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Foreword

OVER forty years has passed
since the death of Ananda Coomaraswamy; yet his writings remain
as pertinent today as when he wrote them and his voice echoes in
the ears of present day seekers of truth and lovers of traditional art
as il did a generation ago. In contrast to most scholarly works which
become outdated and current philosophical opuses which become
slale, Coomaraswamy’s works possess a timeliness which issues
from their timeless character and a freshness which flows from their
being rooled in the elernal presenl. It is therefore with joy that one
can welcome a new collection of the essays of this formidable
metaphysician and scholar.

During the past few decades several collections of Coomaras-
wamy’s essays have appeared in book form, a few in his own life
time and some after his death, the most noteworthy recent additions
tv this category being the volumes edited by R. Lipsey. Yet the
writings of Coomaraswamy are so rich and diversified and printed
in so many different, often inaccessible journals, that many of his
major studies continue to be unavzilable to the general, interested
public. Brian Keeble has, therefore, rendered much service to the
cause of traditional sludies in making some of these essays available
once again in this collection.

What is Civilisation? contains sume of Covmaraswamy’s most
famous and seminal essays such as the title cssay and ‘On Being in
One’s Right Mind’, as well as a number of essays which have never
appeared in print before such as an English version of ‘Beauty, Light
and Sound’ “Windows of the Soul’, and ‘Quod factum est in ipso vita
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erat’. The essays cutb across the spechum of idcas with which
Coomaraswamy was especially concerned during the last and most
mature period of his life. They include metaphysical and philo-
sophical studies, including his well known essay ‘On the Pertinence
of Philosophy’ in which he distinguishes sharply philosophy as
traditionally understood from the profane meaning of philosophy,
and his equally well-known scientific essay in which he contrasts
and compares the {raditional doctrine of gradation with the madern
biological theory ot evolution.

‘I'he collection also includes a number of Coomaraswamy’s impor-
tant sludies on the soul and the human microcosm and the
entelechy of the soul according to traditional doctrines. Also
included are a number of important essays on symbols and myths
with which Coomaraswamy was occupied throughout his life
including the well known study 'On Hares and Dreams’. The assays
on symbols, moreover, include not only those dealing with the
meaning and inlerpretation of symbols, but also works on the study
of specific symbols. In this categoty are included taree of Coomaras-
wamy’s most brillient studies dealing regpectively with the symbo-
lism of archery in which he draws from mary sources including the
Japanese and Islamic, the symbolism of the fountain of life in
Persian end Mughal miniatures which constifutes one ol Coomaras-
wamy’s major contributions to the study of Islamic art, and the
symbelism of the Eckstein as both cornerstone and diamond in the
context of traditional Christian thought. These essays reveal the
author at the height of his power as a peerless interpreter of the
traditional art forms of both Fast and West.

The final two essays of the book concern certain basic prin ciples
of traditional art dealing with the form of an arl object in the ‘mind’
of the artist and ultimately its paradigma in relation to the external
manifestation of this form, and the link between wisdom and
technique, or the intelleclual and practical clements whose har-
marnious wadding is necessary for the creation of any serious work
of art. These last essays in a sense recapitulatc through conecrete
examples the principles clucidated in such a magisterial inanner by
Coomaraswamy in his earlier wrilings on the traditional philosophy
of art: such works as The Transformation of Nature in Art and Why
Exhibit Works of Art?

All those concerned not only with the study of traditional atl but
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also with the saving truths which are embedded in the millennial
traditions of mankind will be grateful for this valuable collection of
essays of one of the truly towermng intellectual figures of this
century. The living and limely nature of the thought presented in
the pages which follow is itself proo? of the continuing pertinence of
traditional teachings of which Covmaraswainy was one of the major
expositors in these times of spiritual eclipse. Truth is like the sun
~whose light and heat sustain and invigorale life never o become
outinoded or stale. And so it is with works wnich bear the stamp of
that truth or wisdom whirh Coomaraswarmy himsell called both
perenmis and uriversalis. The works of Coomaraswamy themselves
bear the mark of that truth and sn remain a beacon of guidance and
light decades after they were written. Let us hope that these essavs
will be read with a view to drawing from them those universal and
perennial teachings which can be applied to all imes and climes
and with the help of which alone man can charter in this life a path
which is truly worthy of the vocation of being human.

