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INTRODUCTION

.
�- "God stands·in the divine assembly, among the

gods, and he dispenses justice." Ps. 82,1.

A:n ancient truth is finding new life at. this moment. The

authentic novelty ef this truth is grounded en its preven antiquity.

Nething is as new as authentic traditien which is net a mere echo.

ef the past but a privileged centact with eur perennial reots acress

the changing times.

If, in fact, the Age ef Religieus Wars has been clesed,

then there has alsQ been a decline in aut�entic religieus debate

even in those areas ef se-called cemparfative religien and apelegetics.if

That many religiens exist.¢' and that each serves a salvific functien,

and mereover, that each eccupies a set place within the scheme ef

salvatien."are all irrefutable medern facts �nd accepted by all

-ser í.ous students of religiens.
:;>\iô,' 'f\

In no. way dees this imply slipp ge into. syncretism.

that syncretism e�cludes the existence ef particular religie<)s
Recall

since

it annihilates them in the name ef a suppesedly pure, but i�� factJ
inhuman religion. Imbued with doctrinalism, syncretism demands that

everything be centracted into. unifermity since it cannet telerate

the existential and histerical tensions ef the eld religiens er of

the mere recent new, but net so-called, religiens. True. religieus

dialeg dees net censist in philesophical cemparisens ef religieus

dectrines since the geaI ef all religiens is salvatien and salvatien
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does not depend, in the final analysis, on orthodoxy but on

tA,.. -

�
orthoproxis. Orthoproxis is the only -"locus" to discover the

religious significance of orthodoxy. The battle against heresies

pr�-supposed in each case, an orthopr�xis which remained unchanged.

Thus it was enabled to make energetic war in the name of orthodoxy.

The challenge of heresy is always ,an authentio possibility which

belongs to the very foundation of religion, but it must not be

transferred from its authentic sphere to our modern encounters

between religions.

In other words� each religion has a peculiar notion of

salvation that reflects a determined cosmovision. -But in the final

analysis religion is not a discussion of one or various images of

the world but the existential realization, that is, the �oncrete

and possible realization-of salvation.

It seems that this traditional conviction about religion

is being felt anew. We illustrate it with the following old

argument:

If, with proper distinctions, we insist that many names

for God exist, then we are repeating modern and accepted facts.

But, if we were to add that the existence of these different names

�('
of God allude precisely to the existence of many gods, then we

(1

are a challenge to many loyal and convinced "monotheists. In fact,

_J

no religion has ever doubted the existence of the other_gods. Each

religion has its own God, just as each man, who is authentically

religious, has his own God, his living God whom he loves, invokes

and venerates with a new name which is exclusivèly his own. The
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very name of God is always a voca-c í.ve ; Only God can call himself'

( in the nominative case. If we use the nominative, we make God'

disappear since we are then expressing ourselves in "concepts·

and we talk "about" God and no longer "to" Him. Even th�se concepts

I'

of God do not agree among themselves. Thus th� Buddhist concept3
�L'"
� denies the existence of God as a being) has nothing in common

�
with � Islamic coneept of God.

One could propose the claim that behind all these re-

presentations of the "absolute"·lies the gnly unique and hidden

·reality)but then we.would no longer be talking about the living
. -tk 10�

and true GodJ�felt and intended by the man who prays and worships.

Religious dialog should not insult religion by lowering it ·�to

a philosophy or metaphysics: If philosophy has its own contribut­
'IL

. 'j

tian .� it is the task of clari:ficationj and/should take care

not to become a substitution for religion.

It must remain clear that the drive to understand the

relationship between the various distinct gods and the adored,

feared and loved. "God" ·�"'·brin95up an important and unavoid-

able problem in Religion, but � does not answer a purely religious

d, ��) �l' 'f' d' \h' l'
,

'h' hnee , �- sa V1 1C nee W1t 1n a re 1910n or W1t 1n t e

religious believer. Thus no religion makes salvation dependent

I' on philosophical knowledge of the essence of the absolute.

It is noteworthy that the exclusive and selective

Jewish religion of the Old Testament did not discuss the existence
1

of many gods. Yet it admitted that each people had its own God,

I' l� Cf. Jq,,11,24.
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2

that .these gods are powerful and that in other countries other
\

'gods should be invoked.3 Jewish religiosity is based on the

4
event in which Yahweh chose His own people, and thus it is

$ c.\ri(�11 '-f
."

5
d_ finitely forbidden to adore other gods. The prophets and the

psalms make fun'of foreign gods and dare them to defend themselves'
,

7
,

and to show off their power. Finally, the God of Israel, after

"

an interior development within biblical history, will reve�J.
8 fI(�. .

Himseif, in th� New Testament, as the. Lord of all gods, a<rrd �o

is, .above all, more powerful than ail the gods, "since Yahweh"
.

9
our God, is God of, gods, the Lo.rd of lords."

All this was not' philosophical or theological s:¡?ecuÍation,
on the oneness and essence of God, but the ver"j revelation of the

Lord Whoquides the gods,'wno inspires religions arid who saves

men. Although we have claimed that the question "�hat is G9d�
[-' /'

is not the final question �d still has significance, � the

ct
question "What is the Lord:" has no meaning. One can only ask:

.t

"Who is He?" and human reason can never answer. The answer can

,J only be a revelation, an epiphany, a self�anifestation of the
(

Lord. One can "believe" in any god, but to believe in the Lard,
la

.then, like Saint Thomas, _?né must touch,' feel and love directly.
_, - -- -

-� � -
- ---

2. Cf. 2K., 3 , 17 •

. 3. Cf. IS., 26,19.
4. Dt., 7, 6 •

,

5. �x� 30,3; Dt., 5,ry.
6. I s ., 3, 8 and 28; Lo , la; 19, 3; 4 O, 18 - 3 O; 41, 4. - 7 ; 44 , 9 - 2 a • ,

Jr.,. 3,5 and 26-28; 5,7; 10,1-16; 14,22. Ps., 21,7; 115; 135.
7. Elias defies the priests of Baal, 1 K. 171
8. ,I Tm., 6, 15; Rv., 1 7, 14; 19, 16.
9. Dn •. , 2, 47; Il, 36. Ps. 136, 2 - 3,
ro , In., 20; 28.
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There scarcely exist other rel�gions in which a

,prql.{feration of gods is greater than in the religions of India.

, If, the Rig Veda admits ,33 gods, then tradition alludes to a

'milJ.ion gods. However it is difficult to find another country

that has underlined sO fmphatically the unicity� the Nameless,;-­

behind the veil����n�. �:!..s lOng, as
I ,

•

�-Ge I, he Lord rema�ns

he hiniself does not tell his own name, that is, unveil himself,
I.

the Most Holy" (garbha-grka) remains anonymous and in obacur í.Ey ,

:

...

I ,
.

!.�'!./ 11
The ved'l: "Wisemen contemplate it under many forms" "

,

12 13
and thematically�êalls the gods Indra, or Agni, The wisemen

15
Yet he is the only Lord"

14
call him by many names.� "in Him

11 h d ,,,16
a . t e go s are one.

,,�r�
This situation requires no are proof nor reference to

other religions. We merely intended to illustrate in a new

, 17
light the conviction already ment�ned and briefly outline

our Christian interpretation.

Man has always �ed to achieve universal validity

for his ideas, and perhaps it is possible to characterize/our

11. De. 10,17.
12. Rq. Veda., X., 114, 5 •

13 .. Ibid., III, 56, 17.
14. Ibid., II, l, 19.
15. Ibid., I, 164, 46.
16. Ibid�, III, 54, 8; VIII 2�, 16.
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times as that moment when the thrust fO,r such ideal knowledge
�

..

,

I
, I

has surpassed all earthly limitátions for the first time. For

,_J'
r.

example, as long as we seek to broaden our space-time domination,

what was at one time valid and universal for the Mediterranean.

J,¡'
,

culture, no longer has to be so to us. One is apt to object to

6, >0-:1 -»
this danger of relativism)'that fiere and everywhere Itfourlt.can

always be reduced to "two plus two." This objection does not

,

"" ..:

)
deal with the issue, grantéd that we distinguish carefully

t
î

ï.
, ,f.

between relativity and relativism. It is not an issue that "two
- - -

- - - �-_.---

plus two equals four" but the additional-claim that Itthree plus
_.......- _ --- - - � .......... , .....,._,. - - - - - --

one" also equal'S"fourlt and thús show-that same truths cannot.he
- _- -_ - - - -� _' -

---
- - - - _-

,/

I red�eq_t��e�c_formulatio�: and finally that whatever

appears problematic to one culture is not due to "four" but

I
perhaps 0n the' one J:"ci) �o the :ddition of "two p��s

.

tw:;.ï2or�
on the other hand, .9rl the entire process itself.

Today we are demanding a single norm of world-wide

extension to maintain, the pretension of universal validity. The

norm must be valid for all men. All pretension to validity

can be maintained only if it is possible to demonstrate that

it is valid not only for the Inca, Japanese, Esquimo, the West,

but for mankind in his totality, as we apprec.iate him today.

Obviously no conceptual system, ri doctrine; � philosophy or

theology can pass such a- test •. Thus we see signs of a human



7.

mutation in our day. After our dogmatic slumbers, the Copernican

revolution, the Middle Ages and our modern epoch, we could-­

following custom--speak of our times as a terrene or planetary
re...1hbU��

epoch and, .which interests us most, a step away from the spirit-
�

soul illusion of modern man. In other words, since Plato,

the psyche, or spirit, reason, inte·llect, will, feelings, etc.,

has enjoyed indisputable primacy. But now a shift is manifesting

itself--such that both atheism and materialism repres�t only

two ,impatient and unilateral reactions--which not only desir;r'
to recover a sense of the body, of simple and naked existence,

.

.

. q(
but also to develop a sense�unity between the unconscious and

subsistent with both the concrete and material. #The most'

important aspect of this process is that within it the absolute

declares its freedom, that is, its independence from our desires

\
.

and metaphors. "God" no lo�r must be "defended", "proven"

or "justified" since(gradUallY the absolute ha liberated.itself

from the tangle of our ideas, images and theolg'ies. It a pears
q$

freshly as the self-revealing God, that is, no longer' existence

or essence of God but as the God of Revelation; in other words�

ft S 4.- rec vI f-- lb )

it appears, in actual human consciousness,�àue �0-the internal

evolution of the western spirit and its encounter with other

religions, as it has always been: as the LORD.

Without a doubt, it must be admitted that human

(please note -there is no page 8 - go to page 9.)
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reflecti.on can, in a cancer-like fashion, suffocate everything,

and in this case, refer to God,"the kyrios", as to one of his

nam�s, considering his divine "lordship" as a mere "attribute"

of the divinity� This is precisely what we must avoid. None
b

I
of the divine attributes is conceptually exhaus�ble and thus

it· is' po s s i.b Le , for purely dialectical purposes, to pick any

name of God (for example "God" itself) and ¡tSscribe to it the

"qualities" which we reserve for the "Lord." All is possible

but one must never forget ,that every name bears its own'

p�rticular weight and likewise its own circumstantial tradition.

In this sense, without believing it necessary always to

continue referring to our point of view, it appears legitimate

to distinguish between the one-unique Lord and the many gods.

Perh�ps we can better clarify our position by

offering our christian interpretation of the problem.
e,

From th� moment whe� we begin to take seriously

the drive to catholicity which is inherent in Christianity
�.¿ Vl-e.v.u-

.
I

and which we are in façt expressing wfte�as we repeat that Christ

is the Lord, and whenever we attempt to comprehend,these tw01 _

fundamental truths o' Christiani�;1and apply them' to the
',1

. f'íC>���-
polychromatic mosaid of all the religions of the world, � C�������
we hold in our hands the elements necessary for our interpre-

"

t-ation.
-\

I

It is sufficient here to sununarize what on

other occasions we have developed in detail. Thus we limit

ourselves
IV)

to Pilt ne

will become
a�rmation upon the other in the hope

self-evident in virtue not only of thethat they

._ same spirit of Christianity but also of the historic-religious

situation of the world.
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for strategic or political purposes but because it would

already imply an error from a purely theoretical point of

view. íKe�s: 6� ��� -çe.¥\t-eV\� \e��e_c: . ;¡-�\?'J
-

Christ did not found a religion) � m�ch less

a new religio� în the � way Mohamet founded Islam or

,Buddhism began with the Buddha. He did not come to destroy
17

the law or the prophets, but to fulfill them. Furthermore

he possessed a priesthood not according to Aaron or Levi
18

but according to the order of the "pagan" Melquisedec,

and He chose to consumate his sacrifice outside the Holy
19 20

City. ,Christ' acted before Abraham, and He introduced
21

Himself as 'the Beginning that did not speak,
22

and claimed

that his own would recognize
23

him as the Alpha ,and the

Omega ,as the mystery which has alrea�y acted and which

was not revealed until a determined moment in history, the
-' - -

-24- -. _,_

�
� - _- -25-

_- ---

last days. The good news of Christianity does not rest
-----�_.

on its rise as a new religion b�t precisely on its continua-

26

tion and solid linkage with the beginning of universal history,

17. Cfr. Atharva Veda, XIII, 4.
18. Cfr. Mt., V. 17.
19. Cfr. Heb., V, 19; VII, II.

20 Crr� Heb., XIII, 12-13.

21.Cf., Io., VIII, 25, apud Vulgatam.
23. Cf. Ap. I, 8;, XXI, 6; XXII, 13.
24. Cf. Heb. I, 2 IX, 26; Gal., IV. 4; etc.

25. Ef. I, 9 ss; III, 9; Rom. XVI, 25; etc.

26,� Cf. Ef., Iv, 24; Col. III, i o , II Cor., V. 17; Rom., VI, 4;
VII, 6¡ etc.
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27
, ,'�'[ and wi th the entire cosmos,

.This is not all. Our epoch is very attentive)0,0'

and with reason, to ,the historicity of Christianity. This is

to say, among other things, that historic Christianity cann?t
be separated 1iorn its pre-history. Christ did not fall from

,

h
í ()�)h h /'l" _J) ""n_,..He nas a pre- lstory �4e prop ets ���eA �Jhe�ven like a meteor.

�
�o-messengers outside He cares f05' and has

been. shepherd to, all the religions. In other words;

Christianity is in no way a religion, understood in an

��.s
exclusive sense� l� would make it completely a-h_istorical--

í¥\- l>..:)o<,,)l ) o_\:- t�.. �IQ. -\--.�)
��eh that it�render& every other religion false and superflous�

�ç.::-""'-""
-

_i.:.me. It is not a religion that has come to stand c:l.5 a._

substitute for all the rest.

ChristianitY'f6r better said,the Church as

the "geometric point" of the fai th � which) phenomenologically,
we should qualify as a Lways striving to be soy-iS the fullness,

the qo'a l, and destiny of all religions. The Christian fai th seeks

not to destroy nor substitute for the other reliaions but to,
-t',.

convert them. The Church is the small mustard s,eed which,
.

. once grown, shelters, among its branches, all the birds of the
28

religious sky; she is the yeast that ferments within the dough

of every religion. Obviously we are dealing with a conversion

that presupposès a unique dialectic of death and birth, of death

. )

27. Cfr. Heb., I, 4 �s., etc.
28. Cfr. Gal., IV, 4¡ Col. I, 19; II, 9; Ef., I, io. III, 19¡

IV, 13; In., I, l6¡ etc.
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and resurrection which guarantees that the converted religion
-

-- b� .' 6V'\\�is not a Jnew religion �� precisely the same � resurrected,
4-co.V\�fo("'M9-d /(�-{yr:;-CVI o Î

.

converted!; in like manner the Risèn Christ -ito1à the baptized per>

Clrt
v' son .�

- the same ma"];]. but renewed . Ana::¡'ogously-, converted

Hinduism would not imply another religion but ful!fness and
/{

I

transformation of the s'ame Hinduism.

Up to the present it has been a working rule <?f
thumb to say that Christianity limited itself to���e convertin�

the "pagan" religions of the Mediterrenean basin. The truth

-&J'
of the m'atter is that Christianity actually is � conve redsaa-

�",:ttl'l:.fikgreek, latin, celtic and gothic religions.

Moreover the ideritificátion of Christianity with this "converted"

paganism which today we call "Christ�anity� �=-is_Acertainly",,'�Q'0 � ¿6\)�r t),_�
valid and noteworthy, but admittedly very limited,�has been a

barrier to its authentic universality.
{oC'"" 00 r:

These are the reasons w;h"t-b..;:whic-h we- claim that

Christianity is not a religion but the perfection and transforma-

tion of th,.em all. If the other religions remain unconverted this

is due possibly to the fact that the goal up to now has not been:
I

� (\"€ \..)�o ud J:}lto convert but to change them. @ncJ� tl1ere existed +heo Loq í.caL

colonialism. Nevertheless we must immediately -aàm�± that £olQ­
'9

nialism as such does not strictly merit a negative �volution.
- I -,-- �T
Thus we arrive anew � our point of departure.

In effect, under the title of The gods and The Lord, we are

referring precisely tot this �a� oL. the_9:Uest�n) Christ is

not another God who wants to substitute for a11 gods,

neither is He a new avatar, a new incarnation beside other

)

12.
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incarnations/rather he is the Lord of creation and history,

the Lord of the gods who are truly and sincerely adored, the
.29

unseen gatherer of all good crops.

In synagoga deorum, in the assembly of the gods"

chere is no struggle for priority or the victory of the one (only)
ret�V'I--S '

.

God above the others. The Lord h1'l';oll.!üRoe-s above them all and each

has power, inclusive of "divinity� precisely because the Lord

who dwells in each with greater.or lesser integrity,· has bestowed

it to each one.

"No one can·confess that Christ is the Lord except
30

through the Holy Spirit." And it is possible to invest this

phrase and argue th.at whenever anyone prays "Lord!" through the

inspiration of the Holy Spirit, "he lies" and .alludes to the �
.

� 5t:L1I'V\ e_ Q,..;:)

Lord Jesus, unknowingly. But this lordship of Jesus is ho that

of the powerful or rulers. His throne above the gods is a

31
service and a �eeking of the last place:

It is not our intention to develop all these

ide�s here, nor to treat these religions of the world thematically.
\'¡\\�

This introduction proposed only to highlight a� the background
{k,

and internal unity of the following chapters. l��t�� did we

attempt to treat these issues in
. r;\rd� h�re_·

�� we have;\only reproduced wfra:t

a prioriJ
;âs�bee� the result of certain

personal and intimate experiences. d In this attitude, that is

to say, in the silent suffering before the absolute)perhaps the

only value of the following pagès resides.!
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A THEOLOGICAL �1EDI'it'�TION UPON AFRICA

14.

\�1 .

\
AFRICA �nLL EE CHRISTINi( IN HER m-m' �AS-H:I:€l_N OR SHE WILL NOT BE J.,n. �T Ha)

",

It is not important whether the character in the

follo�tling t.a Le was a missionary or some other European, but it

is certain that a representa'tim:�,,-,of western civilization allowed

some surprised members of �n African tribe to listen �@ heV'o±�e

.0,
' c� a

. small portable radio. Aft�r all the .tripe had .been attendi,ug-- - -----..-.. __.,___.......... - � ---- �.........-. � -

silentiy and for a long while to thi� miracle of the white man,
- - - --- � � � �.-.-... � � --- ..____ -_ -............... ___..

I

V and elder of the tribe, whose wisdom had earned him authoritative
__.,_. � -

- -- ---
- -� _-- -

respect, spoke: "I1ighty miracle! but � let us turn off that box
�--==-- --- -

\

V because it dr;wns �}�. the music of the jungle •..

"

Each man is a limited and concrete being,· and just

serve two masters, riei�her can he
....

in
'r'\ otl-te ri' l.Á)o/Js

distinct cultures: �h�k is to a¥, he
.,.,

between the small noise box or the symphony of the forest.

as he cannot fact�e the
7.

must choosechild of t.wo

Africa,· is in this s i tua tion .

CL
A situat�on but notAdilemma since

a simple historico-theological reflectiòn will uncover that the
ooe ("

issue is not ,Gl:'}¡)e±rt a personal decision between alternatives but i�.

p�I'WiO-f i /
�.a-.kl." .= an historical process within whose evolution' true

human liberation balances the interplay of social forces that

comprise it. Furthermore if we keep.in mind another sociological

reality we simply cannot permit "freely", that is to say,-.

{/J"'''' '?>-
automatically,that the small' noise box do�ate the melody of

_ _ __.--- __.l..- _ __

the jungle wuld necessarily be shut off.
-...:....,_ - ------ ._..,. . ._---. -..........-- -------- - l·
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From »an intellectúal point of view it does not
�\-o �.Q_

..

a13pear to me/legitimate to deny the vital importance of this'",

pz'ob Lem ," Frequently the. well-known saying of Novalis �:ea�s-. M<¿,:�
repetition: "Europe will remain Christian or it will not exist."

�ihoever approves of this insight no doubt detects the supposition
which gives special meaning to our epigraph about Africa. The

epigraph appoints a profound value to tradition and thus emphasizes
the situation that no human community or culture can survive

unless it remains faithful to its past--in the case of Europe,
-ft,

�- its Christian past--. It is inconceivable that a similar
r. 'b"'-

'

thesis nott_applicable to ·Africa. The formulation of our thought
hides a double meaning� in which the entire tension and proble-p

matic of the actual situation in Africa clearly appears: either

Africa will become Christian in a fashion distinct from Europe,
E''Jor it will no longer remain Africa. �fi falling. into the second

\V\.�al ternative, Africa would limititself to exist.(g'êogra-
phically as an Afric�n land mass the same way Australia is

- -

�--=--

applied to Asia on the map.
- - ----- ._

.

No Christian text claims that any inroad of the

faith must leave the law intact and not modify it, nor that
r

grace does not transform nature in some way, n� that the

cross does not demand abnegation even unto death. Theori-

tically speaking one must admit that both situations are possible,
considering them from the Christian point of view, and that we

gain nothing by taking shelter in a comfortable humanism �vhich
)
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in the final analysis ,0Ul�SOnlY bjan inadmissable

History offers us .evident examples of peoplesconcession.

who paid the price of their conversion not only with the denial
.. fvil-",/ )--;;1of their'vital tradition but �venl.its death. �ever again

should one demand, and �calling it by a very strong name�yet.

��
not Rnmindful of unavoidable prudence, that whic� ca�be labled

as "spiritual blaCkmail] This_:<ould b� me,:_ely ,! p�"r .r�,
even if it were performed unconsciously and--f:€)]! the best of

--- _ -- ...... ,.. ,.:... p....

intentions, of the superior capacity of one culture to impose
;_ -- - ..._ �

a faith which can rule over every form of culture and �:tríeh oan

be identified as the new goal of �humanity which,in European

terms, can be simply classified as "savage."

In effect/whoever does not admit the possibility

of a "savage" Christianity, has not cut the tap root of
Q

pelagenism. The grant of soverlgn freedom to the supernatural

leads us to extend the biblical warning: "í·'lhoever loves" his life

. . I ... ,

w í.Ll, lose a t" to errt í.re
:

peoples and cultures.,
-,

That yeast which is able to transform the massive

dough of pn extended culture can only be brought into existence

precisely within that fermenting culture.

te.
The theological mentality of t� so-called epoch

If

.

I /

of great discoveries was characterized by two b�sÂic factors :_-by
,Je t �e'J

the Lderrt Lf í.cat Lon-e=sîe -'oB4y geographical,ffi·...r :m;tá'''t! a;¡;i�Ù;¡) theological,3.y,f"J-'...;o," I JI - "7 "JO

of Christianity and Christendom, and�, the conviction that the
" .\

cultures of the sO"-called primitives were destined to disappear
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since all their values--their "music

i If\ {p__ct' .. -:-(01("" .

were/no� authentic; s &ili»ée they
��

""by western values. But ��he profound transformation in

of the jungle"--j::'_ à6t
"",al\

could be perfectlYÁreplaced

EU1ropean ":history and after four centuries of experiences' w í, th

Asig, Africa and the Americas, such thinking has lost all its
.., h \ II.·

• o o,
,

;�: "not only relative to the medieval base of the first
, - -- -- � _,..,._.. - � ......_.�....__"..,_

factor but also relative to renaissance optimism of the latter.
�

� ....... ..-.. ..._ ...-__ ......

Basically, Christianity is not knitted to a particular culture

(withir¡. its sway cultural pluralism is possible) and non-

european cultures are not "primitive" but rather o.ri.q LnaLe-arid ,
in

a certain sense J,a; " more authentic than the Ellropean variety.

Furthermore,it must not be forgotten--and this

���\ most important factor w�� complicates the problem

considerably--thati'by righ�ChriStianity is not, a pure essence

fallen from heave but is a church incarnate in space and

timet. �e'"1! (oh the other hand it is not possible to forget that

in fàct the space and time of the church are mediterrean
. (S'1) .

categories. A chemically pure Christianity, an absod;.ute(African
church would imply, hic et nunc, a schism. This is what high-

O�� c�� O�� ,

lights the gravity of the historical moment., �s-@fu�y ·es&�e��

•

at this time�� point to hints 'of a possible and just solution

within a spiritual climate of authentic renunciations on both

� \Y'
sides, however costly" they may be. For a �a€� theological

colonialism is as dangerous and harmfürs ecclesiastical

nationalism.
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c. \e.o- (""

Only in moment� of calm and a-l.�a� visibility,
"..-

�--

clean from the clouds of prejudices and resentments, one)can �

look upon the two continents from, three or four Nedi terranean

perspectives. Yet even here Europe always appears as a terriblè

and rocky crag whereas Africa appe_ras <?-s á 'looming mirage of

a somolent beast sunk in a profound dream. The African soul

trembles wi thin a people who lack instinctive sensitivi ty, whexe aa

the European sou L smiles wi th a certain malaise within various

races of conflicting instincts. Only the Christian spirit

(which is not to be compared with the Greek nous and mueh less

with the Latin mens}��\:t� @��(. �s incarnate qpirit·�Jis capable of

clasping man-��hin his totality i� a synthesis of love which

respects both his humanity and divinity, and in wh i.ch man shares

both equally. We shall analyze ,in detail the concrete matrix

'in which this synthesis is performed.,

THE ENCOUNTER

'�"

It is common practice to retell the experience

of a certain African tribe whose totem was destroyed during a

'.

night wind sto • Forty-eight hours later the entire tribe

r (1.Às:i1l\{� (cr> J. '.
e

had ceased t& exist being no longer able to support the weight
v f'l1tot,c..

of existence without the ®� medium which allowed them to

communicate with the real and transcendent world. Their lives

had ,lost all "existential meaning" and the passing of this

meaning took with it their vital breath.
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"

It is �� obvious ��t that African man is at the

.t
l IVt1J"" A

point of losing fai th in his own religi�i ty. 'If:1e:rea:s. in Africa,

(, �.�--\- :\unlike \...�h.e;., blsual....·s,:i:.'buat,:,ieI'l :h>n1other continents, the qrowtih of
./

christians surpasses the average population growth-rate) nevertheless

the Islamic religion exceeds all other religions in numbers.
-

!
But Christianity is spreaiing precisely in those areas where it

_ r

was able to free itself from western culture and simultaneously
:�

create an Afro-:-Christian life by rooting i tself �¡;_reater or

l,esser depth w
í

ch í,n local traditions. The quest of civilization
-_ ----..--

w):1ich keeps apace with evangelization usually takes the lead and
--- -_-- -......._.._--- _---_ ----

'generally becomes a serious competitor with the latter.
-.

