon oneself the totality of responses and rej,'

cponsibilities normally expected from religion.

Tassing now from the andecdotal to thé categorical, we

reverse the classical propcsition whici"! says that the religious

nust be a free act, by emphasizing that the fi'ee act is the

Gct r;ar excell e nce . .So it is not enough to say that an act

^'hich is not'free cannot be a religious act, because the religious act,

^■-basically free; but we must add that the religiousness of the act,



30 to speak, comes from its freedom. Only a free act can be a religious act,

precisely because lohat constitutes the essence of the religious act is the

freedom of that act. The religious act is that which puts Man on the road

to his salvation^ it is the saving act. And by the same token, we repeat, it

is the religious ac'{[. that also entails the possibility of failure. Now Man

cannot consider himself saved while he is still subject to limitations, while

he is bound by entanglements that come to him from outside or from inside. If

Han is able to perform a free act, an act by which he expresses, shows and

I.

makes himself, he is saved, or at least he has performed an act which carries

him toward his liberation, his salvat ion or fulfillment. And this is the essence

of the free ac t.

Let us now try to proceed a little further, open to the novelty of the new

myth, without totally breaking continuity with the old: a real study in transy

mythicisation.

Religion as Creative Freedom

'Je may approach this question from a double perspective, that of the past

or that of the future, or to take it further, from a perspective static on the

one hand and dynamic on the other. These two points of view do not coincide

completely but here we may consider them together.

From one side, then, we may envision Man's Iiberation as the simple recovery

a threatened freedom, the reconquest of a lost paradise, the rediscovery of

c oanished reality. In this case everything is reduced to rediscovering Man's

true nat are, reverting to the point of departure, regaining the primitive, even

primordial state, returning to God as the source of all there is. God is immur-

t'Ollé for this notion: it is not for God to return to the past, not is it

/or Man either; hut as psychological orientation Man must return to the

to 're-source' himself, to reach back to his origin, which from God's

^'"Point is atemporal. Man's task is to recover the undistorted image, to

/
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,■

polish the inimaculata mirror, to reflect the true image, and so on,

y,' Hinduism, buddhism, Christianity and many other religions can furnish us

/

' several examples of spiritualities founded on this pre supposi t ion, j'o recognize

reality amounts to a true birth into that reality, to dispel ignorance means

-f.y-i I C, I'i.Cj
salvation, for Man's s i ¿«q- í - í - o- h is alivays there, has always been there, even if

unnoticed. All gnosis, and a certain contemplation, is founded on this principle
I Vvi c «■ ...i

that reality is already there. Only knowledge, harpi-, can truly save. Every

discovery presupposes that reality is merely covered, every revelation that

the Savior is only veiled, every epiphany or salvific theophany that God is

but hidden (unless by a twist characteristic of our time you assert the fact

of discover ing, revealing, etc,, to be ujhat makes reality). At bottom this is

the religion of homo sapiens . He is free who con think, the Stoics said.

The other perspective situates salvation ontolog ical ly in the future, i/e

1. f

saij ontological ly in order to make it clear that this is a future which no

discovery can attain because it has yet to be traversed, arrived at, created.

There is little room here for the priest who unveils mystery or keeps the

treasure of the faith. There is place here for the prophet who forsees the

and guides into it. Liberation here is not simply discovering a latent situation

already extant and real, or recovering a lost (paradisiacal) condition; on

the contrary, it is the creation of a new reality, the invent ion of a situation

i i r

íshich did not before exist. This is the religion of homo faber . He is free

"¡ho knows how to act, we might say here,

It is clear, then, that this liberation which so to speak unleashes the

vnsuspected potentialities of the person is more than a simplift. purification,

'¡nd much more than cleaning the dirty lenses that keep us from seeing Man's
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true nature. From this perspec Itiue, Man would not yet possess his true

,A

nature, whatever we call it, and it would be precisely through his freedom

that he creates it. So a freedom-to create his destiny is needed besides a

freedom-from all the obstacles exj^sting on the way.

Let us now try to describe that dimension of re Iigion which is central in

the experience of contemporary Man. In brief: the experience of freedom and

the experience of creativity : or, better said: the belief that Man can make

V I "O

himself and fashion the world. Could this not be called a A6.I Túüç>^'ûC -

And significantly enough the indoeuropean root for ffre edom
latin

means also belonging to the people ( leudh - ero -s ; c/, I ibcr - tas and german

Leute).

From an Anthropological Viewpoint

Our century has had massive experience of the vital need for tolerance.