_. --- - _- -- - - --.......... - --.

Can we conclude from these reflections that the'

Church iSJ or ought to b� an enemy of, African "development" and

I ,. 9
"progress'f". Obviously not! In the first place, it would be

more exact to conclude that the Church, unlike post-renaissance
,

suppositions and most like her Master, has neVer forgotten

that He'came to, preach the Gospel to the poor and that He spoke

his most harsh words against t.hos e who found favor in the world,

..sId'l.d-..,!.n the secònd place, one is obligated to prevent the Church"

from2erroneously judging "progress" and "development" as

autonomous values that simply i 'themselves are good and desirable.

A.ll things follow their proper rhythm and adhere to their proper

hie�rchical order. �'èl his order is obvious and the rhythm vibrates)

in harmony with the growth of the Church, which has been left

by the Master to the free co-operation of his followers. .Precisel'y'-.........._ ..--
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o .>: -<-o--." I

an�a!n:2:_ng of these rh thIns is one of the gr�atest _��ngers.,
on a sociological order which threatens Africa today.
- --'

.....
,

..--...-....,..._ - -._.. �

,I
I

o;¡'

To all this wé must add another e Lemerrt- bof the
---- \......,-:-..._ .-.J..-....--... � -----

lO
situation: whereas-all Africa wants to assimilate imported

- _... - -.

,

!
. European and American values, :!,:.et f0Jri a cfac:t, however positive

- ,;

these imported v.alues may appear to the African mentality, they

are nothing but clay replacements of their fading religi'?,_.,ity.
. .' �

Just as the old African religion had offered a "way" tr0 access

to the jungle, likewise Christianity has been reduçed, for thé

most part in Africa, . to a passage-way, obviously effective,

leading to the values which Christian peoples are presum to

pqssess.

We are convinced that the most urgent priority

for Africa today is to make contact with the witness of the two
I .

I � 1 �
extremes of the Christian life, an-€l as�e*t.:r;emes tohey: aJ!1lê' a

purely escat?logical Christianity, with no compromise or relation

with modern culture, and a ChristiÍnàity, purely incarnated and

roqted within a teehnolo�ical culture, not as its slave but as

making possible the full experience of the Christian life.
.

�lQ....
The-i� two extremes in depth are connected by identity. The
-�-_..- _.�----- - -

first plants the wheat, the other reaps. The tension between

these' ext�emes produces the spark of divine grace, wh.ích alone

allows for true growth.

Furthermore, by contact with these two extremes

one can achieve that other 'Ñay, which has already been alluded to,

•
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�
an,d which does not £:seek'-._So muc� a quick effective road to a

converted Africa ;'6::t an Africa which is the riPe_:it\i:uit of a slow

conversion and proper introduction to the universal circle of
.

V' >.. f'\;)q-t� o�
catío Li.c í, ty. M®il:'e thoughts �rei"'a,"E'e-d co this €€»FlS:�l:1s;;i:on "90m�OSe l'Ylo.,...\::e_ vr

the third point of our meditation on Africa.
"-

.�(

THE RELIGIOUS CRISIS OF A CONTINENT

It frequently happens that in the mission countries

parents send their ch.i.Ld ren to the christian schools for the

sale purpose of learning a western language and technology.
.

. _.--- ..
.

-

T�islsu�pose...s._�p�ic� tly, aI?-d _g_���t�mes ��licitly ,1;, con_ce_En' ��1
not to be influenced by the light of Christianity which can be
--. -----

- - ------ -

-��,� .(CI_C,,-;-��� ;ç
- ---

emitted by such an ed�cation. �,< ��?peft�, �n�act that the
---�� ...

.--- -.__ �
"better" students know how to�brush off nerfectlr even the

smallest particles of Christianity which ��a' be generated by the

civilized education offered by these schools and univ�sities.

Until a short time ago it was common to propose the "civilizing"

potential of Christianity as an effective weapon among its

apolog�tic arsenal.

It is obvious that the vast African continent,

even though"� it appear.s to share a certain unit, in fact has
. MOre.. 1(\,6t-Ov� �c.a..s

. no true common ùnity; there exist betweèn East Africa, South

hfrica and Centzral Afric� à:±'1Ë£,�;t:ences FnO!l'r,e ot..a:W::he than between

European countries.' In the following pages we will be referring

to. ��" so-called Black Africa, with�lowance� that our analysis

is applicable)mutatis mutandis, to the rest of the African

continent.
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The theological principle of accommodation,

which was much discussed in the previous e�a, is not an

adaptation which is employed as a major spiritual stratagem,

nor is it brought to hand as an effective conversion tactic.

, ,-

It is grounded Cbot� oTI\jfthe right� and <� the need that the.

Church adapt herself to human values in order to continue

their ransom by a gradual integration within their ontological

grmvth and thus contribute to the final renovation

of the ea:rth and all things. The actual form of wes t.ern

Christianity�this was also tirelessly discussed�_Cdoes not

.

;,!- -- - -
_- -

�
.- - - -

\,'�. )

seem capable of attaining a similar integration. 'But we do

not want to distract ourselves with this special' problem

but must go on to reflect upon certain values which the Charch

desires and hop� to harvest from the African contribution.

�

THE TELLURIC

/

It is sufficient to reca�l thd constant struggle

by Christianity against any form of "spiritu lized" gnosis
,

_.'--

in order to comprehend to what fine point the'\\.¡ african presenta-
- --- - -:- ...-_-

-

tion of the essential union of man and planet is trrily

christian and recall how guardedly the Church reaches out

towards more emphasis on the dogma of the resurrection of the

flesh and of the New· Earth and New Heaven. The salvation of

man does not consist in ransoming the highest part of his soul

.. '
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but in the divinization of his total being as the work of Him

I' who is divinity incarnate. The evangelic message is not one

for the intellect but a' complete form of life �ich J.n.s1-��=
using western categories--bo_th its vegetative and mineral depths ..

__ _
_ _ _ _ '_ .......- _,. _".,.. �� _ ........ _ filii""""" ,...,.._, -

The compenetration of the African with the earth, his planetary

roots, his instinctive feelings, his mysterious rhythms syncronized

with the earth, the continual adaptation to the cycles of nature,. cJJ

'eR remind us that man is much more than pure intellect and

.� ,

�\hell .u.cn more than pure natural history" and that his spirit

is by essence carnal and his flesh inextricably spiritual, that

the adoration raised tmvards God is more than a respectful homage

of the spirit, and finally) that human solidarity unites not only

all men, but <F']:5� extends to all things.

It is evident that m'any forms of African life

are exaggerated or must be experienced within a solid framework
-tk. ��cJ-

in order to be effectiv:_,but this does not preclude.i(that w i, thin

this framework there is an hierarchy of values which the

African church could confirm in a community of the sons of God,

re-united within the Hystical Body yet visible within the Church.

THE ANGELIC

In the Bible one learns that the Creator "thott__ght"

that it was not good for man to be alone. In effect, man is

not the only inhabitant of this planet, a fact which Africa so

vividly reminds us. Man not only lives with his peers bbt also

has to make allowances for the spirits·- of whom Ecclesiastes
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•

warns us not tó speak evil. Animism could be a degenerate
. vkV-) DE-

form of religion but, in reality, the African outlook ���0 a

$�"
cosmos filled with forces and spirits is not,as absurd a

situation as the rational philosophy of religion of the past
Q.

century proclaimed. The material ugiverse is not bequ�hed to

man.nor does he possess, in the true sense of the word, an

existence separate and independent from the spiritual. The

notion that each item has its own spirit does not necessarily

imply any type of personal linkage between spiri�ual and materiàl

'beings. Africa never, or almost never, formulated such a

doctrine. Nevertheless, the African cons6ience preserves a

certain sensibility which opens .�to the vast adventure of a
<IF

,

unified creation, an adventure of universal proportion��� in

which man participates ..

THE DEMONIC

Well known is the theory which cláims that the

first tactic of the devil, in the technological West, is to make

himself forgotten or denied since his mere presence would

':I1JC
serve as irrefutable testimony of the s uperna tsróne.L, The 'li'Jest

no longer interprets history as the batt¡èfield on which not

only man but also the entire universe struggle to return to God

ovS h:

thrJ,l cosmic conflicts.· t-1an occupies a predominant place in this

conflict yet he is not the only one. Whereas our tradition

upholds that demons and angels are pure spirits, � the African,

due to his highly developed sensitivity, perceives the presence

II
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and effects of beings which he would call impure, not only

because they are inwardly contaminated but because they are

prisoners and slaves of things. �llt Lucn a conception of the

demoniacal, translated into rationalistic terms, could lead

to a gnostic view of the worLdj'..��owever this did not happen

among the Africans since their experience with the demonical

does not principally act upon their intellect. This serves

as a transition to the following point of view.

THE HYTHICAL

Hithout losing ourselves in a detailed investigation

of this complex phenomenon, we can say for sure that the post-

Kantian culture of the West has found some positive meaning in
•

vSt
the myth. Man is not �nly intellect and intellect in itself is·

not pure reason. The African people offer us an image of a parti-

cular innocence of the spirit which is not closed to profound

f
.

f h
. ::Et. iW

..
1

ee Lí.nç s or the myt .. a,c �..,�hCil.i"t- a s , ?t conv í.ot í.on t.ha t; contact
'"

, \ V\

with reality consists, not merely (¡lS.. a quest for knowledge nor

impl-ies a simple act of the will, but involves a total and vi tal

communion with reality insofar as it feels itself enveloped by

it and not only in the present but, abòve all, in the past--

quite concretely in initio, that iS1 in that illo tempore

of the myth�Thus the myth demands cu l, t, wh
í

ch i s an active

participation in the mystery of the universe. The Christianiza­

tion of the myth is no less essential than the conversion of

ideas.
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CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVE

Not all African values are to be judged as

positive¡ yet their encounter with European culture need not be

completely negative especially if we look at them from a

Christian perspective. Obviously the problem is difficult

and it is a good beginning if we are ¿onscious of the difficulties.

(
1.\.,' Christianity simply cannot reject the

which is thei �framework regardless of its defect or

bilitYi much less can it identify herself with it and

position in its favor in order to end up �he vi��or.\

culture

irresponsi-

take a

For this

.

reason it is presumpù6us to be anxioús to predict the African

-+�C).._1-
future i yet, one cannot deny .j:fu�.'__¡:·�e>-'1�=Èew,.,ing-}. wha tever shape

this future ·�l;ï take�Jthe seed of the kingdom of God must be

planted in this virgin �nd millenary soil. And this seed,

the smallest of all, is not a fully grown tree nor is it a

bmver or a stout trunk' transplanted from some other region, but

the pure, genuine, naked, simple--an� difficult--message of the

kingdom of Go�stripped of all accruements. The effect�r

��
/

better ,s.a,.id-, the growth..".......will come by increments .

./

k� OUTLINE OF AFFRICAN SPIRITUALITY

A general observation

��:.J¡_{�u}
Pn �ncrr.�: experience, especially African religious

experience, carries with it universal validity since it is not

something peculiarly African but something universally human.
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This uncovers for us a mantle that is primogenitively telluric,

common to all humanity even if it has been more or less suffocated

by the weight and drive of "reason", including that of the inte-

llect and w.i.Ll, , wh í.ch characterizes b'Le development of Hestern

culture and also the outer face of the Church over the previous

centuries.

Thus the African contribution to the life of the�

Church wouLd not be a mere African "continentalism" but an authentic

"catholicity".� The contribution of Africa to the li�ing Church

would be a revitalizing/� e root-leveled connection of man to

the entire cosmos and his communion w í.Ll, all creation. It is

this dimension that has been forgotten in the one-sided develop-

ment of the West.

Since we are � dealing with a problem that is net
raj'. �)

entirely African butÁhuaan, it is necessary that Christian

Africa be given an opportunity to unforld herself freely under

the guidance of the Holy Spirit and the hierarchy, and furthermore)
she must be given sufficient scope and power with which to find

her proper structure.

THE PROBLEi1 OF BEING

ç C0S �oW\Á.� '&
-

-;;.

It is�established custom to ask if the basic

difference between European and African spirituality rests

principally on the fact that the African spirit has a distinct

approach to the problem of being. To my understanding it would

be even more correct to speak of the distinct manner by which



7
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eLe African spirit receives the vital experience of reality, and,

above all, how she experiences i t., To identify with Being then
-

- -- -- _- __ - __

�eing with substance is a process that is strange to the African

awarenes s of reality. The intent of wanting to explain African

"philosoppy" in categories of Being does not seem to me to be

a justified interpretation. The comparison of God :to Bei:q.g
, v \a.,..\1(from which contemporary western thought labors particjÍlly to

$� /
liberate itself) not only a1?lpea;r:s to me to be foreign to African

man_¿but �,also does not even appear as a properly positive

characteristic of Western Thought. To this one must also add

that it is not-essential to Christian thinking. That "revelation"

by God to Hoses, recorded in Exodus, does not uncover "Being"

but an "I exist" who speaks and reveals himself as the Only who

can claim' "I exist", and of whom, in a strict sense,' it is
\

'

not possible to,claim. "He is" without diminishing it. The

anthropocentric drive of human "reason", (as it developed in

the West) or, in other wordsll} the shift f rom God as an "I'�M)
"I exist" to a God as He ",;"He is", stained r.háat.or í.ca), christianity

"s V\e',�1("" ,

-with a peculiar color which�from the outset �� the only
...... -- -- -- -

possible hue,nor 00e& j:I:. àcco rds with African religious exper í.erice .

,

,

Regardless of how important for the West � an effective personalist
0";\Ci.'i \.J e_), Q_ ,� ,

¡

Correction of the "You are",¡1� it would only satisfactoriX:y �el'!�Y';';"
rthe anthopocentric perspective, which" by natural development

�nd by vocation, belongs to Africa.

The difference rests, at root, in a distinct

"interpretation'! of God. One must rely bo�courage and

,
'



J
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humility to admit the following: whereas "Brahman" and "Jahveh"

point to the same reality which we could name God,-�notwit�tanding
�w_ {o-e-t-�hat these two conceptions w� aproach the absolute from two

r

�distinct ide��et �nal£9.0�j-' the African interpretation

proceeds along a third way towards the same goal. This way can

be called preTmetaphysical, or even primitivj��in the native

� t'Y\.Q � �\(cA •

sense�� �ne could surmise that this way does not distinguish

sufficiently between the immanent and transcendent aspects and

���. ...::e@Ree-�ff·:::e:Fl is afflicted w i.t.h an overdose of the "sacred."

And, above all, the African experience of God could not be dis-

.

carded w í, thout at the same time erasing the special link between

God and the divinity, and also dissolving that "face" of the

absolute, which, due to our human limitations,we càll
"""-, �.,..

task for African theology·
�

- consist in expanding
-+o \� c.I...,� sp

names, de divinis nominibus, -�� n ev.. and "inefable"

God. � t)V\Q..
e � fl.

the àtvine

names,

which, :é:l��mñ-�e, would be predicted of God by an approach

more "corporeal", more embracing and less restrictive, � II\�'" s o

"graphic", but, at the same time, much more vibrant and concret0
tI) tl\t2,...tVv\_�/ S;,G the doctrine of "creation" awaits completion

�. oloe..� -th,,> 1o...r
in Afri-cal1.{certainly et disprove or destroy what hasÁbeen

{'ed'
developed) t!&s � but -m allowr. he Hystical Body of c¡fhist�-: to

grow in fullness, beauty and grace before God and men. ��e lack

\:¡�cMJ
space to expand this significant and delicate topic � these

few�. r�)�'



THE TRA.NSCEND�NTALLY ONE (unum)

It is obvious that the African outlook is "unifying"
and "all-embracing" and. everywhere tends towards unity. Unity,
Unum, thus maintains in this outlook a certain primacy in

relation with all the other transcendental properties of the

absolu'te which are usually called the transcendentals.

Neve�theless one must be cautious before equating
\

the African "unity" with the T�mistic unum. A first reason

has' already been alluded to in the above para�raph. If(onlY
w i, th great cautio�\: one can identif the African cosmovision

_A. \]
co,..,,�1)w í, th any .ph í.Lo sopay of bein� then one must �ve� be are C"a'llilil;;.�0jJ:S

(v;>� .

í:n applying, a the�ry which is systematically connected�and
. \JolwL '-:). vv\(.OJ\�\u.6k)

whose Gei¥Ee'5��jre'$:l=-:iJl'ld.1::s�l1�'talJ:¡;Èe aiLue�<Ú.to a particular menta Li, ty

which either has not reached the point of technical concepts or
_-

it is not even conceivable.
-------..".....

Thé second��ch more Significan�' '''7-' e

ffl¿§�, arises from the question of methodology. Putting aside

the issue about the 'value of Thomism or any other theological
"system", it is simply not a correct methòdic procedure to

compare two "realities", two "things" which pertain to

distinct orders. Furthermore, the rel'gi�ity, or the religious

mentality"of the African derives more from ele power of religion
and from a "total awareness" than from any "system" or even a

theology. In other words) it is possible to develop the �rican
soul by means of the Gospel, to a tt.empt; the csntainment and

capsulation of the African spirit from the Christian point of view,

30.
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and it is also possible, if one so desires, to compare "religions"

among themselves but what is simply not admissable is to compare
c3L-

9f('e "religion" with a "philosophy", a mentality with a system.

Only in the second instance should the data be explained in

philosophical categories, and this is always a secondary process.

AFRICAN PSYCHOLOGY

The use of the t,va cat.eqo r í.e s j "metaphysical"

and "psychological" introduces a distinction, which in my opinion,

is not African.

In the first place, it presents African "psychology"

as a metaphysics. (_§_���j the African feels and experiences what

¡)
"ve are acc,stumed to describe as "soul" (psyche) not as a separate

aspect of his spirit or aspect of man but as a cosmiç reality,

as joined to the univers�as a feeling that pertains not to

himself alone nor -as exclusively his own. The fear of the African
,

and even the awe and trembling which Western "experts" discover

in African religions are not "psychological" pictures but telluric

experiences. This is why there are no apprehensive individuals

but a conscious participation--even if frequently automatic--in

a cosmic labor and in the destiny of the earth. Thus techonology
Ov�

and science�E more successful in driving away this type of fear

than psychopathology or psychtâl.try. African thinking still
-\-oW

pàrticipates in an "ndifferentia�ed and full reality which ,�' ilia;r�
. \'� ()-.51�;\�( {��:"V\.J .. .

eXJ.stedÁl.n the v'lesE before the rupture (Ca.rte s Lan ) caused by reason.

The psychology of the African spirit is more an echo of the earth's

rhythm than a reflection bouncing off the structure of his "soul".
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In the second place, we discovered that African

. �I-;_;,
"�oi;eq��§.t,Rò

" is psychological. ¡(_tJot � a pure
'" idea" afi"'d much

not experienced (seen,less �,� a developed system. "Reality" is
r=

lit'
thought, lived .. ) as bèingJb1t�® "life";

CM" În-� � Ill'
in psychological terms: Á�' soul.

�-­

"also) one caul say,

Animis, the soul of both the

world and man and also the great spirit are not "things", "substances"

nor even "beings" but •• �more like (it is difficult to find precise

words) ep i.phan í.es , "man.í.fe s t.at.Lons !", "aspects" - (surely of distinct

nature- of one and the same reality. Thus individualism, even

�.
, ,

t I' .¡" d
�VI�� ,

Il 1 b' ,

Li b 1 1a,n 1. s persona l..Su e squi se ,
W1.· a ways e a stumo a.nq oc ç:

-

�h'o"M.
.

.

. .. ..

for the African spirit��its relation to theological themes

such as sin, death, salvation, responsibility, freedom" etc.,

one f�st draw conclusions that are profoundly significant. Not

a single one of these themes is experienced as 'personally important

because, in the last analysis, the very ps¥chology of the African

is metaphysical.

SYMBOLISH

�

���$� &iSouss±on-aBo�:)Indian symbolism�
the African conception of symbolism did not arise from a platonic-

aristotelian framework. In �cholastic terms, symbol for the

African is not a means, through which (medium quo), but a .me ans

"that" (medium quod). Nor is it sufficient to verify simply

that the African experiences in symbols while the Westerner

thinks with concepts. As the concept pertains to the order of
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logic, so the symbol (African) pertains to the metaphysical order.

The first impli,es "throùgh" "quo"--the second, "that" "quod".

Obviously we have emRhasized the "quo" of the concept and the
:,

"medium" of the symbol because the symbol cannot be reduced to

a "wha t.? : in the f i.nà L reality �
but always remains a revelation,

a manifestation, a "medium" of that reality. The concept is,
So -to <; �\.;_ )

a,� S;! �� !É. �eakiq:¡:�, a transparent "medium" which permits

us to penetrate the other thing, the reality isolated by the

concept, granted that we are not imprisoned within the concept

(as happens frequently in. the l'lest). On the other hand, the

symbol is not something distinct from reality but the thing
•• .'.

O'l'\Sl_ e 00\� ÇOJ�V
itself, gathered under a symbOllC vell. It lS, ra - ma.��0f

-\-(.4 '\5-
��, the phenomenon of the, thing, Áthe phenomenological

appearance of the noumenal "thing in itself." The entire

Catholic doctrine of the Son as Symbol, as ikon"'image"'-of t..'le

Father, of the sacraments as "symbols", and of creation as a

·copy" or '''garments'', thatiis" as- "symbols of God", could be moC'e

"�SilY to trJ� type of symbolism than to the current

'conaJPètion of symbols extant in the West. Finall� in the same

mJ�
area we could draw out �en-fertile materials with which - �d �o

�

construct a theology.

FOro·1S OF EXPRESS ION

'(.ve have said that the symbol is not only, nor

l'S
even especially, a medium of expression but� itself � the

expression of reality. He would relapse into .... vulgar pragmatism,
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I

and� imitate with little originality what the vvest has already
�

done to con�ts, if we ��e �.attempt<to
f(i +�

.�) as -:i",ª - h:e� �e, conceptssymbols

te ach by means of. It � {'¡).Se.
c.v.> if, I)W� 1

I � lO

The

symbol which is converted into a means to an end is thereby

destroyed. The c,oncept�� the "fruit" of "conceiving" dimpLi.e s

a loss of "virginity". But the symbol remains in the state of

innocence of the human spirit. To change it into an "object"

means to profane -it and to destroy it. A symbol lives and

exists in itself�.�rl ' e can create �na� or participate in
a..- �

�, symbol but one can never "use" _sWr.rbo s. There exists a certain

"intuition" of the symbol and a type. of symbolic knowing.� �.e....
"symbòl of the faith" (wh i.ch is usually translated as "creed")

has some connection with what we are saying.

The purpose of this es¿ay is to highlight the

9riginality of African "thought" without using categories

which would limit an elucidation of Africa to ¡vestern canons.

An analysis of rhythm is, in this sense, a test case.

It is difficult to exaggerate the importance of

the experience of time and space to the African or in the thought
- - - - --

of a Westerner. Without investigating the question in detail,------

we will limit ourselves to an ops¡rvation that these two extremes

touch one another. The experience of rhythm is prior to that
�J �e..'1

of time and space, Whi�n could be conceded as two distinct
,I

types of experience. �hythm is, in.a certain way, the mother of
i

time and space: It carries them $n her womb before giving them

birth. Time and space exist undifferentia1:ed w i.tih í.n rhythm. In
o, 02£t£>,.; V\

&fie' T.,vay one experiences rhythm as the "wedding". between time and
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space. This is exactly what an excited child of the l'lest feèls

when he hears African drums. B.ut in reality this already

Lmp Lí.e s a secondary experience since rhythm is not' so much the

result of a union bétween time and space but is the originatin�

womb out of wh í.ch twin: space and time is born. This description
" ,

of rhythm is not only significant for Art and Expr es.s i.on , The

intuition of rhythm is also decisive for the African representation

of history� and consequently, most importan�£or sacred history,
and from here ,for all theology. The appreciation of history as

the unfolding of a divine plan within space and time is enriched

even more when it is conceived as a rhythm of the wo rLd , as a
,

rhythmic momentum of salva tio� like a j ol t of creation prior to

e,
space and time �which ,widens within space and time as the divin -

human whirl of the universe. From this point of v í.ew the entire

problematic of the "theology of mysteries" is cast in a new light.

THE MYSTICAL

� Andr now, as a mere supposition, I ask myself,rhea:" I� (À5eVl.�e íVl ��ct.. '

� �' �t.:.a�in .¡ssè.11ls"e0i14 the necessary absence of union wi th God, which

�s commonly verified in African religions, is not rooted in the

dualistic hypothesis presupposed by the question and foreign to

the native intuition of the African spirit. Certainly there
ti

exists a religious haughtiness i$ Africa which almost leads the

African t.o.:,zuatarrogance in his humanity. Perhaps at the root of
'

this hauteur are certain convictions that man is the agent and
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-H .1-1
t fO$e..-¡ iII2 ( v:J I I Yi

and keeper of a fragment of God, and that he himself �;.kus, his

surrounding world, constitute a portion of God.

REFLECTION UPON .HONOTHEISTIC AND POLYTHEISTIC RELIGIONS

The science of comparative religion normally
(ro

divides the world religionsf��tween monotheistic or polytheistic .

..

IYl
This is a distinction which places Christianity ��Gn� the first

group, and the other so-called "primitive" religions in the second.
� - pe_f'Jcffl4_ � '.

Fer=0�����S we doubt the claim of this distinction not only
�S í��<"c.lS

.

in relation to Christianity but also �ê�à�i�e �o the primitive

religions. This problematic is a good example of the misunderstanding

of the essence not only of these religions in particular but

2 of the fundamental structure of religion
I

C\_$ � e-/I et .>
dis tinction) ,;,l.rJ,ï many .. other opinions) a($' W'ëJl"�,

in general. ��4
"

/5
.a:r.JW grounded in

the excessive rationalistic interpretation of the past centu�.

observations.

1: POLYTHEISH

It occurs to us that the expression "polytheism",

rto]: on:).y,· in regards to its etymology but also in regards to
- - - - - - - -� --

- -

-:-
- -

'fV¡\)ocJi,.:t_seij, is a recent phenomenon, and is indeed an um:ortunate) weV\ e
1- )

appropriation of the term, a·�-@l: �vel');:!;;e·(;I>1,;nb.v;e-G;_aJ:;. � �l\� �k. � �e fi'rd{11
rel'YleVl� be.r -r

one should �e � Qfu� that no polytheist ev� called himself by
> ,�

such a name and, 411 �PJ;$t second �-€t�, this name was introduced

precisely by non-polytheists to combat polytheism. This implies

� ",

"
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a compromise much more than a caricature.

There would be no objection .�����P polytheism
Gt.

if it only denoted a multitu;e of "gods", . at least in the sense

of the Hindu "devas', or
.

a simple plurality of superhuman beiilgs
or .. celestial spirits. But "polytheism", as it is used in

the Study of. Religion, says much mo.r e s '/!i :uS. it is ;to toe under-
� �6

stood ân� contrasted with monotheism· -hus is accused of

saying many whereas monotheism speaks about one. But this is
\J

an error. Here we run� ganst the first equivocation since

nei t.her
•

,�� so-called polytheism t¡or J.4.�. so-called monotheism

use the word theos in the same sense.

Actually polytheism does not affirm a plurality
of the One that monotheism recognizes as unique'f nor does it

defend a simple plurality of Ji!�i3::':é. �. "celestial" powers, th�t �- -

"divi�:; nor the multiplicity of the "supreme" being of

monotheism. One wouLd be assuming a too facile' position towards

polytheism even if it were granted that polytheists accepted él! �
1 1

.

f be í h
'

__,_Jb:î .'. í. .pura 1.ty a a e anq w o, a.€€�!l!il&� i{::"@ t.he
í

r own de f Lnê t í.on , 1.S

necessarily singular �nd unique.

Moreove�it is an historical fact, repeatedly
and obliquely confirmed by the serious student of religion,
that polytheism feels itself in no way opposed to monotheism.

If one str�ggles to unde�stand polytheism from within and clearly

analyzes the polytheistic experience without anachronistic

preju dices, one uncovers that this so-called polytheism is

grounded on two principles: the first maintains that in each

instance an exhaustive experience of the diety is experienced,
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manifested and worshipped; the second affirms that whatever

is presented or manifested in each instance never excludes

the divinity, that is, it never shuts out the diety. Whoever

perceives a contradiction between these two principles c<:=,uld

never become a polytheist, but h� could be a ra
i ionalist.

Before one accuses polytheism of �� a gross contradiction,

it;
it would be better to examine the roots of �q�� suppositions.
:rn �ot.T'"J
k�ùa:1:a;y the polytheistic creed does not affirm that "God" exists

in plurality, but simply that in this world multiple epiphanies

of God are given and in such a way that each of these manifesta-

tions can bè wor.shipped absolutely as "God".

Adoration that is considered as a vital, concrete,
ol') e."l �

existential realization of A.!;l;, union wi th God does not imply,
.�

in anyway whatsoever, affirmation or logical predication. THe

polytheistic creed never speaks about God, never affirms something
:f..\-

about GOdi it only speaks to himf prays to !im� ever pretends
e.ve..\

even a single generalization nor 'nsists é>��;IDl on a logical or

universal inference. We have said that polytheistic creed

wozsh i.ps the divinity which is manifest in each case, as God,

but not identified with Him. Proof demands a logical argument

which is foreign to the polytheistic creed. The polytheist

does not possess a rendered concept of God and yet he is neither
.

,
.

an atheist nor a monotheist; his God has not dw�ndled into
.

concepts nor into the flesh.

Furthermore one must note that the words "monos"

and "poli" are not even used, in both cases, at the same
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01'\ e.,..

exclusive level. If ani hope o save the "one" of monotheism,
"\=- �

And any!.desire5'he must beware that it is not a numerical one.

to uncover the meaning of pOlytheism, he must admit to himself

that no multiplication of "unityll corresponds to the "poli".

2. MONOTHEISH

Just as polytheism becomes problematic when it

.is put against a background of monotheism which is extraneous

and opposite to it, 'iiik����,et monotheism is no less burdened

�ith onerus biases if it is simply accepted as an anti-polytheism.
No authentic monotheist would agree to the

opinion that he affirms the unity of that IIthing" wh i.ch the

polytheist names as plural. Yet this is not all. �� -p J(he
a".;

concept of polytheism was derived from�purely rationâl "superiority
..

complexu Jp.n the face of "primitive"religions, likewise the

concept of monotheism appeared with the intent of matching

Christianity with the other Umonotheisticll religions. If mono-

theism is understood, and here only formally, against a background
of polytheism, it is not applicable to Christianity, that is �

it is no longer theism.

From the moment that mono-theism is contracted

with the poly-theism and the monos is a numerical comparison
w í.t.h the poli, one makes a tyrant of the "proper" God, that ise)
"one" God wh o has annihilated,defeated or assimilated all the

other gods. "My" God is then my protector and all the others

(individuals, nations, races ... ) do'not possess a Lord, a "true"
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God. The God of strict mono-theism would be "one" God who takes

his place at the head of all the gods and in that spell�

"swallmved" their "divinity."

�s:-has ;13een
-

ài�, olytheism and monotheism \) C\_\J e, b�V")

ûX�· presented as relativ�concePts�/�insufficientd-which
adjust to each other but fne¥ do not accord with the meaning

.�\:-k,...
._

-> divinity .has in�"polytheism" or in theism. We will ref�r

to the first meaning in our third observation about Hinduism;
-ttA� gtlll OVOI' 1'12

as to the se.cond meaning, <l;:\rese f� reflections will suffice;

In theism God is not "one", nor "solitary" nor

even "multiple". The drive to predicate a qualitative or

quantative exclusivity to God is nonsensical. If he were so,

God would no_ longer be the Absolute, Supreme, Infinite, Highest

or Perfect in all aspects. To Ldm í, t the monos to God is thus

a step towards folly. Monotheism and polytheism are reciprocally

exclusive terms. Boethius: Illud vere est unum in_quo nullus

numerus est (that is truly One in which abs-olutely nonnurnber exists) (�

�d �llowing his example, all subsequent scholasticism�
10 : \"1.... t\ ..M P'-'(Cf"

launched 'nto the treatice de Deo Uno, concerning the One God,

�m J.'ü-s: phrase. Just as *--W_ a�;pe-ns. in Israel, where monotheism

-tvee
was fixed as àn historical response in face of other religions,

$-0
�w±se, the mission of polytheism is to keep the nations open

to the self-revelation of God in Christ+�1 �e� serious theist

worships God in an exclusive or limited sense as if only "his"

God exi s ted, �a'n€it yet at the s arne time he is not can tent wi th

fo'VV'\d r:
the vague notion of GOdt\within amophous polytheism.

/..
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The vital relationship of a believer with God

tran�cends, in the final analysis, any scientifico-relig�ous D' � JIS Ç\ I r€c..llC2.

investigation which in character is quite technical and its-cl�Fe€��en

,� by liberalism. From the morphological point of view it is

not possible to distinguish the worship of a sincere polytheist

from an authentic monotheist.

God becomes, through my act of worship, my God,

"

is totally-on my side and inherits, in a manner of speaking--�v��-

though it is not necessary--total divinity. He elicits from me
- - - - --- ....._

_..

.

an absolute and total surrender and permits no rivalry with other

gOds�ith other worshiJPers. Expressed in another way: he

abides best in authentic monotheism or polytheism to the degree

that one is not self-concious. This is another objection
J.

against the authenticity of their attitute. Yet something rema,ins
f

that is unquestionable: theism is neither mono-theism nor

poly-theism; the Christian concept of God certainly is neither

the one nor the other.

I' 3. The experience of Hindu P�lytheism

Perhaps we can clarify our objection by reference

to the Hindu case.
I The scientifico-religious concept of poly-

_¡
theism was essentially constructed upon studies O· mediterranean

religions (Egypt, Greece, Rome, �·1esopotamia) .. and on African·

religions. If one attempts to apply this concept to India, �7 o��·

Ct.

yr' _
Œ discove <t ,.",Jt�i: that Hinduism, according to <èl;¡ê selected view

point, not only ¢�» presen�itself as a completely monotheistic

religion but also as univocally polytheistic. The explanation

1

Ii
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of the Hindu phenomenon, such as ,is offered in the suggestive
(; t>'f\ .

I '4 a

hypothesis of Iv1ax Huller about; henotheism, is valid only for

that mentality which affirms the inadequacy of an earlier

distinction yet itself remains foreign and external to Hinduism

since it quite innoce?tly accepts the supposition that all religions
2

must rigorously be divided into monotheism or pOlytheism.

Thus with mutat!s mutandis, minutis, minuendis

et salva reventia p�us making use of particular analogy in view

of its greater psychological comprehension, it would be feasible

to explain the Indian case along selected aspects from the

Christian doctrine oi: the Trinity!

An Hindu on hearing a typical and modern analysis
"i r-t'ó 4l.

of polytheism wou l.d feel -$.0- tittle involved in his faith just

as a Christian would never identify his trinitarian faith with

an analysis of tritheism. But the par::lllel between Hindu and

Christian does not lie in their state of mind. Much less does

it reside in any coincidence of doctrines since both are

.�
qu i.t;e different. ];;r ¡ 13:�t. there exists a parallelism in ontic

intentiunality. In reality, by antonomy, ,the absolute does

not possess a humanly actual name. "God", by any name whatsoever,

is a concept conformed to man. God is not "God" to himself, He

does not worship himself. "God" is a Being worthy of worship

,� who shows his face ad extra; that is/. he is "God" only to

creatures. Lacking worshippers, er \'¡hateve� things, creatior,
God does not nèed to be "God". The classical relatio rationis
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Hence neither monotheism nor polytheism sufficiently

explainS Hinduism. ��� his does not at all imply relativism but r�j
,

d í.v í.n í.c-
"y ,¿-SO t� �f'U!�l ��" Lí h í h

'

tnat av í.n í.t.y, !l.�,:a manner o;w S�EHLr...'.J..'I1'1§',. !!k'"S* a rea �·ty. w a,c a s
"

strictly conce'ptual relat.ion between God and world--of both

Christian and Indian sc�olasticism clearly respects this situation

without recourse to mysticism. Thus the earliest Christian

��\
heresies are dialectically rooted in the forced need to ,N:larmonize

_�K�t¡l.ge! � Old Testament "monotheism" with the Christological

thematic $ .t.hus w í.t.hí.n a monolithic. monocheí.sm , Christ could find

.

room only as adapted by the Father, (and not God), or, on the

contrary, as a sihlple name or "modeli of divinity. (Apply this

to the so called adoptionism, modalism, nestorianism, patri-

passionishl, monophysitism, etc., ).

a Lways transcendent and ineffable. Precisely because a name is

not'an empty fiction, it sews--and at the same time/'Í1ips'--on
. �-�/ ...--

God each name of God. Indian

The "gods" are'actual and are truly "God", yet for all this they
v Vl/ i /<.tL

, are not exclusive in their unity, alS'fW� the Christian tril1ity
aJJltSrJ 5 '

����� Î"s¡ no po Lytihe í.srn , Each god is plainly God and has no other

equal. And this must be said of each name of God as long as we

do not degrade Him to a concept. All the "gods" are one and

the same divinity and without a doubt, each one of them is "God."

They are not identical because each is "Godl/¡ nor distinct

because we lack any prior point. of comparison whatsoever. To

facilitate a comprehension Qf Hinduism from within, one can

herein interpolate the Christian faith on the Trinity. But this

is to gO,beyond our goals.

43.
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We resist the urge to strengthen these three

observations with other � .����� example or to expand <::5V\

'. . me..re..l7 WIS

these re�ctions@ are (i.l� detail. We �S�tf� �. to underscore

o
the need to revise anew thœse categories that are of current

use in the study of Religion, where one tries to comprehend the
3

religious fact from within.

I'
II

,
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AN ENCOU�·JTER TUTH INDIA

A CIIRISTIAN AND HINDU ·liESSAGE .

THE PROBLEH

6'he task O��;mytholœg¡zing was initially

a narE.9� response to a need purely internal to Hestern Christianity.

Yet today it has broad and important ramifications for the teaching

mission of the Church, that is, for the preaching of the christian
(VI \lJ I- v..J.e.. �

message to non-christïan peoples'! Sfi!J/.now/w� ,,�£! .'Qi proclaim a

:rs
d�ythologized christian message? :ë4u$!:: the limited success of the

eJ,le_
christian mission in some countries � attribut-e_d- to the. lack of

adequate dYmythologization? On the other hand, d0nytholization
(

other religions
Co",-\a. � II\�"'--

��J the�possibility of casting new light upon the Christian en-

is an urgent problem today since Christianity is in contact with
t'.s '

..���-J..>tÁa necessary and inevitable development

counter wi th other worLd religions.
1

. I .

Ne would like to submit as a second installment
(OliOLVi ....i

-.
- - ._-

the�¡observations about the actual encounter of Hinduism with

Christianity, a concrete meeting grounded upon our own experiences.

NEGATIVE EXPERIENCE

The Christian west once provided evidence of pre-

viously religious notions gradually falling into a more insistent

l. This chapter is a condensed summary.of materials the author has

already treated and is based on published studies and others in
preparation.
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unbelief. It is ��rn this fundamental experience that gave rise 1;
2 �S I

the task of d�ytholigizing. l� ;B-��S' _S'�s,e it claims that the

traditional apologetics must be revised and reformed. Upon a

there is a general discontent
�h',le

many cent.ur í.e s , wfl:ePl there �s �

similar onviction(yet not identica�,wiK
��� current missionology. After so

� no lack of means, nor risk-taking or courage, the presence of

believers has decreased in both quality and quantity, especially

in the higher cu l, tm::es where it does not even keep up wi th the
- - _-"

actual increase in population. Is this bankrupcy due to the style

of preaching? Or is the situation so serious that it is not even

met at any level of current apologetics? Years ago missionaries
.

a5
would refer to resist�nceÁ inspired by the devil¡ today they are

critically revising their methods.
,

This topic 's supreme y delicate and we do not
ccnV¡I'Y\;f- o... 8Q9� e WlI'\'1 et..vl

fi
intend to!negate the grandiose labors of christian missionaries QA���

intend t? .i \ \.
)
"" í' ".Ir\�oesT' IRS

deal with statistics or with spectacular conversions
..

· �. with

the proclamation of the very í'iord of God, 1!;_i' the possibility of

its reception, � the salvation of nations and also of those

human values which are natural to their cultures; we consider

the dynamism of and of
------------------------

�ere is n�t the sl�htes� doubt that�ristianity h�o:_g::_ne�t�
these cultures and even among the baptized there remains a split

between their deepest' life and their so-called christian faith.

Today it is fashionable to speak ���� theological colonialism,

2. Cf. C. Bornkamm, "Die christiliche Botschaft und das Problem
ihrer entmythologisierung," in Theologie heute, .t1unich, C.H.
Beck, 2, 1959, pp. 36 ss.

r-
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about an exaggerated European shape of Christianity and things
doe.$

along this line. But this�not advance us much.

Again we intend to limit ourselves to one point
�'I\ 1'3

'

of view ��1')! this problematic, and we appeal tïhaJ: the reader
-+o

not)detach our reflections from their context.

THE MISTAKE

Inspi te of the fact that there exists) and has

reo£- des '( ("'-€._ -\-o """"-�
existed a ' -;él'ê 1<�íL � � contact and WÛoiJ1s, many notable

"/, ,.¡..,-
WI I � �Q)ca__�.J

failures it is undeniable that, in general, there has not yet

been an encounter'between Cnristianity and Hinduism at the

spiritual level.,· Agreement cannot be reached. Each speaks a

c;rrv¿_ lAt... �
different language and w enever @-'at'''e-'� feels $�� à�. comprehended

'I "V f1t-.a_ ...Q.cv.¡� ('e¡,o ,"
the other) �e \it is) �� discoverd that words do not have the

DQ\ a....\'-L
same meaning. Fundamental notions are not the samei�basic

--\1A.L
attitudes, silent suppositions, ristine composition of spirit.

Moreover this fault appears ac�oss the intellectual

horizon. He offer some examples:

PANTHEISH

Open any book on Hinduism or Hindu philosophy and

one w i.Ll, inevi tab� find the claim or defense, that the cosmovision

of the Hindu is pantheistic. Texts are not'lac�i.ng that, "ut
----._.__--...__., ---_

nobis sonant", echo pantheism. Even some "modern" iridian scholars

�r�
have been convinced that they w�� pantheistic. The entire Greek
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theory of prime matter, protohyle,·with which the demiurge

composed the world (the Itcreatio ex nihilo" is the Christian echo

of thi� is something alien to India, and the similar. indian

notion of a "creation a Deo" has been interpreted hypothetically

as "creatis ex Deo." This is not to claim that there are no

pantheists in India--just as some exist in the west--but simply
"

� \�

that pantheism is not . fundamental mood � India. The profound

meaning of the� texts and above all the message they contain

\)VI_.fc,<4v",�-t:J 'j
is much beyond what, b'li::tili:�barËi1!'luak.4' has been tagged as "pantheism".

MONISM

The monism of the Indian doctrine of advaita is

almost a dogma among western interpreters, a dogma which, on the

other hand, .has lured not a few modern indian philosophers. Now

, the fundamental posture of adV'aita (non-dualism) is expressed as

follows: God and world are not "two" since nothing exists--

no "thing", no being--that could bestow a meaning to that "two".

o
Yet God and the world are not "one" since this wo�ld not only

/

imply the collapse of the world--by which the west is so preoccupied--

but also it would soil the absoluteness (the basic a-advaita) of

God. We note that there is a deep affinity between the Thomist

problematic of the "relatio rationis", of creation from God, and

the Indian doctrine of advaita.

The unreality of the world

Amid the few terms from Indian �ilOSOPhY which

are current in the west one can claim that "maya" is the most

popular. By this .one understands "illusion", that is, the
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1'<"0 �s
unreality of the world. If one �€���s from the fact that this

word possesses, including gramatically, anobner meaning--maya

is the terminus technicus which designates the pecularity of being

non-divine,' which is neither being or no'h-being, and as such can

never be grasped in toto, in statu quietis, in esse completo but

only in fieri, in statu viatoris, in esse imperfecto,--which can

never be attached to Brahman, at the same level of the Absolute

since it does not possess proper real-ity.

THE IMPERSONALITY OF GOD

The maya obstacle that trips western theistic

philosophy, even in the case of an open approach to India, is

the apparently unanswerable doctrine of the impersonality of God.

PrDcu.cJ¡'
Here also is a mistake. Precin ing from the fact that the Indian

concept of 'Brahman and the semitic concept of God both relate to

each other as two poles of one and the same reality, such that they

are only two distinct approaches to 'the absolute, one must keep

in mind especially that the very same reasons that compelled the

west to appropriate a personality of God were the same ones that

led India to disclaim a divine personality. Because the west

considers the person--at least in a human personali�y�--the supreme

value, it desires to ascribe such a value to God, but in an

eminent fashion. India driven by the same reasoning, but seeking

the different goal of extricating the human personality from all

anthrophormism, concluded that God was not a person by reason of



having characterized Him as absolute being, spirit and beatitude

and never as an inert trunk. In the final analysis, India refuses

to see orie person in God (and every Christian should be in

agreement) since an& "I" always postulates a "you" (
------

which could be solved only within the Christian doctrine of thE/

trinity), yet India continues to name the Abs oLut.e "Sadcidananda."

BEYOND HISTORY

The modern West is so boastful over "its" discovery

of the historical dimension of man, that it has almost blinded

itself to the sight that the same human and ontological history

is found in the Indian notion of Karma. What is Karma but a con-

densed temporal existence, perceived precisely as such an ontolo-

gical homogeneity so as to transcend the individual? By means

of the law of Karma the past is inserted into the present and

human solidarity falls into an ontological-historical net. Pre-

cisely because Indian historicity is so deeply installed in. human

existence it can offer the ,impression that India is quite uncon-

orla

cerned about shallow hisu�graphy or about the temporal-spatial

boundaries of the outer ripples of human destiny.

We could go on citing more examples such as the

error about idolatry or concerning the concepts of the avatar

or polytheism, etc.

50.
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Obviously none of this implies that there is no

monotheism or idolatry in India, or whatever else we would�
�u� ��tliked toJpoin out. ButÁwe ���. wanted to underscore is that

the heart of the issue does not lié in the realm of intalect

and ideas. If we ignore this fact we could bind ourselves in
o e, , l/

11'\ IqO)VultL ('ç.,_<;o..-
the following situation, that is: W'A.!-' the so-called;(method i/iif4Y

,

which presupposes the

the message in so far as ��� ���¥�
M ( 0-('(2.. �*O_IV\

about God,¡'__world and othersl Thus, in

impossibility of

_........0... _.
'

1 1� �n'G.�I2IiÀall. oca
,

/'-
.

the first place, one

preaching

ideas

would have to wipe out the native enterprise; then secondly, one

¡II
would have to �troduce new "western" ter¥ that are overbearingly

"ch.r í.st í.an", . o� only then would one be able to pr�. the message
� -

to the metaphysical, on which this attitude is grounded, precisely
----

- .....___. . -- -----
�

signifies a dtmytholyzing much to the scholastic taste of the
__

,

west?

e--
d,�ythology .

Y·

At the least this should be a caution for all types of

THE PRINCI:PLES

What then should be done in a similar situation?

Should we be content with the simple presentation of Christian

doctrine as the intellectual perfection of indian wisdom? If this

were possible to any degree, then it would, at the least, imply

the negation of the most profound idiosyncrasy of the christian·

message: a way of life and a scandal rather than a doctrine or

credible idea.
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EXISTEN�IAL INCARNATION

The total mission of Christ consists in creation,

redemption and glorification. The mission conferred on the

Church by Christ is the co-redemption of the world. Christ,

the Redeemer, accomplished his mission through the Kenosis of
?

his. incarnation. There is redemption �nlyC after incarnation.

The disciple is no better off thàn his Master. Thus, whenever he

deals with co-redemption, the Christian must adapt and accommodate

himself to the world and the uworld" of his neighbor, and must learn

how to connect and vitalíy ,� engage that world. His rebirth lies

there. If the neighbor belongs to a completely distinct culture,

then that urge to incarnation implicates a sincere and authentic

acceptance of all the values of that culture, even if they are

inferior to one "s own. It i,s not a matter of proclaiming Christ's

message superficially but of dealing with the total risk of Man.

Thus the word of testimony must be incarnated. Lacking this

transformation, one simply cannot connect with the depths. The

Kerygma comes forth as a message only if it is truly incarnated.

CONVERSION

By conversion we do not mean a total deliverance

from error (aversio) so much as a turning to truth and the grasping

of it. Existential incarnation, previously introduced, represents,
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in this sense, a turning to all the partial truths which are

attainable in Hinduism. If one limits himself only to combat

,_7\.bDt" c� � M.�,Cl,

error, then, at/���, one is merely wrestling with a ��a

without ever engaging the real issue. On the other hand when a

christian converts to Hinduism, he is not only enriched from within,

but also enters into a superior level. Such a conversion does not

imply the abandonment of the christian truth, but its enrichment

fi
and stre¡thening• It normal that this demands a� interior

stripping and renunciation, that is: true poverty of spirit is

hard to realize, yet it is the only path on which a conversio

need not become a type of christian a-wers í,o , In other words" it

is necessary to announce the message, but not simultaneously to

forget that the message is a service not only unto the Word of

God but also unto Man--a love burning not only for God·but also

for those who have been "implored" by Ifim--a life spent not only

for God but also for the sons of God.

STUDY

It is obviously necessary that the Word of God must

is
be translated yet this�not always easily realizable. The necessity

expresses itself in the fact that the message has come to us as a

translation. Christ spoke no Latin, Greek or Hebrew. What the

evangelists did for us we, in turn, must do for �h�Others. Yet

the translation supposes an exact grasp of both idioms. However

language is not only technical but also spiritual. Thus Lf one
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does not comprehend the spiritual world of the indian in its
��.

-

depth and width, then Já1e> is not able to make the "good news

perceptible.

The consideration of this last point introduces us

to our main problem.

REMYTHOLOGIZATION

What would be the first condition to teach Sansgit

thoroughly to John1 One must not only command Sanscrit but must
J. ...;..-

) also know John. There actually exists -a teaching tradition of

Sans�rit among the pundits,�t which usually echoes unfruitfully
-

\

(�éx�nd,Western man.

If we ask ourselves for the cause of similar
\

failures, we must admit that it lies not so much in deficient
't'e...

k:rfWòledge of the object as it does in our � ·.�,,-t comprehension of

the subject, or, expressed in another way: the fundamental reason

for the failure, it seems to us, is grounded on the western

incomprehension of the myth. Lacking a sense of myth, one

cannot comprehend the indian; and just as myth without its proper

speech, collapses into pure legend or superstition or at best,

allegory, so western man, who did not know what to do with his

own �JPe9i' myths, inevitably did not know how to approach the

mythic mentality of the indian.

There is not the slightest doubt that since Desèartes

myth has been repressed in so-called modern philosophy. Hyth is
+(le.5 ir

absur;d when one � to comprehendÁliterally, that is,
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"scientifically." The "letter killeth", not only the mythical

but also, above all, that part of human existence which shows

its truth and makes it home within myth (since we are not pure

intellects) •

Q.._

Although dpytholization as such is known only

to scientific-natural man� involved in modern western technology,

yet it is a u�ilateral outlook since it excludes other possibilities

that dwell within the same man which could lead him beyond such

. a narrow image of the world. The "good news" could serv.e him as

precisely that fresh air, at moments strange yet liberating,

which would allow him to breathe and visualize other regions of

existence.

for three �ears I have written dàily to my girlfriend who now
,_._

informs me that she will marry the postman!

For three centuries the west alone has communicated

w:ith the beloved, with God, with reality, by means of letters,

reason, logos.)and now has married that inter-mediary and fallen·
.�

into the hands of con-sciousness and thus shows hatred towards

Il simplè existence.' Meanwhile the pretension persists that, the

letter of that ,other correspondent must be translated into
. e.

scientific,. objective and d8mythologized script since the

amorous idiom of th'eir author is no longer intelligible.

I'

However, in classic India,�which still exist��there is no
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ovJV(
concern _ the postman who read5 very little, that is, �

does not decode th.e letters. Philosophy, in the post-cartesian

meaning of the term, does not exist. Its way of wisdom is

either religion or theology, or an openness or listening to

0-

the word, or an as�ult
p""-

to d_eci4'er facts.

on the obscure and profound, an attempt

problems, as a key

as a deed grounded

The gospel, revealed as a solution to human

that unlocks the enigmas of humadexistenc�( ..

within history, that is� grounded in the past,

as a guiding light to reason, or�as a scientific and verifiable
e_

,I

fact, another dymythologized item, .l)t' �':eh' would not be capable

of'moving the indian hear�. Under the best circumstances the

indian could intellectually assimilate _oral and rational diçta
hv

but�would not grasp the heart of the message.

The first example is a contribution to what could
-to

be called mythologization and the secon��what we have called

re-mythologization.