¡Without tolerance in every domain, human individuals and groups are irremedr.

iably doomed to disappear. In the religious sphere the phenomenon is paralleh

we feel driven to concede a freedom of religion in order to co-exist. In

one way or another this leads us to become more sensitive to the fact that

not only has fr.eedom an important role in human relations, but that it is

essential to every religion, since withoug freedom these religions cannot

exist. Even more, we are ltd to recognize that freedom is fundamental to

religion per se , since the exercise of freedom is preeminintly a religious act

This freedom, to which Man has forever aspired, but which in our day has

becomeunder a thousand headings, the explicit ideal of almost every movement, j
(1- )

means far more than instinctive spontaneity : f^r more than political, black,

women's, sexual, educational, younger generations' or younger peoples'

liberation and the like. It means rather a freedom of the whole being, an

°mt-i^ Spontaneity we might say. Man is free not when he does what he wills

°r wills what he does, but when his whole being is free,^ liberated, indeed

whan it is freedom.
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/ But when is beinq free? What is it to be freedom? To answer and even to.

formulate this pivotal question we must choose some philosophy or other,

if only as a frame of reference. What follows must be understood in this sense.

Being is truly free as being when all its being is freedom. The free being

is not someone who has one part, one limb free so to speak (the will, for
one

example), but^who has the totality of his being free, who is freedom,,

Now being freedom, being free, the freedom of being as being (three

expressions we treat here as synonyms) can only come about if being is not

determined by anything exterior or foreign to it. In this sense only a

totally independent being could be fully free, but the y^cy/'aff irmat ion of

independence implies an affirmation of self-identity, and this, in a second

moment, would already mean the weakening of this total freedom, for that being
be

would no longer^ fully, se If-determinate but dependent upon a prior moment.

The identical image is not free to be different from its source. Strictly

speaking, only an eternal being, above and outside time, can be free in the

fullest sense. Nan's historical character, his temporality, is a burden which

renders complete freedom impossible. Man's present state is already conditioned

by his own past. The historical bein^ Man is can attain freedom only when

his past, as it emerges in his present, is, so to speak, forgiven, destroyed,

transformed, burnt, to give way to a new future, not conditioned by any prior

circumstance. Man is free insofar as he destroys his karma, we might sai/,

insofar as he launches himself into his future .without the millstone of his

past. Under this light one may perhaps understand the vedic conception of

human existence as the absolving of all phcas or 'debts' Nan has with reality,

ihe insistence of the Buddha for the ancttmavada , i.e., the ever-momentary

Mature of our existence because there is no atman that we have to drag along

"lour temporal existence, and the christian emphasis on forgiveness, i.e.,

°f being liberated from the negative factor of creature Iiness in order to

lead on authentic or divinised life.



fhe free act par excellence is the ¿ ¿^/ unconditioned action, which

'
is to sap that only the creative act is perfectly free. Every act, to the

extent it is free, is creative ; if it does not create it is not free but

merely mnípúlates given conditions. An action is free insofar as it is

performed without constraint of any kind, without extrinsic determination.

a OU) Man as artist or technician has all the initiative that his intelligence

or his mastery over nature gives him, but he is always conditioned by the

limits to his knowledge, and by conditions imposed by the materials he uses.

There is a domain where Man has a very special autonomy: himself, Man

is more than an artisan who constructs himself as he fashions nature: he is

his own artist, and this precisely when he acts freely, when he forges his

own faitirè. Human creativity is to produce the future, not from mere previous

conditions, but with a spontaneity which neither follows a path mapped out

\

in advance, not simply discovers a hidden but already existing road. This

production of the future is a true creation in as much as it is not conditioned

hii the past or influenced by anything prior. Non-free beings have no future,

the\¡ have only a destiny, Man,as a free being, is a being with a future:

his being MiJJJ. be; he has a 'future "gjense', he can attain being.

Human freedom is not only, or basically,the capacity to make decisions

about things, events or people. Real freedom takes root in the core of Man,

^hich possesses this power to become himself, in religious terms, to save

himself^ <i i f iitina ¿an ana ílB'á. The prerogative of human freedom is not

limited to the choice between given possibilities ; it is not the power, either,

io do or to make Just anything, but to m.ake oneself, to make oneself onese If ,

theological terms we may say: the salvation to which Man aspires is not

axtrinsic gift, something supererogatory, but a personal conquest — to

''aalize oneself, to achieve one's being. To put it in christian terms: Christ

not save mr by a heteronomic act, offering 19 an alien salvation foreign

but by becoming flesh and blood so that he may be eaten, assimilated,

Old by this divine metabolism
^
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transforn jse also into 5on# of God. V¿é:-ea©hc:si.ze:-.her.e.-that Xn the

christian conception salvation comes neither by hetero-redemction
/monotheÍ3n^7 /pelcÍgianisn7 ,

f/)(throuph an oth^rj^nor ttroup}-, autc-reder,iî;tion (by oneself)^, Chiist ¿o-

a I,

beinfat once truly i-.en and truly God, th.e authentic i.:ediator. ■—

The free humaii act is the one by which i.an wills what he d

,
- .î-v

08!

and does wliat he wills, how this identifica tion can be actualized only

in ourselves; tl-.is constitutes the vital circle tc v.l.icl we have alluded.

It is when Tan makes himself tr.at he is free, and at the same time he

frees himself (from all that is not him, fren all inauthentlcity ).

To make oneself means tc :.;old one's future, tc create what did
it would

of artistic creation does not apoly here, and. consequently the

categories of substance and accident and the theory of the four causes

rearranging
are also inappropriate. _t is not a question of lll·i íéí aiven s i rom

ny past,into a r.icre or less satisfyind future; rather it is tc ,].iva an

authentically human life, and so to arc^' in r:.y ceina hu;..an. - low humen

i'rcv.fh, different from any other growth, is much m.ore tl.on develo-r ir.

ihe covsr latent in tire seed, and .goes well beyond any r.rogressivo.
ccntinuation cf preliminary data. Human growth is free,, hot crily can. it-

direct or develop itself in one or another cirocticr., chocsing betweerh

several oossibilities, but it c.en flcrer ifi for.r¡s net ¿i*, o-n hi ?-..lva:';ce-,

1 ; a true creaticie toward a fu.'tuPr w.hich does not cxisx, a

f^towth in beina, '-vhich is roore than simply conservation or ex'clution-—'g,
^■■is 13 v;hat a new creation means, v'e :\ib.y note in p.assing that the notion
s- «re-givcn posuibillti^;s cresur-gose

is at least soT;'-nxi..nv already there.
ir '"{i*.:

r i'w m X 0 s c r s r Í c -

civi 5ro iir~ic.axin' the fuxur:- Is future creoisrly ba.cmu,e it : - not.

ntiolity tf oelna is i n u hear mental abstraction. -iie
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\ichristian salvation cornes neither as from an outside rope, nor as from an

offering

an objective method to overcome duhkha , but he simply points out the vay, leaving to

the concrete person the effort and diligence to work out his /her salvation.xiik

Himna does not come from 'above' or as a result of an innerwordly causality. Nirvana

is so free and unconditioned that the very desire for 'the other shore' destroys it.

The purity of being that is required cleanses us from all creatureliness.

inside power, but as from an in-spiration (of—and in—the entire Trinitp),

(back to 69^')
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true future of cein:: doe? r:Ot steii frcî:j a final cause which contrives it.

'[au this does not fclcci the rossicility of interpreting liceration

vi?, the prace of God, ceoause this aroc^, nrfcisely because it is divine,

can.not be considered merely an exter-nal boost of some soz^t, but a divine

transcenderA as v;ell as i.ruianent--force that tr'ansforms human nature

without doing it violence, rind so ¡aalces it yossiblc for ¡..an to attain

the fullness of 'ris be in y. ^ ■ynb'îr.-i. y;^-

í^liiL Llit Ll.a4 Our analysis úíakes sense riven either hyoothesis, that of

self-liberation and that of salvation thrcuprh divine grace. In other
TheCt-

words, for this free act ._m>drich ■ eons-t-itute-s-the.- Cor.e—Qf_everv reli, -

«.otís-aot., one needs the grace of Christ, or the preaching of the Buddha,
PIthe teach:.ng of Scripture, the task entrusted cy the Party, the insfraft

tion of Truth or Science, the mandate of History or of whatever Prophet,
does not contraidict what we have just said. As long as one has not per-r',

spnally appropriated the message, gift, grace or task which conveys sal^
vation, as long as I;an does not realize by himself the preeminently free
act, he will gain none of the benefits religion night furnish him.

The moral,[^'e^urr.^icalX.an^jtheolcgical^ consequences of this
vision seem to r.ic important; I shall not develop them here, but simply'
Mention one anthrooological consequence. Freedom, in the sense we have

IS thatjust described, means t'nus f.an's creativity, xhe human 'ceing M
j^l^h i human
'^creates his own future. The^ future does not exist; the models we

Am-..
ceing

entertain of it belong at most to epistemolog;;/, never to ontology.
Hunian life on earth, inasmuch as it pursues its goal and does not relapse

tellurism, is a true creation, an exoansion that has no other law
^he freedom of Han, v.'ho as he gradually advances creates his own

^^xire, his own situation, his being. Freedom is human creativity. Han
free insofar as he

Hmself.
creates, or better, to the extent that he creates
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It is not for me here to show hov.- God is not necessarily denied

in all we have said, although the conception of God emerges modified, and

Burified as well it seems to me.

Not only is the Kingdom of God the kingdom of freedom, tut

Cod himself is absolute Freedom. At heart, the least imperfect way

iîan can conceive the infinite is through his experience of freedom. By

freedom v/e realize what it means to have no limits, no barriers, no con-

straintsj we experience the non-finite, the infinite. The rupture of

every tond, thax is freedom. But the limitation of being finite is the

tend which preeminently constitutes creatureliness. God is the absence

of every limit and Man is called to rejoin him by conquering his freedom,

ly stepping up from his creatureliness. Man arrived, achieved, perfect,
dtviñ—E—

«ill have been a creature (and (remains one-) , he no longer will be , ^

m.