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

It is a chapter in the destiny of western Christianity-­
"\

(.i':_this_!as it�e��i� ..==_�n;.---that the passage in the

-Old Testament in which God �imSel to Moses as nHe who

·is, ft
was, in the first place, transferred to the metaphysical

plane, and in the second place, was interpreted in the sense of

,­
,
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\ ,');c5
f'

3
a metaph�es- a Ex�stence.

We would li�e to clarify at the outset that we

to
.'

have no abjections a't#a'í� this int�rpretation which represents

a large section of the Christian tradition.4 But we mus�� bf (.�" V"�� 8�1 r

immediately add that very freque�tly .efl}", �é�o>t' ,g(ë� /'
_ pdi�Rj;.-

th t h d l, ''_'' .� ,/�S!b (1_' I .'

th
,.,'

t t'a ere we are ea �ng "'H:.
.¡..¿,� <:J;;>��s.t -p::,�ce w�, an 1nterpre a a.on ,

)Ú� .

,,f � , not et an identity, and r ...;ne ":èèo·- �a�Ce'7, with one
I
..

,t, :,'
of the possible a priori interpretations of that same text.5

Taking this for granted, one would say that the

,metaphysical-ontological interpretation of the Christian tradition

ev±ougn it is distinct �Y from elle Platonié ontology,

and the Aristotelian7 and even�of Fillon,8 nonetheless allows, pri­

modially, anoth.er meaning. Thus we do not commit the same error

with a simple substitution of one metaphysics for another. As a

metaphysics it would be difficult to find a bett;er one , '.� �i
r� It- I

desire'¡{to leave the biblical account as Sille- and place the listener

closer to the revelation. We attempt to discover its meaning inspite

3. Ex. 3,14: Ego sum qui sum, ait: sic dices filus Israel, qui
misit me ad vos.

4. See the magistral study by E. Gilson: The Spirit of Medieval

Philosophy, Paris, Vrin, 1944 (1932) in which he develops the
notion that the're is no metaphysics in the Book of Exodus rather
a metaphysics of exodus.

5. In our opinion the patristic interpretation of the text does not
reinforce the sense ,of the "ipsum esse" of Aquinas (S.T. 1 q.13, a.2)
but rather the sense\of the living God as Lord, according to the

very next verse in the text.
6. Cf. Sophist 248 E.}

.

7. Cf. Metaphysics, II, I (1003 to 311, etc.
8. He not only uses but also • But one finds the true

name of God in Cf., l2l,(Buechsel, Theological Dictionary
of the New Testament II, 397 art.)
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of the fact that we see ourselves forced to use philosophical'

terminology. In this particular. passage we. come upon a four-fold

meaning:

al The formula has a supratemporal meaning. It desires to express
t\..?;H 9

that. Jahweh is that who is, was and sha�l. be. This affirmation
10

. 11
could be Greek, or Ind�an. One finds an echo in the words

of Christ12 in the New Testament13 and, in general, within the
14

tradition.

b) The passage also has exclusive meaning. No other God exists
15. rsbut the God of Israel. He a.s the only one. Jesus

I
uses the

çJ...o.ocJi )same words in this sense and the Jews surely' understand them as an

affirmation about God since the unity of God was Israel's. primary

characeristic.17
c) Also our text sugges that Jahwèh is that who is' there, as if

�
to say: I 'am here, He who s.peaks, who reve;ts himself to you--

9. Cf. Bueschel,' 10 c. cit.
10. Cfr. the splendid riddle of the oraèle of Dodova:

(in Buechsel
lac. cit.; also Plato: Timaeus, 37 D.
11. Purusa evedam sarvam .ad bhutam yac ca bhavyam ("God--is all

that he has been and will be"). Rg. Ved., ,X, 90 2. Cfr. al�oRamanUlja, Gita-bhasya, IX, 19 where he interprets the sadasat
(Being and Non-Being) as designations for God in the G�ta--­
in the present--sat--and past-future-� asàt--.

12. Cfr. ;rn. 8, 58 where there is a clear contrast between the
of Abraham and the of Jesus. Jesus

uses the word in the sense of his temporal transcendence.
See also In. 8, 19 where Jesus also related the
to his supra-temporality.

13. Cf. Rv. i, 4, 8 i 6, 17; rs , 5.
14. Cf. Gregory Nacienzen, Orat., 30, 18, etc.
15. Cf. Dt., XVI, 4i l M�c., XIIi Dt., XXXII, lGi Eclticos 1,8.
rs , Cf. Ex., 20,.2; rs .', XLIV, 6-8 i ELV, 5.
17. Cf. In. 10, 31-39.
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precisely here with YáU--Who watches for you--all of you--and

Who,desires to liberate you; I am as present to you as I was when

I made the alliance with your father Abraham. This passage wants

to stress providence, the true care God has for his People. The

God of Israel is an invisible, terrible and transcendent divinity,

and at the same time He is a 'father, husband, friend who reveals

Himself by saying: I am here and grànted that I always am and have

been wi th you, I have noticed wha't you have suffered under the

Egyptian yoke, and now I have decided to save you and to select
18

you, MOses, as my prophet.

d) The true force of this text seems to be lodged in the confirmation

of the personal character of Jahweh.. The divinity does not reveal

itself here as Existence but as an "I". It does not say that He
,

is Being but that He is I. "I am that I am". The stress is placed

upon the I. He has no predicate, not even that of Existence. 'He

does not reveal himself as substance but as Word, as act, as

person, precisely not as "he is" but as an "I am", because God,

at least the God of the Old Testament, can not make claim that

"he is" but on,ly an "I". If one tries to subordinate him to some

- ,

predicate, one could no longèr interpret this text:

19
but as: I am the I.

I am existence

One can relate the expression used by Jesus
20

to this text where He applies to his own person the

18. lowe the insight to develop this third notion to J. B. Lotz.
19. The consequencesof this inte:�retation are of enormous importance

but do not effect our present effort. See my essay, "The
existential phenomenology of truth" in Anuario filosofico de la
Sociedad Goerres, Munich, 1 956.

20. Also. VIII, 24, 28
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AN EXAMPLE: THÈ PERSON OF CHRSIT

Our aim is to synthesize and illustrate the text

by means of a central example. We read in the Acts of the Apostles,

that the apostles, immediately after Pentecost, preached Christ--
I

2l
both in the temple and in houses of Jesus •

...,......__ z:Ot
-

�.. -...--

This expression was also used to indicate the initial attempts to
22

preach the message to pagans. It is also reflected in the basic
23

structure of the Letter to The Hebrews : "at various times in the

past and in various different ways, God spoke to our ancestors

through the prophets¡ but in our own time, the last days, he has

spoken to us through his Son.�

Western Christianity, over the past centuries, and

especially Catholic theology have stressed the so called historicity

of Christianity and of Christ, in order to maintain their realities

in the face of modernist and docetic tendencies. It was felt

that if th� actions in Bethleham and Jerusalem were truly historical,

then Christianit.y was grounded upon a firm and immovable base. TJp

until the Second World War it was a matter of honor for any theologian

of renown, of whatever school, to write a history or life of Christ.

We will forbear an analysis of the entire problematic which this

implies here and also for the task of a theology of the Word for

the West, and limit ourselves only to non-Christian India. We

21. Cf. Ac. 5, 42.
22. Cf. Ac. 8, 5 and 35.
23. Cf. Heb., l, l.
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would be happy if some applications from our analysis could be

made to the West of today, but we are unable here to assume that

task.

Phillip, Paul, the Apostles preached Jesus" the
� pre4Jxl�'

Christ; that is, they grounded �� upon a miraculous action in

Jerusalem, which no one could denY'tpon � m�d..�c �it!}L they

preached the identity of Jesus with the Christ. In one way or the

other, a faith in Christ was presupposed. Only at Athens, where

this supposition was nol-implied, the scandal 'of Paul was not

effective"fand was melted down by the i:p.difference ànd laughing

smiles', of-the Athenians. Likewise, Europe, over the past centuries,
--� (� 1.

'

..

hasÔ'á.llowed�n the on� h���uthen,t�c' Chr�st�c awareness to be

distorted �Ad9has tOlerated,�n the other hand; a sweet devotion to

Jesus.among believers�¡ól.and 4',-, scepticism about Jesus ..... among non-
) "

-r. .

\

believer� �� thus when Europe preached the good news of Jesus

to India, India did not comprehend it as concerning the Christ but
7\1.

as a manifestation of a new avatar, as a new edition of hç��, original
»"

-"""'

and ancient religious doctrine, .. a ne ' fOrm¡Gnd more actualî of

morality and religion. India developed the impression that the figure

,of Jesus was a challenge to her ancient religious models. Summing

up. and speaking pastorally: the Christian message, in general, has

v
not even reached the level of a problem of consience in which it

Q,
is necessary to choose one or the other; tneo,r¡i.tically this indicates

that the majority of the converted have not grasped that Jesus

affirmed himself as the Christ.

First, r would like to begin by describing concisely
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and at tne same time somewhat critically, the typical indian reaction
(\

to current apologetics and thet" to outline schematically the

fundamental themes of a re-mythologized message.

Nearly twenty centuries ago, Jesus of Nazareth

identified himself as the Son of Godt he died on the cross in

belief of the world, rose on the tnird day and established a church

on His Apostles so that his message would be transmitted and now

it has been delivered to you, my friendl

To a believing Hindu none of this presents difficulty.

Since, parallel to Jesus, he is aware. of many others. The world

is full of divine men whom God send$here and there to save the

world. All preach alike: love, goodness, charity, compassion
50 &A

and�. Above all,�heologians construct(!n each cas� a doctrine,

which is be.tter or worse and can be adapted to men according to
- -

._.,.._.,,-..__...,;..... ...._,_,---_-

their temperament, culture, time and space. The Hindu believer is

also disposed to declare himself a Christian whenever Christian

doctrine authentically appeals to him(yet at times he conceals the

fear that he is dealing with a religion that is much too Western).

There is only one item in Christianity that he has never been
.

I lÎ(">r ·{S �<eY(_ .

able to comprehend, a'f):�/_·: ..:¡,nG.1;�s:ive*y., -the.�e-ÍtS �r::)the slightest
h�s ,,!_vU

"

possibility of�comprehending it since he is conditioned by his

environment; we refer not to any absolute demand of Christianity

('this can be admitt.ed easily since at depth, they are all alike)
..fo

but to its pretension � exlusivity.

If human history is so vast and multiplex, if

humanity is. so old and so distinct, why must there be only one

avatar? Why must the world remain in darkness and the help from



7 reAl� ,0 9
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God appear as an exception to a special irbe? And why, finally

that monopoly? Obviously in no conversation would it be possible
�idvV\

/
t

to admit, for a fact, that my religion is diabolical wt:ereas yourS /IVI.�

is divine. that I�;av:�r or l'Ç" s� of the divinity�sobscure and

formless, �$¡ smaller 'I' weaker than yours, si�ce
we are not engaged

�3
in an infantile debate that the size of my ·addy's coat is bigger

than your father's coat. Certainly classical apologetics can offer

rational arguments to these objections and demonstrate that

Christian affirmations are not inhuman; but ultimately every
$'0

argument is reducible to the fact that God wants it �ch and that
1:6 hR.,

He �;;.self reve1aled �is desire ò.f b�g venerated and adored only

thr)i His Son Jesus christ. In the íêl'€l� of such an argument, an

Hindu� will think/�even if he will not express i)�at, given

this situation, he would prefer to wait for such an important

revelation.

Preaching would have a different effect �K��·vn'�j�
l

related to what we have called Chris tic consciousness. If the

'pre/aching of the Christian

mes�a
e _"gnores Indian Cllristic

_p(ò OV\I\

consc í.ous.Ïneas , then it risks ij-
I

C failure.
, S'h� verltvr9-

I ��� to expand briefly on this indian discernment.

While-doing so I ��d ask ���� the Western Christian thinker to listen

;to me rith a Virginallc:l!ne s and �¡ � reach at once with

ecclesiastical and historical tinti�ulations at my reflections.

Jesus, the Christ, is not an incarnation of God

suddenly fallen from heaven. To judeo-christians he was the Messiah

promised and foretold much,earlier; to greco-christians he was the
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answer to a deep hope, the actual logos. That logos became flesh,

says John, and by his incarnation he completely recast the hell�nic

concept of logo� (the same way that Christ was not simply the

adaequatio of the jewish messianic faith but its adimpletio). If

we begin with logos in India, we �ëjd�\ have to say the contrary in

order to make the same claim: flesh became logos since logos could

not become what it already was--it did not come down--. The

destiny of the flesh is. not its destruction or annihilation but its$­
divinization, its incorporation into the divinity, which is produced

precisely through the incarnate logos; moreover, this resurrection

of the flesh not only happened through the logos, but within it.

Yet this is not all.

Just as the indian religion carries strong vestiges

of a trinity in God which is not found in the Trimurti but in the

Sadcidananda} so Hinduism possesses a defini"ti, christic consciousness,

which has nothing to do with its avaitic doctrine but with the

multiple ways of conceiving "isvaran, its interpretation of Antaryamin.)
and above all, its theandric ex�ience.

If we were to chara erize Christ as an avatar, or

as an aparition of the divine in human form within space and time,

as an historical descent by the d.v�ne, we would then be making it

impossible for the indian spirit to identify Jesus with the Christ�o �o(

Jesus would then be so comp¡etely an incarnation and only an

incarnati0z;, and thus so historical) that he could not transcend

history.
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,��
The basic scheme of the message, most condensed and

for that reason partly deformed, .would be as follows:

Only God exists, God� the absolute reality,
-, '0JII:l� ��

, "

and all the "rest"; wi)a ner m- "f:a�tlœ--xmdr I, can only be in so

far -as it rests upon Him and "is" in Him. Creation is not existence

ripped away from God("this is precisely sin) but more truly a call

to go highe� up towards His abode. One must not ask: who is called

,upward? ' Since that "who
II
is precisely the one called, summoned

I'

existence. I am nothing more than this spoken word. God is not

the "other" but the "One", and I myself am not "anotherU but a

"not-yet-one", a "not-second" still however not "oneu., This tension,"

interior to the Trinity�--without imparing its ab-soluteness and

\" VI

simplicity�-is an essential element of the trinitarian revelation
)

,

of God. India does not comprehend it and nevertheless continues

to ask: what is this Being, that without being God, in case he
-

-
- _" --- - - -

--_- - _- "'"-.,__.--._ - -------
...

is God, only can be Gog.? How can "Being" exist, a "creation', which

m��same time bela not'_be� What is in God that is both
c¡�

d�vine and creative? .

The Christian answer now is obviousj pn7cC�
.

-5 Christ,

the total Christ who holds in Himself the new earth and the new

heave� � �s is that theandric reality, in which all that exists

participates. Thus, this Christ is the ontic mediator, in his

temporal enterprise. Up to now we have excluded time from our

,

consideration. This Christ is both creator and glorifier, that is�
the completion of temporal existence. This Christ is the divine source

� V\ bf�Ç-
that cal� each being and lets each being exist; �� ��, this

II
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Christ is truly and really God. We now come to the true temporal

message; this Christ is also redeemer, because that rising to the

heights of God signifies a true return and a real ascent.� That

Christ, who furthermore has cared for the world since it is his body

(in eternity) and � achieve becoming it (within temporal passage

and in so far as it is not thus, it simply is not) and who, conse-

quently, has called prophets to exist, and founders of religions,

saints; that Christ has revealed at the final days His real head.}
_)

Not only has He allowed His predestined members to exist but He

himself was born of the Virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate

and rose on the thi¡rd .. .day in order to continue the fulfillment of

his mission unto the end (1 Cor. XV, 28).

This can all seem too:._philosophical and in fact it

has only been possible tO�lOsoPhical:;l this overly

h
. (i-Â� h d h'

.

f
..

compact synt esa.s \u..u'� we never a t e l.ntentl.on o engagl.ng a.n

a philosophical discourse). Now (since we have anticipated that

discourse) we are .able to formulate more �imply our fundamental scheme:

We begin with the Eucharist, that is� with the

Eucharist understood literally as sacrifice, as sacrament and as

doctrine. Divinization is possible; moreover, it is a fact: the

unity of what has been called the creative with the very Trinity
-

(just as the Father and I are One •• John XVII, 21). God comes to

us and- is not limited to an arrival but becomes one with us. It

is a true union through which alone we truly arrive at "existence",

etc. Thus, this Eucharist, this cosmic yet personal Christ is

identical with the historical Christ of Nazareth.
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This is precisely the scandal inaudible in India;

not the claim of an incarnation,.nor that God has come down as a

man, not that the Logos. has become enfleshed but that all�flesh can

reach up to existence, to God's existence, that the myth has become

history, that union with God is attainable not by a renunciation of

11 h· t b t
.

1 th � " í(rd' . .

t'a �s ory u prec�se y � �� �v�n�z. �on�

In other words, historicity is not the base but

the crown of preaching, the historical Jesus is not the point of

departure but the "eschaton." The foundation of evangelistic

preaching is not faith in the histori�graphy of Jesus but faith in

Him who can come to us only through a personal contact within aQ

intimate encounter.�ith Him It is a common claim, and rightly �o,
\)

that fá.ith is a grat;�tous gift from God, but it is at times overlooked
,

that this gift, in order to be effectivey ( in so far as Christ comes

down to us,--in whatever way--in order to let us participate in his

mystery) always presupposes an encounter with Christ; at the least,

an hour of Damascus. Each believer is a man of grace even if later

he loses it through lack of faith. But we need not be quite cons-

cious of this aspect. The encounter occurs; actu, ly we can remain

blind to it, more so th:=m pau] w· since he was affected physically<1 �

It must not be forgotten that the decisive element in our encounter
� �

with God is not
-,

� conscious of it) but the fact of actual encounter)
and the most important aspect is not that I-reach-God, but that

the diviiity touches me.

In other words· it all comes down to allowing the
'J

prdunacy #(:), the person of Christi or, better expressed, of not
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robbing him of the pr;imacy which belongs. to Him and which He

effectively expresses. This primacy (from the outsr be

admi tted in a completely existential mod�.• �;J �k. are not saying

that IJ as a m�ssionary)' preach the primacy of Christ, nor' even that
/ \>

what I preachAfrom Christ and
ro-h'tÂr

�$t- we

allow H� to s eak and act through me)
o.J � � \W- {,o_¡;.;

are dealing most positive1yÁthat Hé presentS Himself and in
,

e;vi!'-' /

so far as He acts thr� me and works through my mediation and at

times without me or even against me, � I remain his instrument

and not He minef ��He really make?h1mself present and come>;

��� He realizeSthe sacrifice, lift)up the heart and enlighten$the

spirit. He must increase and I must decrease. The preaching of

,
.

in the subjective gen.t�ve,y\or

...

as an objective genitive
il 7

• ,4 is�� my proclamation

butGod must not be understood primarily

of

the revealed word but a divine proclamation of ais very words

even though they come through my mediation.

This is what we really· wanted to say when we

referred before to the living liturgy and to orthoprqxis. Cult is

the characteristic locus of preaching, above all because cult,

as such, is already proclamation and�preCiSelY)�
from God Himself who claims response. Lacking cult there is a

communication of doctrine and not the preaching of the Word of
'B e..ca..v �{,

.God. $¥Wl'àe\ Christian doctrine carries a supernatural ohaxaccez , a

S'rice-
simple transmission of doctrine would remain sterile be� it

would be incomprehensible in the minimal sense that it would not

be simultaneously enveloped with grace with which to protect it
CIli rh IOhít�

and..(to respond to that inner claim for a response.
\
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Supposing that only a few Christians survived on

the earth, and deprived of all documen�s and such, they gathered

on a lonely island where they continued the proclamation of the

Christian message, nonetheless, even under these circumstances, that

proclamation would be significant. In order to skip over particular

theological problems let us suppose that one of the survivors is a

priest. This priest would then assume the role of the teaching

church and would have papal power. He would have the faculty of

exercising his power over the head of the Church, that iSb to

re-call the sacrifice of Chris1jand in this way his preaching would

not. strictly necessitate testimony of history since Jesus, in

.e..--
whom they belive, is not primo et per �, a figure in past history

but the living and resurrected Christ, present in their Mass and

active in their hearts. Owing to the fullness of their faith, the

��
survivors on that island will not refer to historical documentation

about the historical existence of Jesus. Yet they would not doubt

the historicity of Christ since that is already implied in their
ors: cov-Jl_a'

living faith. Speaking figuratively,(situate India on th�s island.

�tuall�-�interested in past history precisely because

she is passionately concerned in the present, in the actual

presence of Christ. The historical Christ is encountered in

sacrifice and sacrament, in prayer and in fatih. This alone is

decisive.
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PLURALISM IN HINDUISM

PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS

THE PARADOXICAL ACT

Hinduism, seen from the perspective of doctrine,

reveals a calm co-existence between totally opposite doctrines.

An atheist as well as materialist, monist either as'bhakta, o:t'

an advaitin or a visitadavaitin can all be Hindus. There are six

philosophical systems, the six classical darsanas: Samkhya,

Yoga, Vaisesika, Nyaya, Purva-Mimamsa and Uttara-Mimamsa or

Vedanta. ECàh system considers itself complete and denies access

to the others. Only Vedanta has engaged in any compromise. The

rest are as exclusivistic as only philosophic systems can be� Yet

)(/ -lo ->p'e..t?-Ic...without a doubt all these systems possess, t� �� �,t t::kâ:t!\.way, a

citizenship certifiaate to Hinduism.

Thus within Hinduism we find a paradoxical situation,

at least to a certain way of thinking, in which one can b�a Hindu

and still uphold quite diverse opinions, and even be /t�t�te1 to

other distinct "religions." No one denies to all these different
�Jv�'l

philosophical systems (�ét ,� e e religious systems such as Sivaismo

or visnuism) the right to call themsel$.(HindU. In relation to its

Hinduism there is a completely calm harmony between them· all. One

does not enter into polemics at the existential levels but only at

the essential.

Orthodoxy and Heterodoxy

Is there notewithin HinduismlhereSy� Is there no

place for heterodoxy? Certainly there is. The classic treatise of
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philosophy spea� of � six orthp.dox systems and of those that

are not. The orthodox are called astika (from asti, �, the root

of the verb "to be"). The heretical are nastika. The first,say

"yes", the other,S say "no". Obviously we are not referring to -a

simple affirmation or negation. but to an acceptance or a refusal.

Of what? A doctrine? Certainly not, since a multiplicity of

doctrines exist, a terrible thicket for the logical, mind. The

't'vi
concern is simply ��vt the refusal or acceptance of the authority

-v
of the Bedas; �.;i$�¥.( its authority and not its doctrine; JJit its

�.'

existential value and not its essential content. Thus, orthodoxy

and heterodoxy are not co-relative primarily and in themselves as

e·;[(
�

ideas or intellectual convictions but as ��1a more ampl�faithfulness

to the existence of an authority in the Sedas œttl"€l. which is nQt

'diminished through any doctrinal distinctions.

One can list examples f�om the modern period which

illustrate this so-called indian syncretism, such as Ramakrishna,

who experimented with various doctrines and even various religions--

christian, islamic and hindu--and who became an instant convert,

in good faith, to one and each. The syncretism of Gandhi and the

philosopher Radakris�a, are other examples of the paradoxical

situation 'of this co-existence of diverse systems, doctrines and

practices within Hinduism and each one has the right to claim, in

a manner of speaking, authentic citizenship.

Recall the trials of the first Chris�ians during

the persecutions when they were, challenged¡ believe what you want
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but sacrifice to the gods. You are not obliged to reveal your

thoughts but only to sacrifice to the gods. There is something

more important than thinking: the act of saccificing to the gods.

This act does not pertain to the order of thought but ëo that of

Existence--with God and with men--and you do not have the right to

separate yourselves from Existence. From the point of view only

of orthodoxy one is open) at times, iÍáto the temptation of giving

in to the persecutors (since various interpretations are possible)

but no Christian could do so £rom the point of view of orthoproxis.

�e was concerned with existing and not with thinking.)

HINDUISM

Hinduism, is not an "essence"

Hinduism cannot be defined as it had been hoped

in the beginning. To set a point of departure foreign to the actual

reality is to open oneself to gross error. The basic reason for such

exposure is the application of categories to Hinduism which are not

, only foreign but also invert the sense of the question. It is

customary to list under a determined "eidos It whatever is strange) and

this produces false problems. In a most brief summary (which is

a synthesis of'forty centuries and hundreds of schools aÍld practices

of salvation) I now will sketch first what Hinduism is not.

It is neither an eS$ence nor a doctrine. It does

not evén have a name (no Hindu would designate himself as such;



73.

Christians and mohammadans, label him thus in order to iso�lte
him). Neither is Hinduism an idea. Thus one does not need a

coherent flow of ideas. Up to now there has been no successful

exposition of Hinduism, since it is neither essence nor doctrine.

Hinduism does not even have a founder, noii a beginning, nor

boundaries. Just as it slips beyond all containment it evokes
#

all definItion. It is obvious that it has no dogma in the strict

a4
sense of the word.

The principle of identity prior to the law of contradiction

One can defend this thesis: whereas the development

of Western thought and culture rests upon the law of contradiction

the development of indian culture is grounded, on the other hand,

on the priority of the principle of identiity. Obviously this is

not to say that the law of identity was unknown and unused in the

West or that contradiction was ignored in India. As a matter of

fact it seems to me that since the Greeks, Western developments have

rested on the primacy of the law of contradictiont)in other words,

on the intuition that no being can be and not-be at the same time.

We understand this "at the same time" as a positive datum without

which the principle of contradiction would be meaningless. It is

obvious that if we lacked this type of principle of identity interior

to the principle of contradiction, a being could be and not be

(today white, tomorrow black, now present, later absent). If we

would step beyond the time. of these two consecutive moments of our

being in question, we would be approaching the Indian mode of thought.

24.
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The primacy of the principle of contradiction implies

I'

I'
individuation but also atomization of beings. In the West, each

being is alone, that isV is condemned to be itself and no other.

According to the principle of contradiction, being is immutable,

untransferable and unique. Basically each being, by remaining

itself and no òther, is limited by its contrary. A is limited by

Not-A, which contradicts A. This is the only presupposition the

West needs in order to operate its mechanism of thought which need

limits and boundaries in order to be operable, otherwise everything

would slip into confusion and indistinction •. Thomas Aquinas
�

observedA�ur reason, in order to thinkjproceeds "componendo et

dividendo." 'Thus human thought was placed under the perspective of

the principle of contradiction in order to preserve it from error

and confusion. But this demanded a great price: it excluded itself

from the domain of the infinitj(, of existence which has no limits

nor sub�titution above it. The Supreme Being can never be submitted

to the principle of contradiction. Not to claim exemption would

be to deny infinity. The principle is valid only for mortals. To

extend it to Existence, by antonomy, not only is invalid but is

alien to existence •. Obviously this is not to claim that within the

infinity there lies a contradiction, but neither is there posited

a non-contradiction. This principle is valid between mortals and

.whenever human reason attempts to apply it to the great ideas ·of

e-
infinity (Existencg and beings, eternity and time, God and world)

it stumbles into countless antinomies as is quite obvious from

the many examples 1n Western philosophy.
II

I'

II
II

I'

I'



On the o:t1her hand, Indian culture rests on the

primacy of the law of identity. Moreover}India symbolizes an

impassioned response to the principle of identity, that A can

be identified wi,th A. What predicate P can be really identical

to subject S? In this'world no such predicate exists that could

completely exhaust the subject, no P could really even equal S.