-> From a Cosmclogical Viewpoint

transmythicization ■

To further describe this we could
•ó r

perhaps say that wj»^i¿iMw>oaeniiiian' .iiu liifftgne I >81 Oa

5 O »v\ Q/WI y
the function exercised by the transcendent God of Jicarly every religions-,"-
; in the world's heart

-IS now fulfilled^by the immanent divinity i

ly, ^3^ ousness
.

All too often, . ^ x- ,
• •

,iar ill ijin, 111 ¿PÉ Liiu ?.. i..1 ji.i|i LIi»fii. tr.e general concept of divine imr.

Banence was a sort cf inverse transcendence and not a true inmanence in

things. The secular religicusness of our day, hcvm-^ver, is in the midst

n'-i-.i" • genuine ...

u;tíii2ing tr.e^ exnerience of civine immanence. leopie oevoxe

nsslvps; -riQ 'z'n.c r--r'''icc c

science and e---n

oa-rth , hunainKino , culture, ooc; ly .

hncica-/ vixr: tre same xj- c s , c lerioiisries :

-'nich t}'ay fci'merlv c-c.nt.e--i:ra ted 1-.".'a xo the I'-.nvico c-f -dec..

li' ^

■ has again become sacred.
-gee flar^ w-n ha vin F ■3117-

other-worldly attitudes
ess ):as orciecxec into tr e5ina-m.,--
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It seem superfluous to me, but it may help to dispel a possible

msunderstanding, to underscore that the freedom we are speaking of here has

nothing to do with its caricature or its abuse. Liberty is not libertinage;

the breaking of all bonds does not mean the smashing of our constitutive

structures. Overcoming limits does not mean giving free rein to passions,

añbitions and ego-centered whims. Freedom does not mean a denial of our

itinerant condition or contingent being, blurring all frontiers and overflooding

all boundaries. All this does not set us free, but enslaves us roc to

Pau I called them



■ nost all of_
"the reli:T: V r ] 11 r- s

tlw

'-m-.

:he sa ero d. The

absolute vdiich for a tii.ie took refute outside the universe, ha.s re+en-r

■■ tereò the world-.-euen the Gods are coming back (if they ever deserted the world),

(/ a certain ^
traditional notion it^an took refune in the transcendent

:■ an dene J the worlcî# T'heGoà to a ttain salvation, and in a certain sense

spirituality of the i;.■..'nanert divinity Makes r:C-'"ern ^an f] inr himself into

tie arns of the world as into an absolute, as the immanent God he has
seen ^

discovered. Human salvation is as a liberation not of -san alone,

but of the whole cosmos, as a liberation of the forces of nature, as

freedom for the world as well. The world is no longer an enemy to vand.

quish, exploit or crush, neither is it any longer an 'other* to love; it

is part of the whole to be freed from physical necessity by the sacerdote

act of its human liberator. V/e hasten to add that a purely transcendent
■we prefer r-

■ God is as non-existent as an exclusively immanent God, or if

that an absolute, an ideal (whatever name we give it) located Cither

outside the world or inside it cannot have the r£ality of this cosmo-

' that many of
theandric mystery^ the traditional religions still readily call God. But

these pages.
all this goes beyond the limits of 4BHHHIBíhí

/H .

The experience of contemporary -^an finding himself, and morej^

over believing himself, not master of the universe, but in a certain

sense its builder, its responsible partner, is a fundamental religious

experience. Man has suddenly felt himself bound to the earth, joined

'"ith it in a communal destiny, playing his part in a cosmic whole of

which he is the av/areness. Human religiousness cannot henceforward
~

yW
dissociate itself from the earth, this earth of ^en, and every effort

"l^oward salvation now calls for a g-enuine integration with all universe.
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Doubtless an optimistic vision of roality, this, but not idealized to the

point of eliminating sin, error, fall, failure. Man makes himself when he

acts' freely, but he can run aground in this act, he can choose, he can take

fright at his responsibility, fall back on the past, take refuge in security,

instead of hurling himself into the risk of living, the adventure of faith,

the realization of freedom, into what religions of all timew—but often outside

time —have wanted to bring him: liberation, Joy, the infinite, or in the language

of most religions : God.

Ml this leads us to see religion as the dimension of Man in which his

freedom dwells, or as the synergy of the ways leading Man to realize his own

creative freedom.^It-is not-for -us-now to- show how this new- intui tion -can-

kumnizjz-at. the'core with the most traditional conception of rel igion-j but-^I-^

do npt-believe them incompatible.

fhe religion of freedom, in this hermeneutic, is precisely that human act

by which Man taioa- his being, his freedom. This does not make established

traditional religions obsolete. On the contrary, the call to freedom is a

refreshing and purifying injunction. To be sure, it kills legalisms and

servile attitudes and it makes the believing communities sharers in a new

liberating myth, but it does not deny the need of religious structures.

because this seem constitutive of human religious awarjjiâS'§"'at this Juncture

history, J shall have to confess in what folj,rowb to QAg:gARg^th&^ue^sitoTit.

^ ^ beliaue that I could formulate^J.-K'6'"^same aporia in terms of many other

^ligions, but -^^^rniiTn af hJinJnnrinnl i i i i ii f' '' nm* I'lui \ j

put it in cfjjedfstian terms.

I am

tr

inced that what I say is a more or less accurate expression of the

nMhm ra'ffl!'t'Ai'c'ra"T'/m"¿""c"ff1



d) A Christian Hermeneutic

The mutation in human consciousness alluded to in the beginning

of this chapter finds a striking example in the unprecedented move of the Second

Vatican Council. The already quoted document

Í /¿Lcj
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^ ^^ gç^uJ-d=U4ik'fS~rr.KÏ' T:ffp 'rn I. rñiíTrn'n ; -

4i^«iifc-b^N»»»®-íi#*«¿«*»«-cnfístianity is a religion like other

"'/j,gligions oí th^;¿world, %iw Church is the ontological place of salvation
'

. thus not^t-Q-'ès identified with any particular human group,
is the Pantocrator who appeared in 'the last days* as Jesus of

^he world •
s -

^'hat Vn··j>i<»ani iCoiimeÁi» II has come to recoanize in the most

explicit fashion W flie primacy of the freedom of the person over any
the human being

other value whatsoever. Now if mmm has the right, and also the duty,

to follow his ov.'n conscience, to act always in accord with his personal

íreeóoin, this means that mm« the Church mm recognizes that the free

humen act tears the greatest possitle human dignity, to which everything

bIsg nius't ts SUId o 3rd î]^ £ "fc © ci » 3,ck,nowl6d.g©s "ths-t inii"t s-'t ion 3,nd. g sí^-s-IdIí sl·i6 s conti^^V^nuity —■—
^

-—

In this, the Council* léiipip the most christian tradition.
V tiiîb—

Few themes)<^have been more emphasized by Paul , and particularly by John,
(Tn ^ hx rn

than the freedom Christ came to bring liberating «p from 'the Law,

from sin, from MMBawHM, etc.; Mp ^(íaTlingJexplicitljí^ Cofreedom. rnf by

ui.i ll'ia nui yyl.u '"ig."*>»intinfli tn ii^ani rtnt«i na o »iwi>i^é«·»í'···4j;Qdi|'.díotiwe·t··

iot frag il·iid jTriw iéii" 'ii-twocm, It is the Son who

sets us free, John will repeat, putting these words on the very lips of

Jesus,
timen

In mm mm of ecumenism and

histori

■ encounter of religions as if
a cquires

ical imperative, this new staae of awareness ¿mmmmlmmmmim

a considerable importance. It is not Christianity as a religion
as symbol d^o^)-¿eto^v^i cji^d---,oJ2 ,

, but Christ iHHÉHiÑnMMtil »f ill viOP I o:

■b.

i4ii- wihtfiiiei·'twiii üy| p >1 il f líin

c»i 11 íiiame-í-f&f' >«·ihm é

ciiuu üffLulluL in

^iiiiù)inji.»riiii rriiifini7."'iíivi.útt ¿■.«uftitriio-nir- mù hiciljiiit it' lu., 'uf

'tti·il·iiin 'b;ihii(Mjl·uaàúcli-4ur'oe'l·»(·>»"4f·.·'''tj'!tj''''é'i'i'L'iJ'Ui'T't'^?·-' uf i a li üi jiié-
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4-^ ■■'Vinli rriri --rni" "ir i T-··n-·—--'' "-^h •'r i -ihe message of Christ

is a message of freedom •iai«wnmMámi]iwirir----nt«iWiiiiaiiriTBil)- • it carries the freedom

requisite to perform the free act V 'hich saves. It is clear, moreover;

"i i)-i
that only an interioi' Christ (v/h# does not deny a historical Christ

identified make possible
with him) can the realization of an act which is truly

free, spontaneous and fully human; otherwise it would just he a new irpr.

position from outside. For this reason, the free act as such, and not

the act adaT)ted on the surface to christian doctrine, is the real, relif,

gious and christian act. To carry out this free and saving act, there

is no strict need of any 'religion', let alone Christianity. Only the'

faith of the'human person is required, V/e have here the foundation of'

true pluralism, v/hat matters is freedom.

'vhy do you not judge for yourselves V'hat is right?',

(^î*! Tc securaJiJ OÜ <Çi*U£T£ TO S^kTotioL/ Christ once said.