This is the case even for "I". If one claims: "I am", then this

proposition does not claim perfect identity. I am not my body,

nor my soul nor my spirit. In no way can I exhaustively express

my own total reality--who am I? In the final analysis there is

no absolute identity between the "I" and "myself", since I myself

am not "I" but only "mert'l. No "selfn exists that is identical

to itself, with the exception of the absolute (in Indian terms:

the identity of atman-bràhman: yet in this case atman is no longer

a "meRl � Only in the Divine B,eing, be,ing and existence, essence

and existence (in scholastic terms) are they the same? But it was

not a slight price India paid in this case. Discursive thought

was unable to move amid such heights. The law of "one of two"

no longer refers to this level of the infinite, which is one of

"not alone but with. ft Thus if, one desires to apply this method

to mortal affairs, one encounters the weakness and deficiency of

that thought which generates its own limitations yet refuses to allow

a distinction--abso�ute and ultimate--between God and world, body

and soul, good and evil, one religion (as way and doctrine) and

75.
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another. Every distinction presupposes a principle of differen-

tiation which is distinct from the "thing" and must not ,only be

isolated from but at the same time superior to the thing. A

condition that cannot be met at the ineffable level.

As a consequence of such fundamental refinements,

distinct developments of the two cultures resulted which could

evolve both in parallel or at variance. Now I shall illustrate
25

this claim with a concrete exampie.

Hinduism is a way of living.

We have stated that Hinduism is not an essence,

idea or doctrine. It ·is that which remains after skimming off

these others. It is the ground in which convictions, ideas and

systems germinate. It is the lattice that upholds subsequent

crysta�izations, diverse patterns of thinking, and cultures, etc.

If Christianity could conceive of herself and affirm that conviction

which would permit and surrender her to an incarnation or restrict

her universality, at least her basic Catholicity as in Hinduism,

then she would be establishing herself not only as a concrete, but

also as a universal and cosmic response, to the challenge posed

by Hinduism, thus making it possible that dialOg�e-or better yet, an'

authentic conversion, could then lead to a true and decisive

25. It would be worthwhile to analyze the dialectic of contraries,
such as light and shadow, in the Katha-Up, 3,1; 6, 5, and life
death in the R�-Veda 10, 121 and 122, and then compare it to the
Christian trad1tion of coincidentia oppositorum.



7
-:

,

. \

I�V�;
. I

t ,,'

L

if



77.

encounter.

Speaking in western terms, I would describe

Hinduism precisely as an ex-istence, a substance, an awareness, a

vase that is open to whatever content. It is--and wants to be--

the real and not mere knowledge of the real. It is truth in the

sense of existential truth and not mere tr�th or knowledge of the

truth, which is a limitation and interpretation (and here we touch

on the central issue) of the truth. �induism is a truth that even

if it is not dressed in a corporeal existence, a truth, which I

can testify both as Christian and Hindu, that is yet to be corporally

incarnated. If anything is true (repeat all the ho Ly books, either

the'existing orthodox Hindus, and this constituted the intellectual

perspèctive, the central'idea, of Gandh� then that truth belongs,

by its own weight, to Hinduism. Obviously we are not dealing with

truth a,s adequatio, but as reality.

Hinduism understands itself both as sanatava dharma,

a fixed reality, truth, substance, religion, morality, all eternal

and as a w�y (dharma means this and more). Hinduism aspires to be
"

this primordial layer, a prime matter, a universal floor, a pre-

esSential existence, etc, which is capable of assuming a thousand
.o

distinct forms and /b;J? belt�nriched through distinct sources. Yet

t,he indian concept of Brahman, when related to the current western

philosophical concept of God, denies this thrust and any possibility
26

of existential richness. Nevertheless Hinduism is an existential

keynote in the individual's relation to Karma. It attempts to be

26. Cf.: R. Panikkar, "Das Brahman der Upanisaden und der Gatt der

Philosophen" in Kairos, Salsburg, 3, 4, 61, p. 182.
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that ontic locus wh.ere" human, exi�tence can floweI;' to its fulness ..

There really is no HinQ:uism, but only those living persons in India

who welcome and do not deny it.

THE INTERPRETATION

A two-folq �ethod of interpretation is employed in

Hinduism. rn classical terms: the Karma-vada and the artha-vada,

in the sense of to do as Karma (the root Kf means to do) and in

the sense of being sent as artha-vada.

Karma-vada.

The first method, the Karma-vada is an hermeneutic

of action, doing. Actually it is not so mu.::h a method of interpre-

tation as of realization. Not a question of knowing but of doing,

not the interpretation of a doctrine but of existential progress

along the wày of salvation. It does not deal with content but

with motivation. Action, act of whatever class, precedes all

secondary reflection.

Recently an authority in Hinduism made the Lèaim:

"no one can live without filth". This faith, without which no one

can live, is Hinduism. The basic element. here is not that one lends

faith to something or believes in something- this, speaking is an

Hindu, would already be c,onte:3but faith in itself, in other

words, the act of faith with no object.
'

No predicate or corresponding

object exists for the act of believing. One can think something

or think about something, or, if not, one can have a real thought.
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Then one can surely say: cogito cogitatum. Yet in Hinduism one

cannot say: credo creditiem. The essentially important factor in

the' act of believing is the faith. The object of faith can help

us speak about faith. But faith, strictly speaking, has no object,

objectum, thrown down, cast before it, since+'paradoxically�'faith
../ /

is not subjective!

Thus it is that the faith of Karma-vada: 'is a naked

faith, without content, a pure openness to the transcendent, a

receiving of what comes from without, from the most beyond, above

and below. Hinduism is better an Rorthopraxis," the living out

of an authentic attitude,·than it is an "orthodoxy", a truth to be

held.

Orthoproxis.

There is also an orthopz:cpcis within Christianity,

but the development of western cultures has frequently underplayed
27

it. Christianity is more a quest for salvation rather than a

doctrine to be held. In the quest, one reaches the goal, the

maksa, liberation. "Not everyone who says to me: Lord, lord, will

enter the kingdom of Heaven, but only he who does the will of my

Father who is in heaven. (Matt. 7, 21.)
,

27 .. The philosopher Sank.ara also nodded when he asserts an
equivalence between jn:ana and Tabba. See B'rhadaranyaka, Ue,Bhasya l, 4, 6. Neither does Sankara maintain the object�vity
of scripture (sroti) in the transmission of knowledge about man

(Brahma-sumtrabhasya, l, 3, 7, or about, the world, ibid., 1,4,14;
Braha.,� _Bhas'�,- 3, 3, l., but only in brahmavidya, knowledge
of Brahman, as the path to realization. See Keva �, Bhasya,l, 4, where the supra-intellectual character �s stressed.
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Th.us the final goal of religion and of the

Scriptures is not a teaching "but .salvation. Religion is the way

to Salvation, a moksa-marga¡ not a philosophy but a way of approach.

One does not deal with knowing. The left hand does not know what

the right hand does (Matt. 6, 3) and those whom Christ claims are

not aware of it (Matta 24, 37). One deals with existence. The

expre.ssion "non-practicing Christian!' is a scandal completely

incomprehensible in India. To be a Christian implies the effective

practice of Christianity, and not the possessing of a doctrine or

confessing something as true. To be a Christian signifie's that one

seeks' his proper salvation by means of this road, this marga. It is

not comprehensible how the "non-practicing Christian" car�ies any

meaning. .. Christian ,t
means assent to the truth of Christianity

and "non-practicing" means retreat from the necessity of putting

the truth into practice (orthopr9xis). Since religion is practice,

exercise, it is much more orthoprqxis than orthodoxy, which has

mea_ning only within the ambit of the former.

Hinduism is much more an ergon, a liturgy, a way,

an action than it is a philospphy or theology. It attempts to

appropriate proper salvation (similar to Christianity). John the

Evangelist has an eJÓpression: "to live the truth" ("He who lives

.che truth sees the light", 3, 21). The Jerusalem Bible consid,ered

this expression (in Greek) too bold and toned it down: "to live

in the truth". But it is not only in this passage that St. John
-(Í¡'4 7t-

expresses himself (and�is not exclusively his phrase: Eph. 4,15.).

Other expressions which refer to orthopraxis are frequently repeated:
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"to walk the truth", (John 4,)¡"sanctify yourself in the truth,"

(17, 17) ¡"remain in the truthlt(2 ,John 2); "the truth. shall make

you free," (3 John 2); "become doers of the truth", (3 John 8).

The content of this truth is not logical and does not pertain

to any rational order ••• "evezyone who is of the truth hears my

voice", (John 18, 37). "Anyone who says, ·I know him", and

does not keep his commandments, is a liar"(l John 2,4). "This

is what loving God is, keeping his commandments" (1 John 5,3).

Each religion is more a pr�is than a doxa. In relation to this,

the hermeneutics of karma-vada, the religious hermeneutics of

I'ndia, is an interpretation of orthoprqxis.

Svarga Kama yajeta

The criteria by which to grasp the meanings of the

Vedas are expressed in the traditional phrase: svarga kama yajeta

(" "). It is by means

of this. phrase that the Karma vadin, the interpretation of action,

determines the meaning of the Vedas. The Vedas do not tell us what

things are but what must be done to reach heaven. One must

approach the Vedas with the following question: What must I do

(to reach salvation)? The meaning of the Vedas is not intellectual

information nor the transmission of a doctrine nor the revelation

of symbolized concepts, but the revelation of a road. The Vedas do

not communicate the content of any truth to me,--I do not read the

Vedas for such information--but��lLve me guidance by which to effect

salvification. The Vedas aspire to be an infallible answer to this

question.



Hinduism bele1ves in the absolute exactness of the Vedas.

But the fundamental characteristic that we want to em¡;>hasize is

that the Vedas are free from all existential error, that they do

not deceive when they indicate what we are to do. Thus they are

infallible in the realm of work but not in the realm of doctrine.

To believe signifies: to get on the road, to act, not to hold

back, always to be an act (obviously in the realm of the sacred)

to seek salvation, to surpass oneself.

To believe means not to hold back, not even to reflect

(which always implies a pause evenlthOUgh the activity of reflecting

must and can have its place). The object of faith can be transposed

to a certain intellectual content and be expressed within it, but

before all, faith is an act, a dynamism. The task of interpretation
'"

In
#

does not consist here in finding a doctrine, but only � encounte�nd
the "meaning" of it and this is what "existential orientation" means.

The task of interpretation is to clear the road, to open the

heart 'to the commands, the existential meaning, the direction that

I must walk in order to reach the goal. This hermeneutic appeals

less to 'reason than to will: what must I do to get to heaven? How

to answer my call?

As long as I approach the text with this question, with this

desire, it will indicate what I should do. Obviously the Sruti

is not a scientific �, must less �etaphisical or theological

text, but pertains to the area of orthopr9xis. Even the very

name ("that which is heard," what is perceived") leads to the same

conclusion.

82.
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Artha-vada

It is to be admitted that a second dimension exists

within this Hindu hermeneutics, which leans more towards doctrine

and which constitutes the second meaning of Hindu interpretation.

Along with Karma-vada there exists a comp)..ete doctrine of

scriptural interpretation. The artha-vada (arthameans "goal",

"end", "meaning") is the unfolding of the meaning of the commandments.

Among the six darsanas, the.six philosophical systems of India.)one
encounters the ·purva mmanisa which limits itself to being a pure

interpretation. Thus _ in no oither culture but _India does there

exist. such a developed pure hermeneutic, by which interpretation

has been raised to its most precise and even outrageous refinement.

There we are given a complete system which is nothing but a basic

teachable hermeneutic and which is learned with the only objective

of clarifying the meaning of the vedic prescriptions.

In this sense it does not engage in and must less

is it considered as something inventive or creative. The basic

meaning is always that of Karma-vada. As an example I herein cite

only a few of the thousands of interpretative principles, wi�hout

pausing for their explanation since my only objective is to repro�

duce in some way their basic thrust.

In the classic works this type of interpretation is

divided into presuppositions, general principles, principles for the

interpretation ,of words and principles for the interpretation of

propositions.
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Presuppositions

1. The first rule reads': "Dharma is the goal of the Vedas."

Under this aspect one cbu1d translate dharma more concit"ete1y as"',
virtue, salvation. Dharma must be realized: within dharma are

gathered ontological excellence, the ontic flowering of our own

being, and the crossroads of worldly reality, etc. The fact

that the first object treated in the scripture is dharma reminds

us of orthopraxis and the earlier sections of this exposition.
2. "All that is written in the scriptures must reinforce the

commandments."

3. "There are no lies nor errors in the scriptures that have been

interpreted."

4. After Sruti (the exact sense, the revelation) comes smrti

(that is, tradition). But when they clash, "scripture" precedes
"tradition."

General Principles

1. Sarth�yata: All the word�have a useful meaning and application.
2. Laghava: "If one meaning is sufficient, it must not be multiplied
in looking for others."

3. Arthaikat�a: "Each word, each proposition always has the same

meaning in �he same context.

4. Samonjasyn: There are no contradictory truths.

These four rules are to be followed wherever a contradiction needs

to be overcome:
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5. Vikalpa: "Wherever the contradiction cannot be overcome, it is

- pos-sible to choose whatever meaning seems to possess priority.

Thus in praxis., in action"is sublimation possible."

principles for the interpretation of a word

l. "The common meaning is the basic."

2. "If the verb is not express�ly determined (within Sanscrit

this is a significant diacritic work) one must supply one- which'

is obvious--but then the meaning of the proposition must not be

vÎ
understood literally bl' on�y symbolically."

3. "If the proposition has one 'symbolic word, the entire meaning is

to be taken symbolically and not literally·."

Principles for the interpretation C!f propositions.

1.'''If the literal meaning is clear and complete, one must not

search for more."

2. "An obscure passage can be explained by another more clear."

3. "An incomplete proposition can be completed by another that is

complementary," etc.

HINDU PLURALISM

There exists in India an hermeneutical pluralism

which has always been accepted and goes back to the most remote

times. Here we will point out two important presuppositions that

are at the roots of Hindu pluralism •

.
'
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There exists an original revelation that can be interpreted

If there exists a theological or philosophical

hermeneutic, that is, any explication of reality, then this implies

that something is given that is to be explained, shaped, under-

/.

stood and even interiorl·'y felt.
--

Interpretation bases itself, according to its proper

meaning, upon the supposition that something is given that must

be explained, un-folded in the most profound sense of the word_

To this end one must assist at its interior birth. Philosophy is

the discovery not the creation of reality. Reality is given over

there even if it is hidden. One could say: philosophy stems from

what is given to our thinking whereas theology stems from what

is given to our believing. In other words: hermeneutics presuposses

a distinction between the real and the true, and this produces a

most profound effect in the question. Hence only hermeneutics

exists and this is possible once a seperation is claimed between

the real and the true. The interpreter who is motivated by a

desire to explain, that i� to extract the truth from the given

(from the real), or to discqver the truth hidden under the appearance

of the truth, has already lost his primal innocence, th.e virginity

of his existence. Due to his intervention one must split reality·

and even enrich it ,through his interpretation which uncovers the

meaning of the given. Knowledge is neutral, for good or evil.

Knowledge is always a second birth. Truth always presupposes a

drive towards the depths, even within Being.
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One performs an exclusively essential hermeneutic

whenever it serves to exhibit the path leading to discovery¡

whereas an existential hermeneutic is performed whenever its

objective is to yield to the journey that each man must effectively

make. Basically we are dealing with finding the st�way on

which we progress to liberation, the goal, beatitude, heaven,

nirvana, etc.

We have touched on a truth that must be clarified¡

in other words, a truth that must be disentangled from reality.

This implies that there is a necessary correspondence between the

given and the receptor. India has not overlooked this. Thus

nothing exists as given without a simultaneous receiver. The

given, considered as a gift, presupposes a given and above all-­

and this is what matters here-a receiver. Thus hermeneutics

consists in the conscious awareness of receiving a g:Î¡.ft, of

accepting reality as a gift� All the given is gift. India

values above all else this basic existential attitude, or I

that manner of approaching the gift not only by intellect, but

also on one's knees in order to attract" and to receive it. Yet

other approaches to reality as gift exist also. By means of

hermeneutics this reality is transmitted into the consciously

given. The Indian soul fiercely resists (in-spite of a particular

vedanta) being identified with pure consciousness. One can

receive reality as gift not only when wrapped in my conscious

thought, but also when I approach (even unconsciously) that same

reality with the physical hands of my body, or with all the

force of faith and obedience. But never in such a way as to possess
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reality and exhaust it but only to entrust myself to be possessed

and held by it. The meaning of life, of my own existence, and

also, minutis minuendis, the meaning of a text is not tied in

any way to the grasp I can place upon it but only on the presence

of its existence. For this reason we said that the Indian soul

never identifies Being and consciousness. For the same reason

she never identifies màn with his human consciousness, faith with

awareness of itself and hermeneutics as a purely intellectual

interpretation.

In summary: lacking the prior gift itself and

then lacking its percept'ion as a gift, there is simply no

hermeneutic.

There are distinct grades .of tl;uth and only one reality.

The second supposition at the root of Indian

pluralistic hermeneutics is the claim that there are different

degrees of truth. Each interpretation uncovers a particular

level of truth which relates to the knower of that particular level.

Whereas the first supposition rests on the transcendence of reality
which is gift and which must be pursued, this second supposition

reflects the transcendence of truth which shows itself to us

in the same measure by which we are transformed in it. If truth

were like a rock without cracks there would be no possibility of

encountering it in this life. The possibility of a true hermeneutic

implies the possibility of a multiplicity of interpreted truths.
\

Still, on the contrary, this would no longer be an interpretation
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which extracts truth from reality. It would be an identification

of both, a compenetration.

We shall reflect in more detail upon this foundation

of pluralism, which does not consist, since it endeavors to be

authentic in a deficiency nor in a surrender to history,-------

but in the very fabric of our mortal existence. Only that modern

post-cartesian style, dictated by the mathematical success--the

sum of two plus two does not admit of many interpretations {as if

reality were exclusively mathematical}---, is opposed to a multiplicity

of interpretations. In this practical hermeneutic which we are

discussing {the word practical seems more precise th�n "existentialll

which carries so many secondary meanings� the chief condern is man's

salvation.

Public truth is merely a degree of truth, that is,

a relation between truth and myself, a claim that I know this truth,

a concrete knower adapted to this truth. This is not an adaequatio

between the thing in itself and the intellect in itself but between

a given truth and myself which I grasp and desire to hold as

reality not only to know it but also to experience it interiorly

and to reach salvation along the path that has been cleared by this

given reality. This could appear to imply a relativism if we were

to forget the basic thrust of Hindusim, or better yet, of Indian

culture, that is: that the multiplex of truth is reconciled in

the individual singularity of reality.

In other words: India insists on degrees of truth

while proclaiming one reality; the west, on the contrary, claims



 



that a being is only when it is � (or no longer is) thinkable.

Confidence in non-contradiction as the only norm of truth multiples,
•
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only one truth (there is, only one truth and one speaks of a

multiplicity of truths at the risk of scandal), while proclaiming

a multiplex reality, that is: one graspable reality, one knowabI�

reality, one comprehensible reality, one natural reality, etc.

Stairways everywhere, This is one consequence �� the Westls

basic,; i <� reli.�p�e on the principle of contradiction �n� �tt � .+�

on the law of identity as happens in India.

Thus it would seem that this double point of view

is rela�ed to the p�imacy of one of the two princiPlès.(If one

declares for the principle of identity, then it is the basic

no� of reality.) It is as if only P is real when one succeeds

in identifying it with S, and then one claims: S is P as A is'A.

Thus the identity of predicate and subject is true only in the

supreme case, Absolute Being. Granted that there is no other P

that can fill the condition of S is P, there is only one reality,

the unique reality of Absolute Being.

If, on the other hand, primary emphasis is placed on �e...
principle of contradiction, then this is assumed as the norm of

reality." Contradiction cannot exist really. If A is, then it is

not possible that A not be. According to this principle, being

would simultaneously signify "knowable being." One would finally

have to insist that a being which cannot be thought, cannot exist.
O"')

India, �� the contrary, resting on the law of identity, would claim

in Western culture, degrees 6f reality. A plurality of thinkable
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G
beip.gs exists because a multiplex of predicates appl'able to

the subject exists and this need ·not imply a contradiction.

In summary: for India one reality exists with

various degrees of truth that serve as successiye approaches to

that reality: for the West, on the other hand, there is only one

truth with various degrees of reality that are interpreted as

approaches to an ontological participation--to a greater or lesser

degree--of the Supreme Being. This most brief sketch of Indian

and Western philosophy ,should be much more developed. Nevertheless

I will again briefly touch on the history of philosophy.

Descartes, by introducing his famous principle of

clear· and distinct ideas as the criteria of truth, molded the modern

Western style that relies on the principle of contradiction and

judges the reality of things accordingly. In this way the West

is forced to uncover various degrees of reality. This is no other

than Plato's kai rrolla and along with him, the entire Western

tradition: to av kai ta anta, "Being and beings." From India one

could add: ev ws roll� or: the One conceived multiple, the many

as symbol of Unity, Being and other more or less true approaches

to Being and its manifestations, its aspects yet always Being.

It is strange but sanscrit cannot express "Being and beings." In

order to do so it uses two completely distinct words since the

verb "to be" has two roots: as and bhu. To express Being, one

must use the verb est, asti, but to mean beings one must use another

verb: bhutani, debhu (to become). Thus sanscrit would express:



The basis for a pluralistic hermeneutic, in my

Q......

opinion, rests on ��e presupposition that has great ramifications�
not only for Western philosophy but also for Christianity, and

which is the only justification for pluralism.

The basic and total lack of beinC] able to investigate the giv�n

completely.

cf
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"Being and 'those that become," instead of Being and beings.

Nor is it even possible to conceive that beings simply are the

plurals of Being. Neither does Christian creation imply such a

multiplication of Being. Here we can grasp the immense distance

between Being and beings. The basic lapse of Western languages is

to forget this distance: thus frequently each creature is described

as a small being.

THE FOUNDATION

All the given, by reason of its giveness, cannot

be transmuted within any exclusive process that neglects not

only the �ift-giving but also the gift-receiving. The, gift always

bears a secret and transmits a message. For this precise reason

it cannot be identified completely with the messenger or put in

place of the receiver. The given cannot be reduced by any exhaustive

interpretátion. The interpretation always remains a means, a principle,

a medium quo and can ,never be identified with the quod. The

Meghaduta of classical sansc it literature, the famous cloud-messenger

ofl the Kaldidasa can be taken as a universal symbol of every

hermeneutic. This is a double principle with subjective and

objective dimensions.
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The Transcendence of reality (truth)

Something objectively exists: a reality (or truth)

that is transcendent since it is always "yonder" and beyond our

capacity to comprehend. The very name of "given" is a fitting

expression or a pin-pointing of this state of affairs. In fact,

it is never given to us in its totality, since it is always

transcendent. This is the principle and nucleus of every religion;

thus there is no religion without mystery, transcendence, the

absolute, the "yondez ;" It can be named the "nada," nirvana, God,

heaven, etc. The designation is not essential. Even if one

preferred to define Buddhism as an atheistic religion, it could

not be labeled a religion without this "other," without openness

to the absolute transcendent. Obviously we are discussing the

transcendent in itself and not only in relation to ourselves, not

only quoad nos but also quoad se. We must not think that the

frág,ility of

is relative to ourselves and merely relates to the

\o..�>
our knowledge ID� it belongs to the very mystery of

,/

transcendent

this Being or that "thing yonder." Absolute transcendence is

inherent to the absolute. Yet we can claim, paradoxically)that
v-3�

itlalways pessessed immanently. In other words: God to Himself,

if the expression is valid, is always "yonder" of Himself, always

distinct, always dispossessed and new. An pofa�v� God is not
9

ofonly demanded by our mental debility-;but
--

the absolute(in a manner byond our comprehensiory itself.
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Is the Trinity nothing else but this peculiar·

dynamism, this unique surge within the transcendent, the absolute,

within God? The Father never expires. He is infinite and

constantly giving Himself to the Son, begetting Him yet corning
\;:) 'I�

back to Himself within the Spirit. � regard� to our analysis of

hermeneutics, we can add that the interpretation by the Son of the

Father is never exhausted since it is infinite. The Son tells

us who LiS} the Father but "what" the Father reveals to us in

the Son is the infinite Spirit. �he transcendent exceeds itself.

Being, the absolute (we have no other term) not only surpasses

me but it also exceeds itself, in itself. This truth, by anton my,

this given reality is always transcendent in itself, is infinite,

to itself.

The imperfection of our knowledge.

The subjective dimension of our presupposition

is the imperfection and limiting mediation of our capacity to gather·

up the given and to receive reality (truth); in a word: the short
----

fall of our understanding.---�

'"'�
We are never able" to sustain all the given, Re.Œsbft.eaf

,

·�approach it immediately or grasp it completely--neither all the

given nor all the gift.--Our understanding is always a contact

affair, a deliberate grasping, an intentional handling. It is always

�a leap; frequently a sudden leap to the other shore, towards the

res significata, towards the object named. In other words!,.) in spite

of our incapacity of investigating the All, we must nevertheless
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.

.

interpret. HerQeutics is a knowing, an unfolding that reveals.

something but never completely Since our manner df progress along

the road towards our goal is always cast in the style of viatores

and never comprehensores. The entire ,earthly knl.gdom of man is

under the sign of the pilgrim: philosophy and theology and even

faith are still in exodus.

My interest is not to uphold the claim that the

entire human-earth kingdom is still in the "moment of realization"

or in the state of becoming since these expressions reflect an

excessive Western philosophical bias, but one can assert that

all of creation is in the state of pilgrimage, even metaphysics.

Thus even this last named enterprise must remain open to other

new and useful interpretations as long as they are not incompatible

or contradictory to itself. In my opind.on, the lowest point of
4

Western thought --especially since the medi-eval period--has been

the fòrgetting of this attribute of pilgrimage, which is not only

basic of all creation but characteristic of all that man does, thinks,

and is himself. There obviously exists a "cultural sin of the West"

whose hybris or pride is still visible in that peculiar self-satis­

faction of Western man � which occasionally is expressed in his

faith (whereas true faith exists only in fear and in trembling).
j) €/o>

- J-;t ±t� -ta....i h,...,oj:-I
.