^"Tfifii iiiihouo ^I'g flL'c I'-cainn'. Christian freedom is human freedom and

Christ in the Liberator.
nih filn liu t i!mi

ihld "bo rr.iotiU\iliw*g^gw<»,
"pursue it farther and say:t /zere is freedom'. .'/s would pursuit t > ju / luk / u.hu. ou.y_. .

n iiijun tiuiithi 'Vhere there,,¿¿<fr^dom, there is Christ, It is lye

''•■0 is the C·iberaJ.díf'''*'1'rc^ every chain, from all pain and all anguish;

he is today also the liberator from all religion in the

rtip ocntwiv iniotÉOí ■Mb

ÍTJICO tiiiQi ahitiiüticiiai

nor"

íhai^ojig'hly gottci". iuajc uhaii b>i.ly haro not "boon



illumining every Man coming into this worTd:-:-^

. „1 ^
^ ^

^
iir^

1r.n^../,,r,-r.y
,,■r^^^ +1nn+ +Vlir.

^^.lllin 1" """^ r.4■r^
^

,.-r. r, 1 T . . .r^-T . 1 r. ni^n.^.+ ^TT r, r + ■•■llrl'liC.
Christ is the principle of freedomajkwliánn ini nineh nf miw , he

came to tell us we must jud.pe for ourselves, shoulder our reponsibili-r.

tier., brinp our piven talents tc fruition, and learn to forp:ive. V/hat

is et stake in freedom is not a galactic circulation of dead stars, but

a perpetual creation and recreation; by our participation in the creative

act of forgiving, we give life to ourselves and to others.

•All that does net proceed from faith is sij', St. Paul says.

In this the Gospel is a good and joyful news, that it announces freedom,

not an objective, dehumanÍ7.ed--not to say inhuman—freedom, but a con-f
existential (i/\

Crete, real, ojiinlien 'uioils freedom, to each aan's personal measure. A

hemeneutic of the freedom of religion brings us to religious freedom

and a hermeneutic of this, to religion as freedom

iïhgt Iiivs i o the fiiiiilriaBo 8¿' th a ■feantr—ataA—

íiiTn i g rmoBÍiinii

m
3
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By way of conclusion we may our thesis in several

statements :

The religious act has to he a free act - ultimately because it

is a human act and Man is a free being (in whatever sense freedom may be

interpreted).

This implies that any routinarily 'religious' act is not truly

religious if not freely performed - although there are several degrees of

freedom.

The relation between religion and freedom is so intimate that

it permits the inversion of the statement : Every truly free act is a

religious act - that relates us with the Ultimate (in whatever sense we may

interpret ' it ' ),

This implies that religion is more than an objective set of

doctrines, rituals and customs claiming to deal with the ultimate goals of

human life; it is also and mainly a set of freely accepted and recognized

symbols in which one freely believes: It is the realm of the myth.

It amounts to closing the vital circle: The human right of

'freedom of religion' appears as a tautology^ for without such freedom there

is no religion, no religious act.

But it is a qualified tautology, as all ultimate statements

are boimd to be, for they cannot have any instance beyond by the very

fact thal|they are ultimate; they have to show from within themselves that

such is the case. In this sense the self-revelatory character of religion

appears once more as belonging to its proper nature.
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3 Appendix

The following references situate us in the perspective we have tried

to follow. Our thesis fits into tradition by continuing it,

1, 'Si ergo vos Filius liberavit, vere liberi eritis.' Jn, 8:36

2. 'Conscientia obligat non virtuts propria sed virtute praecepti ,

divini: non enlm conscientia dictat aliquid esse faciendum hac rations

quod sibi videtur sed hac rations quia a Deo praeceptum est,' D, Thorn,,

In II Sent ,, d, 39, q. 3» a, 3 ad 3/ (Conscien.ce binds —

3» 'Quicumque auten ex amors aliquid facit, quasi ex seipso operatur,

quia ex propria inclinations movetur ad operandum,* ('Now whoever does a

thing through love, does it of himself so to speak, because it is by his

own inclination that he is moved to act,., ,') D, Thorn,, Sum, Theol , II-II,

q, 19, a, 4, c,

k, 'Unde quod liberum arbitrium diversa eligere possit, servato ordine ■

finis, hoc pertinet ad perfectionem libej^atis eius: sed quod eligat

aliquid, divertendo ab ordine finis, quod est peccare, hoc pertinet ad

•^1
defectum libei^atis, Unde maior libertas arbitrii est in angelis qui pec-

care non possunt, quam in nobis qui peccare|pssumus,' ('Hence it pertains

to the perfection of its liberty, for free choice to be able to choose be-^

tween things, keeping the order of the end in view. But it per-tl ■

tains to the defect of liberty,for it to choose anything by turning away

from the order of the end. And this is to sin. Hence there is a greater

liberty of choice in the angels, who are not able to sin, than there is
-k S/n

ifi ourselves, who are ablej»') D, Thorn,, Sum, Theol ,, I, q, 62, a, 8 ad 3*

(Cf, etiam II-II, q, 88, a, ¿í- ad l)
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>1
not by its own power, but by power of the divine precept; for conscience

tolls us what is to be done, not because it sees it so, but because it it

prescribed by God.)
y 07
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5, 'Utrum voluntas discordans a ratione errante sit mala' ('Whether
Answer: yes.