-

Gran ed that we are always aware of the lowliness, the provisional

character) and ��G!.� &"1: the limitations of our own personal

existence( still there exists a false piety or spirituality,
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acceptable among select groups, �� which the individual can be

the personification of individual humil�ty yet the group is
�

bloated in arrogant pride. œfi�s � can be open to(limitations
and � the provisional character of our individual life but not of

our thinking; our�dogmas or our metaphysics. Thus even philosophy

is on pilgrimage and metaphysics is also provisional.
tov"vI.�

It is a customary claim that our modern, technological

and secularized world has lost a sense of the holy that could

recall us back to ordèr ���à as � tekel phores once did, since

we are creatures of a machine-age, etc. Here I would like to note

something completely personal: when I returned to the West after

many years in India, I encountered everywhere in Rome (and this

could 4���:e :: .any large city) the voice, writing and signs of the

prophet which reminded us of the. transitional and provisional

character of our existe�ce. A sign that�condenses its meaning

and upsets the impatient driver: no permanent parking allowed

\t\.L
(divieto permanent desota»)�cannot stay there, remain indefinitely

o
in his world, since there is no exempt "locus" that is indesinenh

We did not have a place to lay his head (Matt. 8, 20). There is

no doubt that the West hankered to plant itself throughout the

world with its philosophy, science and technology and paid no heed
� \

• IV\

to the �ipg¿ dive to permanentevo? � this particular prohibition,

only understood the permanente.

This sign always reminds me of the real presence of
,

God. It is the prophets voice of God: everything, not only my
"

I

personal existence, but also my phflosophy, metaphysics, even my

faith are transitory. "Divieto permanente", no parking. It is
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impossible to rest, to cast anchor in this world, not even for

our tÏlinking.

An example: creation

The risk for India is ontological monism, which

leads to the demand of only one reality. The danger for the West

is gnoseological monism, which implicates only one truth. The

situation sh�uld be ��developed � in detail (for example,

� the two forms of tolerance and intolerance which characterize

the East and West respectively). But we limit ourselves to

one example:

Earlier I spoke about orthodoxy and' orthopr��s.
Here we must be on guard for what I will call (pardon the neologism)

monodoxy. We encounter a basic example of it in the Christian

doctrine of craatio e�nihilo, creation out of nothing. Reference

is made here only for the sake of clarity and not to analyze the

doctrine in depth. This dogma, which in many ways ;a�ars to

be the basic point of departure for all Christian hermeneutics

. (it is commonly held that whoever denys the dogma of creation is

not a christian), can be interpreted in three distinct ways, all

within the scope--not on�y of monodoxy-4but also and inclusively,

of the most strict orthodoxy.

A. The first possibility (we intentionally stress

possibility) would be an interpretation according to Iridian

metaphysics, which has developed other categories and explanations
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for the same fact (Gen .. 1 .. 1.) without contradicting the

traditional Christian interpretation ..
' This Indian formulation

could be another hermeneutical possibility of creation. Western

theology speaks of the creatio ex nihilo-- a concept �wá�1

endorsed only after a stripping away of Platonic influences that

alluded to pre-existing matter ( )---. In opposition

to this ;tJt.�, ex nihilo signifies the non-existence of a primitive'

substance, a prime matter out of which creation arose.
<

In this same regard, ex nihilo is to be understood

exclusively as the negation of any prior existing p'rimitive matter ..

'(\
.

On the contrary, one can agree with Leibniz that oth�ng begets

nothing (ex nihilo nihil fit). Whoever does not grasp the hi�torical

context of this dogmatic formula cannot understand the creation,
o��

out of nothing and would end up denying it. India, on the �Qn��apy,

does not think of �W creation out of nothing because �
�a../'>

there � f'\ever �.... the Platonic problematic about prime mç¡tter.

India emphasizes creatio a Deo, creation from God which is different

e:ç:
from Creation m God (ex deo), and would imply pantheism. The

5�
claim is that creation never was, é�:�� or independent from God,

¡ and any being that is not Gad--"created being"--always had an

origin from God, a Oea, and alw{;!s rema:ins in God. Thus creation
�

, was never considered as being torn off, r¡fz being placed outside
�o

as a projection from God 6�; that creatures could exist, remain

o..vJ. �
preserved and in themselves�considered apart and independent

,'" from their source. We are dealing wi th a formula that can still

be sharpened. But it could also ,be received as an addition. More
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preciselY.:i in o rder that :tñis hypothetical formula of Indian

ió
metaphysics--at least in relation. with orthodox Christianity--be

acceptable as completely Catholic, it would have to be accepted

by the Church, or,more precisely, be accepted as • equivalent

in depth to the traditional formula. Furthermore this would not

be a strange development. The Church has already acted in this

fashion in relation to the polemics on the Trinity when She declared

that the Filioque carried the same meaning as dia on viov¡ also

. in Her declaration that the three Persons are three hypostases

{ } and not three essences ( ) .

In this way it was admitted that two formulations corresponded to

the same meaning. For this reason a pluralistic hermeneutic is

possible in relation to this most basic issue, creation.

B. A second possibility would lie in uncovering a

more universal and profound truth that would not deny Genesis but

would re-locate it within a more ample dogmatic formulation that

would be more universal and more precise. If--and I stress the If-­

Genesis l, l., could be interpreted or set within the Christocentric

or christological passage of John 1,' 2: all things were made through

Him¡ if one would admit that pure nature was never created but that

ali things have been made--according to Johh--through the word,

etc., that is: if it were possible to blend the dogma of creation

with the dogma of a particular Christocentric per�pective of

being, then we could develop our hermeneutic of creation, which

would not be denied but included within the other formulation.
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C. The third possibility (and perhaps this is too

Indian) would consist in the overcoming of all formulations for

the purpose of stressing the mystical intuition (I touch on this

with greatest caution). As long as one remains within the

r.::>I'J :-k- (M' fil !l.:h;AA.
on-going mystical insight,_l;.e retains the option of� translat:ion

o�it in distinct names and philosophies. I am not claiming

that all these distinct formulations are equivalent, rather I

am maintaining that the experience supportive of the many formu-

lations could be the same. It could be the case that Christ

does act in creation and His action is expressed in the traditional

way: this is possible because He manifes�through the dogma of

creation) a hint of an endless and transcendent mystery (faith

is not enclosed within formulations). The indian would not be

able to believe in the dogma of creation since he is inclined

to preserve intact for himself the very same experience as Christ.

This � significata (the thing expressed) ultimately cannot

be captured in any exhaustive formulation but is captured only

by indirection or preserved negatively--from falsity. This is

the domain of a common experience contact in which it is agreed

that silence nourishes an understanding that transcends any formu-

lation. A Christian could challenge any Hindu in the arena of

dogma by attacking indian doctrines which are opposed to Christian

creation and show them false ••• but we must not. forget that doctrinal

formulations are not exhaustive and final. Within certain limits,

it is possible to admit the possible validity of both--both a

hermeneutic of creation and of no-creation--as two parallel

and coreect expressions (about the same fact). By means of

these examples I have tried to show the possibility of a non-

doctrinal hermeneutic. Correctly understood, it is not necessary
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to abandon doctrinal formulation� yet neither must we regard

it as an idol and enshrine it. The essence of idolatry is the

shrine. It happens that not only wood and stone at times are

enshrined but also formulas.

CHRISTIAN PLURALISM

Within Christianity a pluralism of philosophy and

theology exists. Duns Scotus elaborated one philosophy and

Aquinas another. We are in a state of generous multiplicity toda�
The Fathers, the Scholastics, Suarez and Molina, Thomists,

Augustinians, also schools of spirituality (Benedictine, Carmelir.e,

Jesuit, Fransc.iscan) are, in their ultimate consequence, different

paths that mutually èxclude each other. No one, at 'least within

these inner circles of Christianity, would think of condemning or

ir.)e.a. W'$ fe VV\...Q

excommunicating any of the others. What is evident, á's;tt. S-éé-n-.:i2t',

(s that there is a pluralistic hermeneutic which is not opposed to

any demand of thinking or of reality. On the other hand, if there

were only one triumphant interpretation, this, in itself, would not

mean that it was expressing the truth. Obviously the truth of any

hermeneutic does not raise it to an exclusive and exhaustive

position.

SYNTHESIS

India gives us the lesson, or, better said, we can

learn from Hinduism the following and accept it as a stimulus, both
tMA-J

for our personal �� , . our collective reflections:
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�eA'e. d<.�
l./The possibility of pluralism ��s which does not

mean a slide into relative agnosticism.
2. This pluralism, upon which all true tolerance is

based, can be justified by a firm distinction between orthodoxy and

orthoprQxis. For example, if I were to identify Christianity with,
orthodoxy, then everything differing from my thinking would be an

error and demand correction. But if, on the other hand, the
euJ

meaning of Christianity is c;;>rthoprevcis, and �s long as I � whoever

opposes my way of thinking or understanding of dogma, are not lacking
in sincerity, fraternity and charity, or in good faith, then we

both can share in the same mystery. This is the "locus" of true

tolerance since it fosters a communion which abides beyond dogma.
3. Doctrinal pluralism not only necessarily favors the

transcendence of the reality-truth polarity but also makes up for

deficiency of our knowledge.

4. Neither logical possibility nor the obvious truthfulness

of any interpretation justifies its exis�ential truth-claim. This

requires different data, different criteria,--in regards to the

Church (Scripture and Tradition}--that are rooted beyond hermeneutics.

Th&t is:

5. Hermeneutics itself urges its own transcendence since

interpretation is not an ultimate or definitive avenue to the truth

and to salvation.

In other words: hermeneutics must be pluralistic because

in the final analysis, it can alway.s be infringed by living, by

existence, by faith, by mystery.
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If in the Father1s house there are many rooms (John 14,2)

then various types of hermeneutics can exist on the earth which has

not yet reached its Omega�
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A CHRISTIAN MEDITATION

ON AUTHENTIC C�THOLICITY

The Kingdom of God is like mu¡tard seeds which a gardener

took and sowed in his field. It is the smallest of all the seeds

but when it has grown it is the biggest shrub of all and becomes

a tree so that the birds of the air come and shelter in its branches

Thus it is related by Matt. 13, 13-32; Mk. 4, 31-32, and Lk. 13,

18-19. �ever spoke without parables, but later he would trans-

late it all to his disciples, as the same gospel� relate.

Can this "later" have e£fect even today? Is it possible

to extend laf\\¡;.ar(sfe'� that "later" to our time so that its transla­

tion continues to be visible-vital? In no way do we claim that

our interpretation is that which Christ gave to his disciples. But
v-' e_ V\.::;f o.lço c¡

is not Christ living today and are not; we His disciples¡ �s<ri Can

He not translate the meaning of His parables to us today?

Furthermore, this is not an isolated parable. Light,

yeast, salt, hidden treasure, precious pear and other such "names"

I' point to the same need an� reinforce our position.

Christianity, the Church, faith) are small divine seeds

t4at the Son of God planted in this earth. This seed is almost
it

nothing, 'nvisible, fragile, weak, perhaps ugly. Yet �AÊ� (I
#'.

a.t\

growsdjJ .� becomes a large-branched tree. The yeast ferments

everything and the light brightens the world. This seed grew and

became large, not as a seed but as a tree, as world, as norm ••
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And as long as time endures one cannot, must not�confuse these

two, otherwise the birds of the air cannot nest in its branches

nor hide in its cooling shade.

�
But, who are these birds of the air "tha-. the Master

loved so much and said that the Father constantly cared for?

They are neither seed nor tree nor even His. Actually they are

I,

<t.

the non-christians �nd their religions that are nested in the tree

of life and dwell there. This ,tree also feeds the birds of the

air and even protects them since without the tree they would die.

Yet every authentic reltgion lives from Christ and from his Church

otherwise she could not fulfill her mission as instrument of

salvation.

Up to now, the Christian tree, with its enormous branches,

has taken root only in a particular area of the world. But if it

must grow over all the earth, then it must again bury itself within

the earth like a seed to die and to rise again. The Christian tree

has matured slowly, in fact, it barely survives in the ground

where it now stands. Thus on two sides it has made contact with

the other religions. Actually this divine seed grows, day and night

beyond the gardener's perception. �This is to say that also in the

garden of other religions, a small grain of mustard lives, and

if the owner is not aware of its growth he cannot know how to

nurture it positively or it will easily be stifled.

This is not the place to initiate a minute examination of

the problematic. We only intend to uncover, here and there, by

means of concrete examples, some objective implications:
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a) From a purely theological point of view one must

admit that the alliance between God and mankind cannot be limited

to Israel or to Christianized cultures;

b) From the culturéal point of view, one musrldroit that
rt\,,¡:;t

(

Christianity;\now)at last, dñ� become truly "Catholic", that is,

ecumenica�, universal) if she hopes to keep true to her "moment"

and mission;

c) As a consequence of the above, there must be a total

revision of the concept of conversion, and finally,

d) a revised concept of catholicity, correctly understood,

would present a�asis for authentic Christian tolerance. We now

attend to this four-fold vision.

Pt
THE CHUReH· AND THE COSMIC COfWNprr

It is said that the Church must expend great energy to

plant Herself within other cultures and societies. Certainly,

and if the Incarnation is taken seriously, we must not forget

that the human birth of the Lord was preceded by a particular

orderliness, a preparation described in the Old Testament. Therefore

I intend to examine and to stimulate the reader with these reflections
't �1f�-teJwhich will be' presisted in an orderly and accumulative fashion.

In order that the Church can plant Herself in another
b61

culture on---we speak fear essly--that sector where another religion
has already struck roots, it will be necessary to engage that matter,

that "flesh" and there find the virgin that will consent to maternity.
Otherwise there is only a �ope, substitution, an auto de fe, and

no incarnation.
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The most urgent issue of this matter, in my opinion,

could be called the discovery and acknowledgement of the cosmic

covenant. This is a summary of our analysis.

Both in the general order and in the particular, God

upholds cultures and men. He desires to save all men. Analogously

we could say that He offers each one sufficient possibilities of

salvation, which are inclosed within every concrete and positive

religion of mankind, since there is no ot,her quarter for their

presentation. Every religion offers itself as a way, more or less

perfect, to God, a covenant with the divine, in whose core Christ

participates and secures His redemptive victory. In other words,

each religion has its testament, its covenant which can be grouped

with the covenants of God with Adamr' NO�, etc. This in no way

subl�acts from the unique and special alliance between Abraham

and Jahweh.

Thus it is necessary to identify, in each concrete religion,

this testament,that is, the tradition and even the scripture that

undergrid the tradition.
O'l'\fl... VV\.u

In other words' �� is eoessa�¥ e re­
l

discover the last and fruitless word of the "prophets" hinted in

5WI
the Letter to the Hebrews. We must uncover the e�en fresh foot�·

steps of the priest according to Melchisedech, of the Job-like

just one, of the Samaritans who have more faith than Israel.

The Church in this sense has an important and double

mission. She is Mother to christians and non-christians alike so

that all may arrive at the source of light.

The first task is to unoover and clarify the canon of

this traditon plus scripture. In each religion there is a quantity
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of materials that not only must be gathered together but also

analyzed and ordered since it is necessary to distinguish the

canonical from the apocryphal content. This task could be

accomplished with great or less facility yet it demands a

serious and scientific approach to the religion in question. Also,

beyond this philosophic-scientific approach, there is demand for an

ecclesiastical understanding in order to be able to separate the

wheat from the chaff and compose the authentic canon of that religion.

One senses the magnitude of this undertaking and also that it can

be accomplished only by true men of the spirit who have seriously

engaged the religion in question. We propose a vital process
e-

and not a mere theor�tical inquiry.

Yet this is only half the task. If the first step was an

historical-religious investigation, then the second basically

theological..IÍ step is to provide an authentic interpretation of the

uncovered canon. Analogously--and one must stress that we are

dealing with an analogy--just as the Old Testament in novo patet

and is contained and interpreted in the light of the New, likewise

it is possible to discover the true meaning of the tradition on the
\

scripture in the same light of Christ. Thus it would be possible

to develop a rounded doctrine upon the meaning of that scripture.

Christian hermeneutics is open to this approach in its

own use of the "sensus plenior", with the fulfilled meaning of a

t, 1 t f h d'
,

'th k' � 'b
'

par 1CU ar par o t e 1V1ne covenant W1 man 1np. It 1S o V10US,

even in the last example, that the last word belongs to the s�per­

natural mandate of the church which does not scoff at analysis,
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investigation and working hypotheses but,�fact, engages Herself

in them.

!;f we speak of effort within the Church, we mean more

than mere juridical decisions by the hierarchy; we challenge the

total competency of the Church to form a unitive front between the

New Law and this other cosmic "Law". (Actually this is the basic

christian message since Christ came not to destroy the work of His

Father and mu� less the words of the Holy Spirit within Israel) .

A similar process of longer or shorter duration, would be an

analysis of the zeal, real interests and resources of the entire

Church, that have already been mobilized-�according to the hidden

plans of providence--in the façe of any particular religion. Both

-fo7� tvl 11,.:
science and history,_��1Ftheology and--correctly understood--even

the hierarchy, each plays a part in this effort.

Evidently problems arise once we touch on any concrete

religion and attempt to embrace it. Yet it seems to me that this

is the only way that we can prepare for a true incarnation of the

Church in each culture and religion. Since this pursuit of incar-

nation initiates redemption for the other religions' and since a

full Christian harvest implies the law of death and resurrection,

then the beginnings must be equally delicate and crucial. If

Christianity must be the catholic and universal "religion", which

embraces all mankind, then it must be ready to strip off its

western garment and put on, in the true poverty of spirit, other

human values. Christianity, we said in the introduction, is in no

way a religion but the conversion of all religions.

"

I'

I'
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This is the final part of our analysis: the acopètance
within the Church of that part of the cosmic covenant that is still

beyond Her scope. The process of discovery plus acceptance is

simultaneously, but logically,' also diverse. It is not sufficient

�'I� 9
to unoover a particular canon and interprete it orthodically,

f· -

according to acceptable christian symbolic meanings. In fact we

are dealing with the absorption of that concrete portion of the

cosmic covenant within the Church. OtherWise the dangers of

.religious divisions and schisms would be too great. But the Church

is both body and spirit. True tolerance averts both anarchy as

well as separatism. One of the pristine tasks of the Church is

not only to accept that other religion but to transform it by

placing Her seal of Christian identity upon its peculiar style of

living and interpretation of the same Gospels. It is obvious that

this demands great human, and also supernatural hope, faith and

maturity.

In my opinion this vision has validity both

in theo� and in practice. The missionary enterprise of today

depends on its basic validity.

I make one final observation on the theme of acceptance.

The admission of this more or less a�orphous yet vital portion of

the cosmic Law into the New Law, with Christ and the Church)mUst
be performed with.out immediate or necessary reference to the

Old Testament. Acceptance and admission are tasks of the Church

and arise within the economy of the New Covenant. It would be an
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anachronism full of negative consequences /�-already too manifes�

in certain missionary experiences5�if an attempt were made to appl�
t.J

norms of Israel to the "pagans." The mission of Israel was most

special and concrete. But the "nations" that exist in the post-

christian era can approach the Christ without having a forced and

immediate passage through the Torah. We stress "immediate" because

these other "religions", in their encounter with Christ and the

Church, are also linked per eminentiam" in the most perfect manner,

to all that has always been, and continues to be, valid in the Old

Testament promises. It is not by chance that the "canon" of the

Roman Mass recalls Abel, Melchisedechfand Abraham.

Herein lies one of the

demands an inténsification of ai
in all the world, among thinkers

urgent tasks of our era. It

(M��
eculiar attitude among believers

and also missionaries in their

career of mercy � which should characterize the entire Church.

THE ONLY "OPPORTUNITY" FOR CHRISTIANITY

Departing from earlier analysis,· we now center our

attention on a question which is fre3�ently asked today: does

7h0 is
christianity still have a chance? � question�in keeping with the

Western mentality but ��c� is not only badly posed but even incorrect.

It has a meaning if we grant the supposition that the question

implies that the season for Christianity has truly passed. That

"passed" reveals, from within the faith, a reflex or even a

nostalgia for a faded "hope" that actually has no place in true
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Christianity. Yet it is necessary that Christianity have her SP�Cific
opportunity, that is� an occasion to show her promise of excellence

.

(l�J'j)since anything le��n would make her abandon what she exactly i�J� a

oA s r.;.{J

religion, betterÁ the universal and catholic religion of mankind,

with promises of fulness and completion--and even of salvation--to

all the nations.

Has Christianity still a.chance?

Formulated this way the question would be self-negating,
v

Actually, Christianity barely maintains a chance to m�ld itself into

that universal religion as was presumed in the medieval period and

which served as a particular missionary ideal, but is no longer

viable in the centuries to come. Yet one can hope for everything

from God. Nothing is impossible for Him. For God, the seasons

are something totally distinct from cause and chance because He

respects man especially in man's "divine" dimension. Statistical

analysis, reve;aling conclusively that by the end of the century,

Christians �uld amount to only 15% of the world population, should

have also freed us from such a fals� ideal.

Hence Christianity has no chance whatsoever of becoming

the Universal Church of the near future, much less in the sense

mentioned above of quantative conversions, precisely because

christianity is the constant Spring of the world. What is the

meaning then of "Spring" and Christianity? A spring-time means

that propi�ious circumstances allow Christianity to fulfill its

mission. For what other reason would Christianity want a spring-
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time but to fulfill Her mission? Her mission is salvific, that

is: the liberation of humanity and spring-time is inherent to her

essence such that her very christianity depends on it. This implies

a very dangerous approach to secularized thinking--at least to the

spirit of Marxism--if one maintains that the mission of the Church

abides only in some future horizon or in the future conversion of

mankind (as if_ men were only symbols of sqme constant inunanent

future of the world) instead of thinking that its escatalogical-

salvific mission---in its permanence and actuality--refers to an

escatology less related to our temporal future than to a terminus

(and consummation) of each particular man within his own peculiar

and essential time-slot.

In other words: Christianity is spring-time, that isty
the only season in which to realize the redemptive mission. Christ

endowed this season to His Church. Hence Christianity has only

one more chance which reveals itself now in a two-fold meaning�)
primarily, at the ontological-sacramental level: Christ is the

Redeemer of mankin , and the victory of this Second Adonis is as
,

far reaching as that of the First Adam. The faith of the Church

saves the world and the redemptive accomplishment of Christ stands

for all others in a more perfect way.

Secondarily, in its actual historical-world level,

Christianity is faced with a unique moment. That is, Christianity

must re-structure herself in a more "catholic"-ecumenical-posture,
o

or minimally let drop her m�diterranean garments in a self-conscious
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manner so that in keeping with the rhythms of these opportune

moments she will gradually be putting on that brightly colored

coat of Joseph: "polymitica tunica, circurndta varietate". Christianity¡
as incarnate divine truth, cannot present Herself naked or in

scraps as � the gnostic or Montanist modes imply. On the one

hand, her actual historial situation demands that she does not

identify her clothes with the body, and on the other hand, that

she does not insist that her cultural garments, even theological,

are usable, "semper et ubique," one and for all.

The first caution is grounded on the primacy of the

mystical and ineffable nucleus of Christianity. Hence if we lose

the sense of the mystical and the invisible--of the supratemporal

and escatalogical and even of that divinely supernatural "myterion"

vof Christ, the cosmic Christ, in the rig�rous Pauline sense then

Christianity simply takes a place alongside the religious sects of

k,
k

man l.n�.

The second caution which requires the infused and even

ecclesiastical gift, of the discernment of spirits, is no less a

delicate demand. Moreso because Christianity, with all its rational

categories and �� life-styles, in spite of its tensions and

differences, presently appears, within the universal phenomenology

of religions,
e-,

MEdl.terranean

V
MEditerranean

as just one more religious manifestation within the

10
-

basin. The melding of Christianity with these.

societies could have been a providential boon and

w:fd)
even Western spiritual categories could have been the best fitted

'. .

..

�
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to her. But it is still the case that�remain œr- �e;r..-the "good-

news" she must reach the poor, those "underdeveloped" as well as

those spiritually underdeveloped. This is not a demand that

Christianity deny her grand cultural past, but � she must dis-
�(

tinguish herself from it. �t: this is not the place to touch on

the problems of how she must reach out to universality without

slipping into syncretism or pure transcendence.

"Who does not lose his life •• ", "If the seed does not
-

I�'die ••• ". Would it be too daring,to apply these demands, surely not

unknown to Christianity, to the Church Herself, indeed the "Bride"

of Christ?

The great challenge to ChristianitY' in, .our era, in my
,

-
.

opinion, is this call to ..

put on" th,e likeness of the Master, the

slave, and to re-live freely that kenosis, that emptiness--the

PARADOX OF THE Cross--before the Lord of History and Christianity

has need once again that enemy armies awaken and shock the New

Israel, the Church, ,into her true mystery and call to eve�-readiness.
HINDUISM AND CHRISTIAN CONVERSION

If it accords with our interpretation of the Church, then

we must conclude that theology of conversion must also be basically

revised. We highlight one aspect of this problematic with an

example.

Christianity does not need to destroy Hinduism; �y�
Vl�.�

there is much more than this mere obviousness �h�t'� Christianity

needs to redeem Hinduism, or, better said, convert Hinduism. Thus
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we find ourselves at the heart of the issue. One must clarify,

in concreto, how Christianity affirms and culminates Hinduism. It

is evident that everything depe�ds on how one interpretes

"conversions." It must be pointed out, for example, that the

habitual notion of it as held by Mahatma Gandhi--for whatever motives

and circumstances that led him to think thus--does not in any way

cor�espond to any authentic christian concept of conversion.

When, as we have observed in the introduction, we maintain

that above all conversion is a rebirth, a new birth, so completely

radical that it implies nothing less than death and resurrection:

death to the old man and .birth of the new; then we must point out

that the resurrected being is no other than the same who died.

Transformation, in other words. A continuity subsists which cannot

be overshadowed in the new life of conversion. Mutatis mutandis

it is Hinduism, upon conversion, that is reborn. This re-born

Hinduism would become Christianity, but an authentic Indian

Christianity. The polemical expression "hindu-catholic", which is

rather clumsy if it is not further clarified, herein acquires a new

meaning. -

Since no one is born christian, conversion is a call not

only to Hindus and other non-christians--but a call to each man born

into the world. Each one is called to_re-birth: by water, fire and

the Holy Spirit. We have all been called, in distinct ways, to

the same conversion towards a living and saving God.

Assuredly conversion is a personal response; yet care

ake-VI.
must be .�� not to reduce the personal to the individual. Moreover
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we must keep in mind that both social and histori.cal vitality are

essential to the concept of person. Many�ontra�osition to

conversion were opposed to all and any vital historical, cultural,

social or ethical reversals. He'rein we cite one oppoition that is

chatacteristic not only of the personality of its author, Pandit

Nehru, but also of the actual situation in India: "The Ramayana
(

and the Mahabharata have been spun into the living pattern of

millions of lives in each generation over several centuries.