the will is evil when it is at variance with erring reason,' 'Utrum
/ V

voluntas concordans ration! errajiti;sit bona,' ('Whether the will is good

when it abides by erring reason,')^D, Thorn,, Sum, Theol ,, I-II, q, 19,
Answer: no, it mau be eu il. ,

aa. 5 ¿i 6,

6, 'E '1 duca a lui» Carón, non ti crucciare»

vuolsi cosí cola dove si nuote

cío che si vuole, e piu non di mandare,' Dante, Inferno , III,

9J!|_96, ('Then said my guide: 'Charon, why wilt thou roar/ And chafe in

vain? Ibus it is willed where power^And will are one ; enough; ask thou

no more,' ^r, D, L, Sayers,) C^-oJUo th^,,0 "

í-'í -'ï.V,

/V
7, 'La liberte consiste a faire tout ce qui ne nuit pas a autrui»

ainsi l'exercise des droits naturels de chaque homme n'a de bornes que

celles qui assurent aux membres de la société la jouissance de ces mepjes

droits,' Declaration des droits de l'honme de 1789 , art, 4,

8, ',,,si la liberté de pensée ou de conscience était absolue ou il-

limite'e, il s'ensuivrait que la raison humaine serait indépendante dans

sa pensée et dans ses jugements et, consequemment, dans son existence au-

ssi bien que dans son essence. Or cela répugne absolument, car la raison

humain^est la faculté d'un esprit créé qui, précisément parce qu'il est

cree, ne peut pas etre sa propre loi,' A, Vacant, E, Hangenot & E, Amann,

'Liberte', Dictionnaire de Thé'ologie Catholique (Paris, Librairie Le-

touzey et Ane, 1926), p, 691.

9, 'La libetté est une catégorie spirituelle et religieuse et non

pas naturaliste et métaphysique,'f'¿iòeríy ¿s a spiritual and-religi-ous

category, not a naturalistic or me taphysical^^ Berdiaef, Esprit et

Liberté (Paris.V1933), P» 137.
'Je sers'
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19. • Dieu ne peut vouloir que la liberté, parce qu'elle constitue
son Idée, son dessein du monde. Il ne peùt désirer que l'on accomplisse

sa volonté formellement en s'y soumettant aveuglement, parce qu'il ne

peut y avoir une volonté séparée de l'idée de Dieu,,,.' ('God can only

will freedom because it is iis idea andBis plan for the World, He can-

M ^ with V''
not desire that #an should carry out ííis will in a formal fiMwMaaf blind

there cannot be a will '

submission, because separated from the idea of God,,;. ,'

Id,, p, 167,
y /

11, ',,.la liberte est toujours un acte créateur,,,' L, Lavelle,

De l'acte (Paris, Aubier, 19^6), p, 184,
* X

12, 'Tout le problème de l'amour est de savoir comment une liberte

peut devenir un objet pour une autre liberté, ,,^lors, nous découvrons

l'identité réelle de la liberté et de l'amouji,^'amour est donc l'actuaf^

lité de la liberté, ' _W,, pp. 352-533.

13, 'Nous somme seuls, sans excuses. C'est ce que j'exprimerai en

discUit/.que l'homme est dondamne a etre libre,Sartre, L'existential-*,

isme est un humanisme (Paris, Nagel, 1946), p, 37«)C:'/e are alone,
without excuse. That is what I would express- say ing -that Man ie J Cc

condemned to be free.')

14, 'ObBektiv besteht die Freiheit darin, dass den Christusglâubigen

nicht eine Summe von Vorschriften bindet, sondern, dass die Liebe zu

jenem Du, dem er von Wesen her zugeordnet ist, ihn zu seinem Tun führt,

Subjektiv empfindet er die Freiheit darin, dass er tun darf, wonach sein

von Gott verwandeltes Herz begehrt, nSmlich liebehj',,,' M, Schmaus,

Katholische Domatik (München, Hueber, 1938), p, 791.

15. '...dann is die menschliche Freiheit urspringlicher gegeben in

It

der Ubereinstiramung des wirklichen Selbstvollzugs eines Seienden mit



selnem konkreten Wesen, so, dass es durch diesen Selbstvollzug wirkllch

bel sich selbst und so in seiner Wahrheit is.' K, Rahner, 'Vorbemerkungen

zum Problem der religiMsen Freiheit', Theologische Pragen heute (Mtlnchen,'-^

Hueber, 1966), p. 9»

16, 'Die religiBse Wahrheit als solche ist g^undsâtzlich nur im Akt

der Freiheit als «ichaiw gegeben.' Id., g, 11,

17. 'Imrner dann wenn ein liensch in Freiheit handelt, tut die Welt

ihren letzten Schrift,' R, Guardini, 'Freiheit und Unabânderlichkeit',

Unterscheidung des Christlichen (Mainz, Grtlnewald, I963), p. 120.