Frequently I ask myself what would result if our race would ever

forget the Buddha, the Upanishads and the epic literature. This

would be an uprooting and a loss of the fundamental qualities

which have always been the treasure of our race; this would be

the destruction of the past. India would no longer be India."

Frequently the isolated conversion of an individual not
as

only appears as a negation and excision but alsoAa renunciation

..ftSY'"
and contempt .�� all that he was and possessed prior to conversion,

even �� he is helpless to resist the free grace of conversion.

This last impulse is not rooted in psychology but in the theological

nature of Christianity itself, in its claim to true universal

catholicity, that is, in its claim as Fulness of all religions. We

are dealing with conversion and not with a man as such, but as person,

with his roots and world-vision; not with abstract human nature nor

\

with an individual uprooted from his Hinduism. This outlook

implies the conversion of all Hindu's�lm, as doctriney culture,

social order and even as religion. (w:_yoint out now) that t.he vital

current o,f salvation history enters into Hinduism itself.



:7 ..
L



.116.

n Ü n_,qpSL.S;s. � S c_....u:..�
nS �o:»: 0-0 --r-

I
fWh .

• '\ .

·at concerns exeges1.s,) one 1.S able to fix the problematic

with the following supposition: all Scripture must be interpreted

in that sense in which it was written. This would mean the exclusion

of the Old Testament from the canon of the New Alliance �ce it

was not written in its explicit meaning and under the intuition

of it time and full sense which was discoverable only in the light

of the New Testament.') This is to say,

claim before a Jew �t he possesses a

just as a Christian can

more profound and true

understanding of the Jewish holy books, likewise he can uncover the

true and profound sense of the cosmic covenant; partly written within

Hinfufism.

The issue lies in separating the apocryphal and prious

elements and determining the canon_,.and then interpreting the Sruti

in keeping with its own sensus plenior which lights up only within

the revelation of Christ. This double operation requires a consu-

mmate hand and also light from the Church, for Her sensus ecclesiae

in order to complete it.

The fact that Hinduism is not open to Christianity in

the same way that Judaism resists her fulness within Christianity

does not mean that Christ is not present there in any way, nor that

the expression tlhindu-catholic" is entirely meaningless. Evidently,

Hinduism, even in its positive side, as it exists today, is not

�"\.o\
Christianity. This is expressed exactly: That Ëloor laid by

missionary activity is not fhristianity, but the sub-floor is, and
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it is within this ground that the Church has already truly

'and invisibl, sprouted."

Within Hinduism, j.ust as anywhere else--not even

excluding the Christian interior life and even the rules of an

Order, as Saint Benedict had warned--every good and necessary
,

means can deteriorate into an obstacle, from the moment that it

fos'silizes and allows no more growth. In other words: each

-living -scone of hope can harden into a stumbling block of scandal.

In an analogous manner, the same pre-christian Hinduism,

which is a prov.idential preparation for Christianity, can be trans­

formed into an anti-christian Hinduism and into an obstacle. But

precisely here we must apply Our Master's command not to quench the

smoking fa.,. Although theoretically one must never over�look the

all-embracing reality of christ-ology,. in practice, it usually

results in the frequent acceptance of Christ; as another mere avatar

or divine manifestation to christians, as an exclúsive historical

hero of a select society who admits of no relátion whatsoever with

other prophets, who has not worked before the time of Abraham and

who is not symbolized anywhere else, as if He alone were the LiJht
that shines ùpon all men who are born. This Christ then appears

tò be the "manopoly"of a certain group and no longer the"
-----

", the Hope of all the Nations; and everything has

happened as if He did not need to be born among us in order to

transform Himself among the resurrected. These conditions are

usually interpreted in the sense that they were necessary psychological



preparations for man's acceptance of the christian message. Yet

this message not only would be foreign to India but also to

Christianity itself. I ask myself if we ourselves are the ones

r=>.
who ought to prepare ourselves psychologically to become .pen(rro-

foundly}to the language of the word of God. What dòes this passage

from St. Paul mean to us: petra autem erat Christus, or, the rock

that MOSeS\struck unto water was Christ? (1 Co. 10,4).

I now-conclude with a psychological and pas al reflection

that uncovers an imporitant theological problem.

If I ask why a person is an Hindu, he would answer- that

Hinduism as he conceives it, is the truth.

Ç'I�',W�
would �respond¡(on his part •. But, if I

. � �e c6.hristian

inqUire21ach about the

faith of the other, the Hindu would admit that the Christian also
. c;

abides in the truth whereas the Christian,�t least one somewher� (

vrwould answer that the Hindu abides in error and should be conv�ted

to the truth.

No one would deny that the christian response is not

e�ledient as long as the intent and the subsequent actions are good;

it simply expresses a spontaneous murmur of a good heart and a

noble soul. Furh ermore, it stands for a position that tradition

has established as a fixed interpretation of conversion. We now

attend to the attitude of the Hindu which interest us more. Many

Hindus fall into relativism__ and thus they admit: "I am in my truth

and he in his". This is syncretism: all religions are equal and also

equally imperfect; they are as diverse as the rivers flowing into

a common ocean. Yet there are other more traditional Hindus who

think otherwise: "I abide in the truth within Hinduism just as the

118.
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Christian abides in the truth within Christianity, not because

each one possesses his proper truth or a section of the truth but

� because we both participate in the one truth even imperfectly.

I follow Hinduism, not because it is Hinduism, but because it is

th� truth. If I am not in the truth or lacking some of the truth,
�

then show me, but in so far �I abide in the truth, I am that

much a christian in so far as Christianity is the truth." To him

truth is not so much an essence which is expressable in propositions

but an existence, an authentic way of living. He exists in so far

as he abides in truth, and he abides in the truth in so far as He

is. Certainly the more mature Christian reaction would grant that

essences and doctrines are of considerable importance since man is

not reducible to an existence without intellect. But he would

intend to lead the Hindu, to a more full truth, more vital and even

more conscious. This would not consist in a polemic or in a

negative criticism but in an existential encounter, in a participa-

tion of the life that Christ came down to give to men. Thus

Christianity serves as the fulness of Hinduism, not in the mode of

a superadded quality but as an interior development, or, speaking

most clearly: as a transformation, a metamorphosis, the conversion

of Hinduism. Within the dialogvt..-that Christianity initiates with

other religions, one must give full scope to catholicity. Thus,

not only is scandal minimized but also love and jU,stice are sustained.

We must remain alert to the "Christi�" values that Christ

has sent to our world since its beginning, and likewise we must

never forget that all these values are no more than a relative or

pre-christian �th, real but lacking the eucharistic presence of
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Christ. On the other hand, we should rtot forget that the Christian

Fulness is gained only by re-birth, through death and resurrection.
-

Conversion is not onl.y a dying (against pessimists and others who

characterize Christianity as a religion which negates all the rest);

nor is it a simple addition (against optimists who already see the

fullness of Chris�ianity within Hinduism). The missionary should

not be concerned with the killing of Hinduism, nor, in an excessive

zeal, with the�conserving of it. It is sufficient that he become

incarnate right there where he is led by God and that, within this

incarnation, and by means of the passion, death, ressurrection and

ascension of Christ, present within his own person and his circums-

tances, is ever-alert fo� salvation.

A. INTRODUCTION
...

I�

This first part intends to construct concrete desc�ipt�
� \S

of three basic concepts: pluralism, tolerance and Christendom �NO

slight task since, if we are to make christian sense, we must use

christian concepts, and all true christian conceptions are not only

correct and apt but are also original and new since Christ and the

-

Spirit make all things'new, including concepts. Thus the very

concepts that we have thus far used, have an intrinsic ambivalence,

a double meaning: a broad meaning, abstract, general and another

partiçular -. concrete, and divided meaning. What is christian

is a.lways Lncaznacej ,
that is� the most abSolute and general is

Xdwindled into a concrete and particular epiphany.
<

-¡.;...��
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1. PLURALISM

On the one hand, pluralism could be a concept heavy with
o

,

liberalism; Qf all systems were equally valid, one could never

reach the truth; if the contradictions were necessary then we

would have different truths. Ultimately there would be grasping

of a definitive truth. This pluralism would necessarily imply if�

concept of toleranc as indifference , a lack of resistance in

the face of evil, .ëi(� a peculiar apathy or pure - scepticism before

the ultimate questions of human existence; in a word, the miserable

accomodation of indifference (if not cowardice). Paradoxically,

this wquld also imply (and herein one detects a certain internal

dialectic) t at o ly in this case �e is there scope for individual

�, orv-; O' �
.

!

liberty,A' indivi ual,i.s�'ie f'�eedom but not for the community.
OV'\

Liberalism itself a variety of pluralism, prides itself as effecting

such ?eep respect for individual liberty that the individual within

society (the individual is always encountered within a society) can

no longer remain free. This is the tyranny of freedom carried to

its grand extreme. In this sense we must reject such a pluralism.
�\-

Yet pluralism can have other meanings;Acan also mean that

in our real and historical world, no monolithic unifQrmity exists;

it can mean that truth is certainly one but has a multi-dimensional

reality not because reality or truth-are not one but because we

are not one, we have not yet returned to the singleness of our

existence. To believe that the truth which we all seek is a

categorical truth, out there, in no man's land, would indeed lead

to utopianism or simple idealism� Truth always stands as a harmony
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and as a bridge; in other words, we always find ourselves on the

way towards that trutw,rbut nothing prevents <�� the way to the

highest peak in all the "mountains" of this world, from being
�

pluri-valent; that is, � there �� various roads to reach this

single peak. In this sense, pluralism does imply a margin of liberty.

We are not dealing in this case with the reactionary freedom of �

.
lib�lialoutlook but with a ma:ure ontonom1(!p��t me the word»

as an intrinsic demand of dist�ct hierarchical spheres of existencey
without falling into the other extreme: heteronomy. Thus we are

not dealing with a plurality of truths, but precisely with aspects

of the single truth. Thus one speaks, for example, of a pluralism

of the social order that in and for itself cannot be separated from

this world for as long as the new earth and new· heaven have not

yet been accomplished. One speaks also about a pluralism of views

of the world and religions. It would indicate a surrender to a

malignfnt temptation 1.f we were to pretend that we have already

reached definitive solutions here on earth whereas we have not

{_
yet reached the goal, (final) of d;finitive existence. This ever

transitory and pilgrim aspect is not only characteristic of man

but also of all human vàlues, not excluding philosophical, theological,

and even religion itself since the second "coming' has not yet

appeared.' Everything on earth is touched with pilgrim values Or is

\��
to be qualified as a transitory reality; �hey are authorized only

for the passage, and, consequently they are all not only open-ended

but also provisional in a sense which later we shall determine

precisely; they point to a subsequent definitive state. Within

this present order of things we must glimpse at authentic tole�ance.
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2. CHRISTENDOM
"

,"

·In like manner the JDard Christendom has a double meaning.
\

(AS a s±art� we must distinguish exactly between Christendom and

. Christianity. Christianity is the doctrine of Christ, better

s-h\1
.

yet, the totality of a christian existence.

On the other hand, Christendom was constructed at

o

one time as the symbol of an historical monolithic and harmonius

order, as if original sin were not an historical reality. In

this situation such a Christendom pretended as if only one true

order existed. Christ, Christendom Church, christian pOlitics,

family, etc., everything was forever' fixed. No other possibiity

,existed but a univocal concept of All, a concept which flows

naturally from heteronomous thinking. ,If the first concept of

pluralism led to a feckless tolerance, that ist to indifference,

then this concept of Christendom led to intolerance. The individual

in this case, is not free; .onLy the totality of the order (be it

collective, totalitarian, or whatever falsification of the kingdom

of God on earth) was able to enjoy a certain apparent freedom. In

this way, at its best, one reaches tolerance and nothing more.

Today there is much talk about Marxism as a secularized christendom,

without its sacred character. But there also exists within the

christian world the temptation towards a christianity without

�IX.+
Christ, �l:-y as there is the danger of fashioning a Christ

without the Cross.

If we cling to univocal concepts, everything is guided­

by a logical and inhuman order which leads us to appreciate the

re-action of Humanism. But there also exists a concept of
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Christianity that is derived from the conviction that Christianity

is not simply an idea and � plays no part in any purely spiritual

or religious enterpr�se. Accordingly, Christianity must be

incarnated in the world yet such an incarnation is dependant on

personal and free decisions. This allows for a pluri-valent

Christian order. I submit that Christendom is ,the ultimate

christian lattice for earthly realities. Christendom--and this

would be a chapter all by itself--need not equate itself with the

Church, yet it is linked to Her nonetheless, just as my hand is

not my person yet bonded to me. Christendom is the peak expression

not of a christian idea
.....

but of the "christic" reality. All human

structures are affected by the impact of faith.' One extreme does

not justify its opposite, and precisely here, within a via media,

is the "locus" of true tolerance.

3. TOLERANCE

This brings us to the concept of tolerance which we have

Imos�(already) defined. We commented in the first place, on

tolerance as broad-mindedness, as indifference, as agnosticim�).

Since this type of tolerance doesn't allow for the recognition of

truth, a chrj;.stian cannot accept it; we have· already eliminated it.

Yet it also implies, in a certain way, a tolerancia intoleran�á_
('

..t
)

. .

�ntoleran$e tolerance s�nce anyone who does not accept th�s form

of tolerance is simply excluded from the game of tolerance itself.

This is the paradox of some pluralistic societies.

Yet tolerance can be something completely different, and

we now go into more detail: tolerance, xis not.ê actical gambit but

. .... p\ �\e_("o...V\� '. �
.

an expxes s i.on of fa�th, sanee �t �sÁ.the chr í.s t
í

an 'llJ.\tS - touches.
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and transforms everything, and within this out-reach, modifies,

,

. of"�1/\
all that is embraced. This refIe �� �� canlgive the

v.') '"' I c..h. 'i�
impression of an intolerant toler�nce......

.

is � precise�tesson
of the Middle Ages.

B. PRESUPPOSITIONS .�'

(_Ncw) Let us be more concrete. For this task we need free

hands in order to comprehend and write the piece� that we have

identifiedl!' ince the hands of intelligence are concepts; � 'l�' ,·s
. �t.. fuo. 't""

with the��we'shall grasp a trans-conceptual reality. At the risk
vJ�\\ '

(;').of being mis-understóod �onethel�make a short cirticism

of the West: it appears to me that ±he western mind apprehends
� e.'f\ VY\ 0\ e..

better that it comprehends. Since Descartes) and ,mo:rreSQ since Kant,
Y\CJ.$

the westApride itself on having discovered that knowledge is more

an apprehension than a comprehension, more an active intervention

lito gather" than a passive attitude that allows itself to be

embraced. Thus, the thi -in-i.tself is captured, and as a consequence,

also modified, even carried to the extreme of Heisenberg's indetter­
r

minacy. The West maintains that to know is to invade with the con-

6\lr
sequent modification of the captive loot. On the other hand, is not-

,..-_ ... - .. _--------...

there a knowing that basicallY'is comprehension and not intervention,

a being posse�\sed and not a
: taking possession? �.,n�ne�ëd:-_,­vsvo..\ '"

hands are/so pre-occupied with their stock of items that there is

r

little possibility of simply opening them to embrace, with no

interest of possession or domination. "Pick up the pieces left
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j�
over" says the Master (In. 6, l3}.

Today we know so much that we have even lost the innocence

of ignorance. In order to free our "hands" a bit more and thus

complete our description of tolerance, I now introduce two lines

of thought that will make up the second section of our consideration,

and which can be expressed in two concepts.

l. MICRODOXIA

l. Description

By way of introduction let us take a somewhat dramatized

example that will help us outline the issue. When the Portuguese

arrived in India 350 years ago, they believed sincerely that the

so-called Christians of Saint Thomas, the Jacobites, were heretics""·

j .

his group did net; kneel at communion and they even drank out of

the chalice; their clergy married��e� had not fully grasped the

meaning of "transubstantiation" and Me.y read Mass in the vernacular�....

�n ritual celebrations everyone understood what was said and they

spoke to each other)� sang in chorus, and were quite disorderly.

They used non-precise formulations which eQuId justify the accusation

$�o<""t-
of Monophysitism. In a e�à, a new schism was fQ���d within ��e

Church, rooted in the identif�catior:_of �aith with a particularized

.. c�ption of it. What was actually being judged was the spirit of

that age.

Obviously this example is an extreme case, yet critical

even in its s implif ied form. -tJn� otaRG=w&.l.--l: microdoxy is not
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heterodoxy, where doxa is basically correct, yet still somewhat

underdeveloped, and somewhat minimized. It is n� \onge� co�si�ered
doxa, an opinion resting on the opinionated, but mere formula.
�--- -- -- -

-----

It is �ve�o -l�nger�opinion. Just as in� everyday speech,

whenever we ask for a more exact question "what do you want to ask

by that?")we are no�(:refer�that "want to as� a one man's

opinion but to that transcendental other that he....·intended to

communicate. The doxa_of microdoxy, on the other hand, is always

fixed; it is always (and this is the essential aspect of micrOdOXY)
identified with the usual formulas yet without having entered into

the named reality, into the res significata, as Thomas Aquinas

would sayo

In microdoxy, the doxa is identified with a determined

fully crystaJized
A .

content, that iSi:J with a determined horizon, with a

,

world-view. Microdoxy is not able to effect a complete horizontal

nor any separation whatsoever from this horizon. The problem is

not simple since true doxa cannot be identified with any particular

conception of the world, nor with any formulation or formula, yet

it cannot simply float in the air beyond formulation, without a

body;' it cannot exist naked, it must be incarnate. The "Kairos" of

the West today consists precisely in that the West finds itself

challenged to undergo the same sacrifice, to shed its garments and
a..l<>�

take on a new body. "Who does not lose his life" ••.• This is..(applicable

� to an entire culture and even to particular historical moments

here on earth. Microdoxy is an adventure into reality, into true

faith, beyond all particular entrenched world-views that are no

e



-

blJt 0::\ ot\¡\2.\ -t\'M.<l-s., dCClIAJ ¿ VS.+�.çl�J·
C(\\-\¿\c,\fV\ <;\'t\C,;{l.. -

- ,

- [ .

Ii



· .•. i..

128.

Cl-A�� �s. \o

���agree with persons, like S. Radhakrishnan or Karl JaspersJ
when they critize the thinking of many christians)but it mustÈ�_

said immediately that what they criticize dees_nét, ef�ect orthodoxy.
- ----_- -.--... __,_

They ,are drawing attention to particular microdoxical conceptions

which in some cases aré quite acceptableJ<� _i:;. �the� c�s.=s_�e��
èonceptions correctly_ draw criticism since they do not authentically
- -_ - - -- -- -- - -....._.. - - - _- - - -- ......

reflect the christian truth. What many criticize today is not

christian orthodoxy but rather microdoxy.

2. Microdoxical premises

We intend�d�W)a possiple microdoxical inter­

pretation of our problematic, that is:1 uncover a tacit microdoxica.l

assumption.

When, after'three long centuries of � christian presence

in Bengal, (for the first time) the Catholic Sacramental Ritual was

� ,�--�

rans 1 ated' into Bengal i_, l.anguacg..e, the trans la"bor was v is i ted by

a learned professor from Calcutta who congratulated him l1J>on this
'

-Çtl"�
accomplishment. At last the community could \ilo�"Ê¡Hld what was

.
,

being done in the reception of the Sacraments and could OO'¡"'l10w "Y'\�s\o..II\J
what the priest was mumbling. The translator never thought of it

thi� !ë!Y_. To him everything wa: :ar�t�s: �ea; an: b:a�if�l� -The
OIJ \""

visitor agreed�� nevertheless wanted to point out a particular

word that was equivocal and badly translated. Everywhere, Catholic

Churc;h" had been translated by "universal" Church, and the visitor

" insisted that this was a bad slip since one could not speak of a
,

universal religion but only of a sect, of the "catholic" sect, the

religion of the "faringlu". The learned professor from Calcutta

(,
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had never dreamed it possible that the Christian religion could
'¡ V'\ $"CI IfY\. e, ",,",P ï

conceive itself as a universal and ecumenical religion thatÁenclosed
and fulfilled � s&me �ashf±.(¡)n all the others, and was not on the

same level as these others. He had alw,ays pres�ed (and this is

the general opinion among Indians) that "catholic" was merely' '\k

label of a Roman Christian sect ••

a) Tolerance, the lesser evil.

At this point we engage the �s�E�. How should a Christian

behave in a pluralistic society? Should �e, for example, be

tolerant (and this is the concrete issue} or should he initiate
- _----

some sort of Apostolate? We briefly indicate now the tacit presump-
- - - - - - - - -

-- -- - --

tian of the questioner. We avoid all psychoanalysis and initiate
-- - - - ....... - - - - - - .... - - ...._. --- - --- -- - - - -

a particular deep analysis concerning a typical actual mentality.

The statement of .the problem is enclosed in a particular

presupposition that makes tolerance appear as the lesser evil.

Wherepver pluralism is a fact, there is no other way but tolerance.

But lacking pluralism, tolerance is not necessary. If we are able

(not only within society but within our own family and other personal

collectives) to cut out pluralism by supressing it, then there is

no reason for tolerance.
.

If one can exist wi.thout tolerance, so

-tf'�i",
much the betterl This l'0<J-hc of thought can be applied to microdoxy

itself. It is noteworthy that the first edition of Lexikon fur

Theologie und Kirche by �erder lacks an article on "tolerance".

The British Encyclopedia makes no reference to it either. Equally
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\ .

'"

i�-\-� ��\ �
noteworthy the Dictionnaire de la Bible has no article on

"enemy" nor on "violence." The Theologi.e Catholiqu� treats the

word "tolerance' from a juridico-moral viewpoint. The article

cites the theolog'.ian, Capello, who, in 1928, defined tolerance as

"e�isso .negativo mali," which'strips it of any claim to virtue.

Thus, tolerance is a compromise, a pure passivity prior to motion.
I.\- '

'ne..1e�âBee appears exclusively as a moral issue: whenever a situªtion

is defective, � we can be taught technically how to tolerate

the evil circumstance. 0'hUS� launched into a sea of pass ib Le

distinctions, direct intentions, indirect, sub direct, etc. This

appears to be the scope of tolerance. This attitude is rooted in

a microdoxical conception, who$e actual origin is founded �n the

dream of that lost, but now regained�paradise of Christendom, �J���
.� which could not actually be accomplished. All this presumes

thàt diversity of opinion does not belong to the factual experience

of man and that one must tolerate it in passing but must morally.

TIL (...,0..."" L.tL.

annihilate it when possible. � is the lesser evil.

:::¡=ot\o.....,íl'\.�
�0..!l9 _fhis line of thought, tolerance would..J in the final

analysis/be a question of prudence. Prudence dictates when and how

to be tolerant. The politics of adaptation engaged by modern

missionaries offers an example: Let the "good blacks" preserve
\<(..LI'> �. "'"

some of their native customs; let them b$��!' It pleases the

natives! We can afford to be tolerant, and it does not do much
Se:>

harm; �s we gain the affection of the natives. The natives now

wish to attend Mass barefooted. We can be tolerant if that is
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what they want. Tolerance, in this example, is certainly the

lesser evil. We could cite many more instances that would draw

tears �or their pathetic humor.

b) Tolerance, a practical necessity

There is yet a second tacit presumption in the posing

of the problem and our generation is now engaged in overcoming it.

This other aspect of ,the issue would be the following:

tolerance is unavoidable; conflicts always abound because the

christian is more than man, and has orders from on high to be

magnanimous precisely in tolerance, yet, on the other hand, he must
r

-, \.'Ec <7\,'('Yt' o I

never surrender which would imply unfaithfulness to his call. �husÎ

conflict is inevitable and one must seek out a neutral place, a

common spot upon which to live, in peace with one another and where

one can be tolerant. One can label this natural right, or natural

religion, human nature or social order, or instrinsic structure

of creation; in a word, it remains in the profane sphere, a neutral

philosophy which permits concord, communication and collaboration
't r.

as if Christ had nothing to do with bhe eaS'e. Only at this price
_.;- --

i a response(purchase� to the complaint that the christian simply

is not tolerant, that he cannot keep a contract and that he alwa s

ambitions something more. By means of this concept of tolerance
-_ --- - - '

Ii

II the Christian is allowed, it is thought, to step down to that level,

a selected profane area of creation, where he can peacefully dialogvL
I'

I'
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with, and be understood by, others.

This attitude presup oses that to be a Christian is a

mere compliment, an accident ta human nature, as if Christ were

merely my God, my idol, prophet; as if He were always only mine

C\éOX\.,
and not, as the Liturgy �Pe�ise�y reminds us, the Alpha.and Omega

of all things, the Firstborn and Mediator between this non-divine

order and God; as if He were not in the same instance Christ

I' creator, Christ Redeemer, and Christ Glorifier, all in a self-same

indestructable unity. Since the Christian is transformed into one

5°

'simple reality with Christ, we" a long as we resist the full

application to our christian-existence of those four famous

adjectives of the Council of Calcedon, w� shall always remain

uncentered personalities and always suffer a nagging inferiority

complex about our faithfulness to our christian vocation and about

the realization of our own immutable, indivisible, inseparable,

and unconfused christian-existence WhiC�iS
There are no neutral positions. Precisely

also our human-existence •

.
'

because Christ is not

only creat9r, but also Redeemer and Glorifier, there is no shelter

for the christian outside the christian reality, no order that

does not depend on Christ.

\

We can say the same thing more simply by changing some

of the terms. It happened, as i is well known, in the German

J\'SC.o"'I""�\'n�
reichstag a century ago. A particular senator was dá:S€i®ve�fl'l"9'

on Providence and Transcendence as attributes of the Absolute with

special bearings on the Destiny of the German people, when suddenly

another senator stood up. enraged",and shouted: "God is named uncle!"

,<-ver

We want to say the same: Christ is the true name. Wha�we coverAup
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with labels such as nature, society, Christendom ••• Christ is the

real name. It is a microdoxical èonception to think that Christ

is merely mine or only for orthodox christians--microdox oneS--8¡.,.

Christ is much more _ than this, and as' long as we do not overcome

v)Q_
this microdoxical conception, it is only with difficulty that @ne

can initiate dialo¿�ith followers of other religions without
O\,,)(-

betraying ene!

can understand

faith or without nagging guilt feelings. One

�e.71the cautions of the hierarchy, granted ��e�e pre-
t�e..-I\r

suppositions.

Three christian functions

�aS \o
If one rt.L'Us.'b propose a solution (only as a guideline) one

c..

would submit three concepts which could open unto a positive dialo��

and. understanding: Christ, and the co-sharing Christian, ,as the

three-fold function (understood in a meta-theological sense) of

Koinonia, diakonià tpd kerygma.

a) Koinonia

If all men have received from Christ His nature, and if

the so-called natural religions and the entire natural plane only_

has meaning and reality with Christ, in Christ and from Christ, then

the Christian, as Christian, does not merely IItoleratell the natural
s -\-le..-

order but cooperates with i:,�Q. is present and assist;t.. �Q is a

brother amid brothers and desireg�to cotaborate in the formation of

the human structure (since it cannot remain on a neutral plane) �
,

not as an
II outsider" nor as a condescending ci tize� but as one who
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works with full conscientiousness that he is fulfilling an
--- _ ...__ . __- --

_ ... -�---

authentic and basic Christian task. The Christian, as Christian,

is in communion and in community with all that exists here on earth.

The Christian tolerates the non-Christian not by some weight of

condescension that drags him to the natural floor, where everyone

l6t-· 1 de. S.0 1.S ocate. Like Christ, he asks no privileges and has none

because all the others are likewise in Koinonia, in communion with

Christ, in which all, in one way or another, participate.

Christ is the creator and this is the ground for Koimonia,

yet He is also Mediator and Redeemer which gr,eunds the function and

task of diak.onia among christians. No one goes to the Father but

_through the Son; the Redemption is universal. and the christian knows

that he. is annointed to this· task; he is servant to the others; he

has not only the right to exercise this diakonia but an obligation

to it. Love of neighbor is his task on earth. In all circumstances

whatsoever, he must pray to be tolerant, in order to serve, that is,

to fulfill the task that constitutes, beyond all doubt, his mission

on earth.

c) Kerygmati

Finally, Christ is the Glo,cifier¡ He is Lord and only He

can be invoked by the name Lord. He is Lord of all. But only

christians recognize and confess it, and this confession transforms

the freedom of service into a commanq from God. This command is not
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an absolute imposition, a violence descending from above; neither

does it occur to the Christian to· tolerate others but he himself

cries out for their tolerance.

The Christian announces Christ and every Christian, in

this sense, is a missionary, since he recognizes, loves and respects

.Christ as Lord, and fulfilling this mission with a truly existential

fidelity he needs no other justification. A person truly in love

does not ask the why or wherefore. The Christian loves the Lerd
/

(he can do nothing which is not loving Him) and recognizing the

marvelous "works" of the Lord, he joins,�.:ebf spontaneously and
•

In

seriously (not too self-consciously yet responsibly»)-b& the s�e
task tha� the earth, flowers, clouds and rivers d�: simply sin��1nd

. 1"5
proclai�the glory of their Lord. Acting completely in good faith,

he continues to resound the Kerygma, to announce the Good News

without recourse to ultferior motives because only the Lord has the

key to the secrets of History. The Christian exists this way

because there is no other alternative; a lover, relying only on the

Lord since he knows he is, in reality, a useless servant. He sings

unto the Lord!

e..

II. ORTHOP�9.XIS

The two presuppositions thus far highlighted are first,

the microdoxical supposition that looks on tolerance as a lesser

evil; second, an outlook that views tolerance as not yet grounded
e-

in ��� theorftical, but rooted only in practical, necessity.
• t
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Now we introducé the second concept already mentioned

and which we name: orthopraxis. -It seems to me that the issue of

tolerance arises when the exceiive intellectual atmosphere that

usually pervades it is broken and space must be made on another

-e

level. The usual play was to relate the question of tolerance to

the truth claims of Christianity.

This seems obvious, but Christian truth is not a mere

essence, is not only intellectual harmony, rathe:; it is �� t�'e trI "fV>CJ.rJ¡
�st 'F��e; an existence which achieves its harmony only in_

faithful imitation; better said, in the realization of Christ. The

truth is Christ, and this leads immediately to the concept of

-orthopraxis.

If we want to uncover the necessary root of tolerance,

we need to get beyond mere orthodoxy. This claim can be proved, in

the first place, with purely dialectical reasoning. If we were

we.. ",",o...,lJ �QV� to
_

engaged only in theory, �rre ltlas"� admit that whoever says A cannot

also def�nd B by virtue of the principle_of contradiction.

l. Description

It seems to me.that Christian tolerance can have meaning
"'"

and take its real place only if we introduce the concept of orthopr�is.
"-

What is orthoprwcis? We shall describe it briefly., then

apply it to our problematic.

How mus� a Christian behave? This is aurA basic question.
l1havJerl

We a-�l __intuit how he should behave since this ought__
is grounded in

-e:
existence, in being Christian Man and also,{c=itizen of a pluralistic
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society. But existence is noe simply alÍ" ¢'static substance, a l \cJ­
being-ther� ��tl, but dynamic (in itselfi, an unfolding, a becoming.

Everything on earth is in passage, in spring-time growth. Man is

a pilgrim, his existence still unfolding, a not-yet, but soon.

Thus it is written that he will then belong fully to God. The

Christian concern on earth is not only with knowing, nor the mere

defense of truth; the christian aff1:ar is, above all, a union with

the truth; the christian art is to become the truth. "One must do

the truthll says Saint John. This work sanctifies, this' effort
he. -e.

justifies, this is what matters. We are,(dealing (and this must be

stressed) not with superficial activity, nor with merely moral

concern but with practice cha�ged(down)with existence and liturgy

and holinessJwith which man contributes to his own salvation and +o
nor

.

�.qr the salvation of the world. Neith&J: are we dealing only with

the primacy of the existential but also with that theandric proces�
which has always been called cult) by which. the world subsists and

reaches its goal. Man is on earth to effect salvation·, he labors

to help the Universe (without excluding himself) reach God, (in- - - - - - - - - � ----_

Christ) its goal. An Indian scripture reads: "If the priests
do not offer sacrifice in the morning, then the sun will not rise.1I

We are dealing, final:ly, with authentic and sacred action, true

cooperation in the creation and existence of the world. We are not

dealing with empty activity nor even with voluntarism nor even

with good will.
a_--

Orthoproxis is not a candid ethos for work or activity;
it is another and different action, more profound, holy, weighted

with existence, liturgical. This actually bestows meaning on action.
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We can imagine the frustration of a typist who after a

,_

.. full day at the typewriter discovers that there is no ribbon. Action

was expended but the result was negative.
O-

Orthoproxis is not the

mot�on of the typing fingers, bu� real action, that is, with the
¡'f\ J.-u.ël

ribbon. Christian.ity has" .� a theory which is not a theory,

rather an action: the redemptive action of Christ, which, in the

final analysis, is still active and co-active. Man, in order to

I'

accomplish salvation on earth, must assume real responsibility, real

co-labor. Eternal life consists, says Saint John, (�7, 3) in

Rnowing Christ but this knowing does not subtract from doing

(Mt. 19,17). Moreover, love shows itself in works (In. 14,15).

tacking work, we cannot recognize GOd/(l Jn 2,3), nor love Him

(I In. 2, 4; 5, 2: II Jn 6).1
Development of this basic reality would' carry us too far

II

from our present theme. It seems, then, that we have to some

degree lost oùr sense of the sacred. For example, when it is claimedI'

I'

that the Church exists for the sake of cult, this has something to
I'

I'

Ii
II

II

do with liturgy but even this is not yet sounding its depths. Cult

is an action laden with existence, in which the creature is raised

14.to the�Creator. Orthop&xis is not merely moral behavior, rather

it is precisely this action that a Christian must achieve here on

I' earth and Christianity is that ontological "locus" where this is

I:

"-

achieved. Orthoproxis determines the precise boundaries of orthodoxy.
'

Within these lines, within this action, orthodoxy uncovers its
II

-

I' :true meaning. Both are co-œeLat.Lve , A non-practicing Christian has

I'

I,

II

1"-

I'
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no real sense. This affirmation only reveal� a break between

C<..

orthodoxy and its vital relationship with orthoproxis. A Christian
I Q.+ ('"l:)o\-

is ���(radically one who believes and not someone who holds

Christian doctrine as true or subscribes to everything that the

chfùch has thought and written through her theologians. To believe

means more than to affirm truth; it means to incarnate the act of

et.

faith, and orthoproxis plays the major role in this enfleshment.

2. Applications

There are three applications to our problem.

a) Scope for diversity of opinions.

o-

If we clearly grasp the meaning of orthoproxis, � we

should also be aware that the construction of this concept in no way

intends to diminish the importance of orthodoxy and the vital·role

orthodoxy plays. Both are in unity yet the primacy goes to orthopr�is.
O,;

Orthoproxis, correctly understood, gives.scope for divèrsity of

opinions. If orthodoxy were to define Christianity, then there

would be no room for anyone with a different way of thinking nor

even room for two theological schools. Bo .th A and B have claims,

but there is room only for one. If the essence of the Mass is in

sacrifice, it is not in transubstantiation. �a�±c�ll� ,his dilemma

can never be overcome. As long as the Church does not take side)in
----_

the issue, then only one or the other way of thinking can be true;
..

they both cannot be. Thus, if orthodoxy defines Christianity,

there is absolutely no possibility of tolerance, nor even the

political tactic of tolerance as we have described above. The basic

issue is not a theory on sacrifice, but sacrificing itself.
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b) Scdpe for heresy.

Orthodoxy makes room for diversity of beliefs, or if

one prefers to use a less pleasant term filled with historical

connotations, for heresy.

possession of the doctrinal complex and still claim to be a

o�
Christian •. If one prefers to precind from living examples, we

could resort to the dispute of the ponatists. The fact is that one

can live beyond the pale of orthodoxy and still remain w.îthin the
c:JJ

scope of orthopraxis. But, we must immediately note: if on hearing
e

this, someone ·would put it into practice �®' with the claim that..)
"I do not need to be orthodox in order to live an authentic existence")o._r {t.'-(? ..

� �hat very instance when the person is conscious of such an .

affirmation and sets aside orthodoxy as something he refuses to

� .

admit, he' loses orthoproJ.(ie, the irrepressible existential consumma-

tion of the act of faith. In full consciousness the claim makes no

sense. I cannot claim, for exam Ie: I would like to allow myself
-- - - - - ,.....____ -...____ �

o� t.£_think suc�_n�d such ideas; y� I would stiu._lik;....!:_o .!l!a�

�t is possible to live

from the outside, I 'could certainly claim.t. '�a...t-...>J
. -

within or�hopr¿¡���o�hose who are beyond

�y goal. But speaking
--

the pa�e of orthodoxy yet do not consider themselves s� these

peoples not only reach their goal within orthopr�is, but also

contribute to the redemption of the world.

c) Scope for "non-believers"

This third application makes room for the so-called
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. t\..

non-christians, other religions and even the doubter. Orthoproxis

does not mean, in any way, good behavior or impeccable manners; it

�&-.,
means that conduct, that act.Lon that allows man to reach his goal;

christians are not exclusively "believers" but also men of hope
G-

and love. Salvation csn be reached without orthodoxy, which perhaps

One

a major part of Mankind.

r fi s X""��"'/.. (can be I j 'st and still not onfess true doctrine; for
- - -

-�
has always been the teaching of 'the Church: there

__ -

is the normal path

out.siders
7

is no salvation without grace, and grace exists outside the Church.

Today we see everywhere the good effects of such grace and the

vital call for tolerance. This introduces us to the third and

final part of our study.

C. CHRISTIAN TOLERANCE

l. Tolerance as a virtue

Tolerance is a virtue. It is not a lesser evil or an

w\v�
accommodation to circumstances; it is -e:v:e1!l more, since it is

(Ga. 5, 22) a fruit of the Holy Spirit. This tolerance has three

elements:

a) Discernment t��
Not only between good and evil but also:le£��e� the

definitive and provisionàl,Be.ê.l,-een theories and formulas; the res

significata and the thing itse�f, between intentionality and thought, etc.

In 1956, the 2500 anniversary of the Buddha was celebrated;

a dean of the Faculty of Ind 'clogy was president of a particular

session of the International Buddhist Congress. When he saw me in
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the hall with the other participants, he spoke to me in a manner

that was ironic yet polite: "What are you doing here? ·You are not

a Buddhist!" I· replied: "What are you doing here? You are not a

Buddhist! " He replied: nI arn." I responded: "'I am also"; and

with the same rights and reasons he used to call himself a Buddhist

without being so (he was an orthodox Hindu). He had recognized

certain truths in Buddhism that allowed him to be called a Buddhist

without taking juridical action. Yet he denied the same possibility
------

to me. He believed that the intentionality he permitted himself

was not enough for me. It is that intentionality, that disce�nment

which lifts us above mere word-games.

At that moment :r. had to apply all that I have said about

microdoxy .. Only an authentic orthodoxy could help us bàlance this

discernment amid the limited claims of philosophy, psychology,

cu l,ture, history, etc.·' The intellectual element' was a necessary

condition to perf�rm an authentic act of tolerance.

\/.

Unfortunately, we li'e our lives many times amid tragic

errors. In this respect, not only the Christological and

Trinitarian disputes of the early centuries provide exarnples, but

even our present times abound with them. The same theological

reasons (recall my incident with the Hindu dean) that in the Christian

:'

West argue in favor of God as a person and still avoid anthropomorphism,

are precisely the very same reasons used by Vedanta Hinduism to deny

personality to God. Whenever one repeats that the basic stumbling

block between Hinduism and Christianity consists in that Hinduism

does not acknowledge the personality of God, he then loses sight



142.

of that int ntionality, for he could claim that they both aimost0...\ IfV\,tls;. .

co""�"i .�)think"the same but in opposeèi words CI say almost, in order to

save the Trinitarian issue).

b) Ordered thinking

The second element is ordered thinking. Authentic
tolerance not only makes distinctiòns (the first element) but it
also uncovers relations; and these relations need to be placed
within an. ordered framework. We are not dealing only with relation-
ships between the essential and non-essential, but also between
the more and less, the whole and part, leader and led, authority and

t
obedience. This description is sufficient for now.

c) A,receptive attitude.

This third element is essential, the specific issue that
takes us to the heart of this study: a receptive attitude. We are

so little accustomed to the contemplative that the issue may remain
somewhat cloudy and foreign. There is a Malabar maxim: when an

ant ties up an elephant, it is not the elephant that got close to

the ant but the ant approached the elephant. When a christian

tolerates, that is, a christian, son of God touches and draws

anything to himself, he is not conceding or compromising anything
rather it is the other who remains chosen, compromised, obligated
to take part.

The 'tolerance of christian man is not "a change of subject,"
the effect of a liberal or optimistic outlook on the world; neither
is it a prudent tactic, nor the choice of a lesser evil or mere

surrender of � non-essential item. It is something entirely
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distinct: it is a passion, a suffering, an enduring, a sharing;

concretely, a carrying, a shared-carrying. "I bear all things

for the sake of the chosen" (II Tm. 2, 10). Moreover christian

tolerance is a receiving, an accepting, a redeeming, a tran�for-

rnation unto resurrection. It is, we would say in reference to

the Letter to the Galatians, a virtue, a mystical virtue, yet

not merely a passive attitude; it is accepting and receiving for

the sake of redemption; it is the door to regeneration and, perhaps,

a death unto resurrection. But, what does this mean specifically?

What must a christian tolerate?

Evil! No doubt; and herein appears the parable of the

wheat but, in the first place, evil is a rather grandiloquent and

� -

abstract word;Á_on the other hand, we do not care to enter into an

exact judgment about it. Yet this is not all. What must a

christian tolerate? I answer simply: the world. The christian must

tolerate that he is not-yet, that he is not as he would prefer to

be, nor as he would want to be, nor as he wants to be, that he has

not reached his goal, the fulfillment of his existence. The christian

must tolerate that he is not perfect, that he cannot be a saint

in 24 hours; he must tolerate not only that he is a sinner, but

also that the kingdom of God has no-t yet corne forth, that everything
�

is surnerged in shadows, a ref�ection in a'mirror.
II

Who can practice such tolerance?

Only he who maintains this fundamental posture of faith,
-¡¡ e.-

a basic capacity 0� toleratha� himself with all his warts, and - 1:&
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sustain�� not only his own pilgrim existence, but also that of his

neighbor. The Christian must bear the weight of the others plus
�O

his own, not only for the sake of a natural, but � an ontic,

morality; he must bear this incomplete cosmos, this tempora existence(p

{broken and fragme� Whoev;r-Is-Batisfied with himself, who is

not open, who does not taste himself, suffer himself as a pilgrim,

cannot be tolerant, cannot allow tolerance. and neither could he

understand this study.

How must a christian behave?

This is a third question in our description of this final

elem�nt of the virtue of tolerance. He must show himself and behave

.in .a manner authe tically tolerant. This is to say that a christian
'("{\91(' o 1"\ � .

is not one who(tole'tates the ignorant or non-be Lí.evers butA_wh0 also

helps them. He is a christian who upholds the world and 'contributes

his labor. This mission can be realized only in Christ 'and with
e-

Him, Creator, Keeper and Redemer of the world. This suffering of

the world is precisely the art of orthopraxis. The Christian does

not judge the world, nor is he a spectator or a being who keeps to

himself the just vision of the world. He must contribute something

to the world since he has been entrusted with a mission. His faith

remains imperfect and his love falters if they do not anim.;lte him
____...

with hope and I �e, and as a christian he is dedicated to his

constructive labor, as a sacred e
, liturgical and holy, that is,

priestl� task. He is a "co-workerlt, a "co-sufferer", a "co-redeemer."

The christian is humanity's true priest and priest of all the cosmos.

He must take his place in the cosmic task of forming a new heaven

and a new earth. This task is tolerance which can be translated
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as patience. At least once in the Vulgate, "hipomone" was

translated not as patience but as· tolerance. (2 Co. 1,G). Tolerance

is that patience by which we shall save our souls and others too.

(Lk.21,19). Tolerance. also means waiting and hoping, and not

exclusively steadfastness and persistance. It appears to me that
1

this would be a most esoteric interpretation. But christian tolerance

means properly to bear and to carry the weight and burden of others,

an act, says Saint Paul (Ga.G,2), which crowns the law of Christ.

This is the Christian vision. It is not a quest for a powerful

and triumphant Christianity but for the making of the Kingdom'of

God. Certainly this implies involvement on earth and even with those

minimal structures of matter destined to resurrection which even

now begin the new heaven and the new earth.

The Christiàn mission is to be the light and yeast of

the world. This must be taken in all seriousness�aBd not as a

rI �s
peculiar compliment for the jdst but as the essential attripute of

. Christian existence by which it merits the name. The follower of

Christ must carry the'Cross and the Cross is that "locus" on earth

en,trusi:ed to the good servants of God.

l. "Pars fortitudinis", says Saint Thomas, is patience (S.T.II,II,q.13G
a.4). Yet Helenic bravery is not covered by christian patience, not
even in a passive way. Patience, "a finished work" (Sant.l,4) is
not at all a simple constance and steadfastness in the face of evil,
but for man and world it is the norm of enduring destiny.
(from the root , from which comes tolerance) means to bear,
support, suffer, persevere, endure but (never and ªl,most never

therefore) hardly the physical taking-upon-oneself but to
,,-.---

bear oneself in the sense of saving. From the two verbs to lift
and to fulfill, one could say that Christ', in so far as He tolerates,
assumes�(in the first sense) bear� that object of his tolerance, and
thus fulfills it (the second sense). From this perspective it is
possible to See that there really is no christian tolerance---as
well as any other christian value

.

other than love, which alone is
capable of tansforming a simple constance into an hopeful endurance.



2. Lk., 21,19.
3. RIn., 12,19.
4. 2 Co. 6,7.
5. Sant.·l,4.
6. RIn. 8,25.
7. Mt. 25,5 o

8. Ac. 3,21.
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A cosmic-salvific virtue.

"Your tolerance will win your lives", accords with

a Pauline text which is usually mistranslated: "Never try to get
3

revenge, my friends". What saves us is not the endurance but
4

the renunciation of self-justification. Maximus the Confessor

has a significant interpretation of Luke, previously cited: God

(alone) postponed the' eating from the Tree of Knowing Good and Evil

until man had arrived to the fulness of his maturity and had been

completely divinized by grace. But Adam did not want to wait,

he had no patience, he did not obey the l:hytlun of Creation and

thus "he fell" (in a manner similar to the loss of innocence if

puberty does not develop harmoniously). The Tree of Life was

identified with the Tree. of Knowledge. OUr present task is to

regather everything---already accomplished--and to mend that
5

impatience by means of our own patience." Authentic tolerance

implies this patience since it is that cosmic virtue that awaits
6 7

the Master (who at times is latë'in coming in order paradoxically,
) )

to hasten the rest�ration of all things).8

2. NUMERICAL CONSIDERATION

In order to clarify these concepts a bit more, I present
I/� ��cX..

.

.

a most brief numerical consideration that � outlines the burden
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of our tl'..oug!l:ts for those who consider them too abstract. A

glance at the statistical chart reveals no significant numerical

distinction between catholics and christians. Catholics now

make up.20% of the world population. By the year 2000 they will

represent only 9%, and Christians, in toto,ll to 13%. Among

tQese, practicing Catholics make up a fifth, or 4% of the world

population and by the year 2000 they will represent onlY 2%

(more exactly, 1.8% will be using the Church as the Mother of

Salvation). We can develop our argument: one-half of Africa is

below the age of 20 years and 20% of all Germans is retired. Asia

is growing three times faster ;than Europe and North America.

By 1980 China could have a billion citizens. Over the past century,
Christians increased parallel to world increases. Thus the number

of conversions has not varied from a sociological point of view

for the past 100 years. But actually and more "exactly, the total

is less since statistics usually do not include apostates. The

situation is not new; it has always been this way. But we are now

conscious of it. Vast populations existed in "America" before

Columbus!

The mission of Christians cannot be one of domination;
and one coul� also add, not even one of conversion, as it is usually�I(' I \t- lMiJ�� \:a-e.. .

understood lau a mission of redemption, of co-redemption. Tolerance

thus assumes a primary importance. The Christian is one who

contributes in holding up, in redeeming the world, patience. The

world is saved by Christians, with Christ, hidden in God. Christian
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tolerance is precisely that portentous virtue of becoming

responsible for the world, to transform it, thqt is, to save

9
it, with Christ.

3. CONSEQUENCES

v.:>; H
Only three consequences S?hao:l� be derived from these

reflections:

1. Easter Consciousness

The first consequence is the awareness of a victorious

tolerance. This makes Christian tolerance original; it makes us

take serious the Easter victory of christians and Christianity.

It is the exact opposite of a certain crypto-heretical attitude: the

tacit admission that Creation was a failure for God so' that what

�enesis, in sublime optimism describes as "very good", really does

not meet the requirements of reali�� and consequently, we good

Christians are under pressure to patch up after the Creator where-
�' �

ever we can. It is true� working under merely natural concepts,
.--. _ "'-" ............ _ � P'-� � ....... ' ..._,."

christians are dec�easing every year and they cannot avoid a

certain infer:i,ority complex. Also, if Creation appears to be a

failure, then it is also evident from this same perspective that

the Redemption has been a gigantic catastrophe and that the

"mirabilius reformasti" or the "felix culpa" of the Liturgy are

mere pious sentiments f de out· souls devoid of all 'reality and
�\�� �IJ\

principles ao� now christian�s themselves are reduced to mere

anxious and pious folk who are preoccupied in restoring somewhe�e"

somehow, God's work. This could perhaps explain the nervous



9. In relation to the well-known discussion between a mysticism
of the Incarnation (presence, work, apostolate •• ) and a mysticism
of transcendence (witness, prayer, escatology •• ) as basic christian
attitudes, I would prefer to speak about an attitud.e of redemption
and co-redemption (for which orthopróXis is necessary). Oqly
transcendence can be incarnate. Redemption does not mean natural
triumph nor simply escatology, trans-historical existence, but
presupposes a transformation of death and a re-birth¡ yet what
is re-born is the same "thing" and not·other. Herein we can connect
with the central focus of christians: the sacrifice of Christ..
The matter for sacrifice, the bits of being which the christian
collects along his passage through space and time, is precisely
the art of christian tolerance.

,

148 b
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�
feelings of the missions in¡face of their fruitless labor.

Never! This is merely naturalism; when a Christian suf ñera , he

wins. When he endures the world, he sustains the world. That

marvelous disputation between Abraham and Yahweh, first, about

50, then, 45, and finally 10 just men who could avert the destruc-

tion of Sodom and Gomorrah is not a mere caprice of God since a

small handful of just men has more weight than the sin of these

two cities. There is ,no other Christian alternative. A true

disciple will not be treated better than his Master.

B} Contemplation

The second consequence of Christian tolerance is a

new approach to Christian contemplation, serene and balanced, without

the rush and impetuosity of activity or activism or the paternalism

of humanitarianism. To pers-ist in this new authentic self-composition

that makes faith a glowing reality and underscores the "marvelous

works of God' which we touched above, is the true fruit of authentic

patience. What must be done is not to convert others directly nor

make our prayer depend on optimal exterior conditions, to gamble

'on present favorable possibilities or to lament that we no longer
'"

pess�ess an empire, 'Iter minimal authority ,since evep the fámily
�Q � b..a.. ¿b-..... -e.,. i�-

has disappeared with everything else_Á��� to bear these circumstances

in love of God and in patience with Christ· and thus'contribute to

the Redemption. This is a call to all because whoever does not

work, does not take his stand, does not help, whoever does not

exercise this christian patience, is a traitor.
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c) Ecumenical ecumenisme

Third and finally, christian tolerance has the consequence

qf effecting true relation with the religions of the world •.

Tolerance makes a real mark on the world. Here the issue of patience,

of suffering, of enduring, �being open to others) arises again.

Allowing me the expression, I wou�ld speak about an ecumenical
-----.. .. - ....

ecurnenism in which this marvelous movement of our time could be

extended to all world-religions. Looking in from the outside, it

is noteworthy, that psychologically, and we do not underestimate

the importance of purely intra-Christian issues, these all appear.

as family quarrels, as discussions about a closed neighborhood.

Yet a more universal ecumenism would not only afford us a better

sense of proportion but would also endow us with a bit more brazeness.

Whoever has stronger shoulders, can carry more, can assume more

and thus can be patient without those paternal concessions that

veil onels true intentions. Christian tolerance is a difficult

task. It demands faith, hope and love, along with pezsonaL, social,
10

cosmic and even mystical capacities. Saint John tells us that

it was good that the Christ went away, so that we can now redeem

the world.

EPILOG

We end here. One item must be made clear: we shall
�Qc;.�

save our own souls andÁof others, only with tolerance and patience,

or, more purely expressed: Blessed are the meek, for they shall

i \l\ ��('� \:-
possess the earth.

10. It would be gratifying to undertake a detailed listing of biblical
texts that have bearings vn this study. To those already cited, I

add: RIn. ,4,4; Ep. ,4,1; Heb. ,10,36; Rv. ,2,2; 1 Co. ,A,12; 13,7;
2 Co., 11,20; 1 Th., 5,11; Lk.,8,15; Old Testament: Rs.,9,19; 68,8;
60,5; Si.,2,4; Pr.,19,11¡ Finally: In., 1,19¡ IP.2, 18-19; Mt.16,24.