18. 'Das .'/esen der Wahrhcit enthiillt sich als Freiheit.'

M. Heidegger, Vom Wesen der Wahrheit (Frankfurt, Klosterm.ann,195^), P»

19. 'Even/one has the right to freedom of thought, conscience

and religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or

belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others and in

public or private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching,

practice, worship and observance. ' United Nat ions Universal Declarar-,

tion of Human Rights , Art. 18 (Part A of Res. 217 (III), approved

by the General Assembly Dec. 10, 19^8).

solcher



(from

í'l, i\ GCíise of the dignity of the ii\jiu>aa person has been

impressing itself more and more deeply on the consciousness

of contenprary man. i\nd the devnand is increasingly made

that men should act on their oxvn judgement, enjoying and

making use of a responsible freedom, not driven by coercion

but rr-otlvat;€)d by a sense of duty, ,,,

Tidy aecred bynod likeuise professes its belief that

it is upon the iiiman conscience that these obligations fall

and exert their binding force, ïhe truth cannot impose itself

except by virtue; of its ovin tr^th»,,,

2, Ihis Vatican Synod declares that the human person

has a right to religious freedom, Xhis freedom means that all

men are to be immune frcm coercion oa the part of individuals

or of social groups aaid of any human pov/er , in such wise that

in matters religious no one Is to be forced to act in a manner

contrary to his own beliefs, ,,,

The 3ynod further declares that the rigijt to religious

freedom has its fouruiation in the very dignity of the human

person, as this dignlt3'' is ^ known through the revealed Word

of Cod and by reason itself, ^Jus ad 11 bertatem. religlosam

esse fundatum in ipse jádignltate personne humanae, q\iall s et

verbo bel revelnto et Ipsa ratione cognoscitur, Nr. 1045 of

the original). Vatican Council 11, beclaratio m^nitatls

humane Itersonee , The i)ocuments of Vatican II (ed, W,M, Abbot,

hew York, Guild Press, 1966) p. 675 sq,



>2/

3250,

710,2^

21, For those who would like to check the mutation in the

Roman Catholic Church they may compare the words of the pref^
vious document with the following statements of the last cent-f

ury Popes as in the Denzi^ger hrs. 2730, 2731, 2858, 2979,

325l^tc. Significantly enou^|h the new edition of the Denzinger

has eliminated the old paragraphs» 1617, 1618, 1642, 1666,
Í ,

1690 which dealt with the same problem and probably at the
/

eyes of the new editors were not only obsolete, but almost

offensive to present day mentality,

Ute may simply quote from Leo XIII encyclica of 1888,

Libertas humana» *'Itaque ex dictis consequitur, nequáquam ictoc

licere petere, defendere, largiri cogitandi, scribendi , docen<^"

di, itemque promiscuam religion!^ libertatem, veluti iura

totidem, quae homini natura dederit, dam si vere natura dedisf

set, impeiipîium JJei detrectari ius esset, nec ulla temperari

lege ickk8K:6;B:£:kxKpaxKeixi|ukáa:xx libertas humana posset,

(Denz,Sch«n, 3252), And so from what has been said it follows

that it is by no means lawful to <^,and, to defend and to

grant indiscriminate freedom of thought, writing, teaching

and likewise of belief, as if so many rights which nature has

given to cían. For if nature had truly given these, it would

be right to reject God's power, and litiman liberty could be

restrained by no law),
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Notes

1, Jn. 8*32.

2, Pseud» Plat», Def » , ^^15 s»
'

(viy took. ,

3, Cf» 'Libertad de pensamiento', in «Mm Humáosme y Cruz (Madrid, Rialp,
I excuse my-

Vi

—1963), PP« 77-89i í'oi' the various peirtinent references that

self
from giving here, and for my understanding and defense of the

tional attitude. \
Cfo R» Panikkar, 'Freiheit und Gewissen', Neues Abendland (Htlnchen, 1955)»

I125-32 for the theological basis of the second part of this study.

T-'t\ra d i -

fi
5, 2 Cor» 3«17.

' Where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is freedom,'

\ Lk. 12»57.

Í, 'Almost all living things act to free themselves from harmful contactp'^

B. F. Skinner begins his chapter on Freedom in his book Beyond

Freedom and Dignity (New York', Knopf, 1972) and ends the chapter writing

.that 'Nan's struggle for freedom is not due to a will to be free, but

to certain behavioral processes characteristic of the Human organism, the

chief effect of which is the avoidance of or escape from so-called "ayersive"

1 features of the environment. '
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