Seyyed Hossein Nasr

BIBLIOGRATHICAL NOTE

Of the essays :hal comprise lhe presenl volume ‘Beauly, Light and
Sound’, “Windows of the Soul’, and ‘Qued factum est in ipso erat’
hflve nol previously appeared in print. These have been edited from
Photocopies of the typescripts deposited in the Princeton University
Libraty and are printed here by kind permission of the Tibrary and
Rama P. Coomaraswamy. The remaining essays are here repro-
duced as they appeared in their original_ publiéhed form without
::Snge;h except .for obvious errors and matters of stylistic consis-
i u;}d I P.ﬂlocanan of the original publication of each essay can be
D Plnch nonda K. Coomaraswamy, Bibliography/Index, ediled by
Edito. \ ;nma;gswamy, Prologos bBoc-ks, Berwick on 'I'weed, 1988.
s rl1 additions are enclosed in square brackeis. These include
b dna references to the two volumss of Seiected Fapers edited by
Ager Lipsey. The abbreviated references aie as [ollows: $P1 =
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Coomaraswamy, 1: Selected papers, Traditional Art and Symbolism,
edited by Roger Tipsey, Bollingen Series LXXXI1X, Princeton
University Press, 1g77, SP2 = Coomaraswamy, 2: Selected Papers,
Metaphysics, edited by Roger Lipsey, Bollingen Series LXXXIX,
Princelon University Press, 1977. Page references follow the abbre-
viation. No attempt has been made to achieve total stylistic consis-
tency in the manner in which the most frequently cited works are
given, These are cited both fully, ie. Bhagavad Gitd and in abbrevi-
ation i.e. BG. The works arc most frequently cited are as follows.

AA. Ailareya Aranyaka
AB. Attareya Brahmona
AV .  Athurva Veda Sarthitd
BD. Briad Devatd
BG. Bhagauaud Gila
BS. Brahma Sutra
BU. Brhadaranyaka Upanisad
CU. Chandogya Upanisad
D. Digha-Nikaya
DhA. Dhammapada Atiakatha
GB. Gopatha Brahmana
H]AS. Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies
1C.  Indign Culture
THQ. Indign Historical Quarterly
lsa.  léavasya Upanisad
].  Jatukn '
JAOS. Journal of the American Oriental Society
IB.  Jaimintyu-Brahmana
JIH. [ournal of Indian History
JUB. Jaiminiya Upsnisad Braivnana
KU. Kathe Upanisad
Kaus. Kausitaki Upanisud
KB. Kausitaki Brahmana
Kena. Kena Upanisad
Lib.  Libellus (Hermes Trismegistus)
M. Majihima-Niyaka
Mand. Monditkya Upanisad
Mbh.  Mahabhirata
Mko. Mahavamsa

SAr.

5B.

SBB.

Sunt. Theol.
Sel.

TU.

TS.

%

Mil.
MU,
Mund,
FPB.
PTS.
RV.

ABBEEVIATIONS

Milinda Pafiho

Maitri Upanisad

Mundaka Upanisad
Paficauvimsn Brahmana

Pali Text Society

Rg Veda

Sankhayena Aranyaka
gampafhn Brakmana

Sacved Book of the Buddhists
Summa Theologica (St Thomas Aquinas)
Svetasvatara Upanisad
laithnya Upanigad
Tatiliriya Samhita
Vijasaneyi Samhita

XI

Full details of these and other abbreviations and editions used by
Coomaraswamy are listed in buth volumes of Selecied Papers.



ONE

What s Civilisation?

; FROM Albert Schweitzer's own
wiitings it is clear that, aside from his more active life of good
works, his theorefical interest centres in the questions: What is
civilisation? And how can it be restored? For, of course, he sees very
cleatly that the modern “civilised world, so self-styled, is nat really a
civilised world at all, but as he calls it, a world of ‘Epigoni’,
inheritors, rather than creators of any positive goods.

To the question: What is civilisation? I prapose to contribute a
consideration of the intrinsic meanings of the words ‘avilisation’,
‘politics’ and ‘purusa’. The rool in “civilisation’ is Kei, as in Greek,
keisthai, Sanskrit &1, to ‘lie’, ‘lie outstretched’, 'be located in’. A city is
thus a Tair’, in which the citizen “makes his bed’ on which he must
lie. We shall presently ask ‘Who? thus inhabits and ‘economiscs’.
The root in “polilics’ is Pla as in Gr. pimplemi, Skr. pr(piparmi) to “fill’,
Gr. polis, Skr. pur, “city’, citadel’, ‘fortress’, Lat. plenum, Skr. plirnant,
and Lnglish ‘fill’. The roots in purisa are these two and the intrinsic
meaning therefore that of ‘citizen’, either as ‘man’ (this man,
So-and-so) or as the Man (in this man, and absolutely); in either
way, the purusa is the ‘person’ to be distinguished by his powers of
foresigh! and understanding from the animzal man (pasu) governcd
by his ‘hunger and thirst".”

In Plato’s thought there is a cosmic city of the world, the city state,
and an individual body polilic, all of which are communities (Gr.
koingnia, Skr. gana). “The same castes (Gr. genos, Skr. jati), equal in
Du;mber arc to be found in the city and in the soul (or self) of each of
us’;? the principle of justice is the same throughout, viz. that each
member of the communily should perform the tasks for which he is
fitted by nature; and the establishment of justicc and well-being of
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the whole in cach case depends upen the answer to the question,
Which shall rule, the better or the worse, a single Reason and
Common Law or the multitude of moneyed men in the outer city
and of desires in the individual (Republic, 441, etc.)?

Who fills, or populates, these citics? Whose are these cities, ‘ours’
or God’s? What is the meaning of ‘self-government’? (a question
that, as Plato shows, Revublic, 4361, implics a distinction of governor
from governed). Philo says that “As for lordship (kyrios), God is the
only cilizen” (monos polites, Cher. 121), and this is almost identical
with the words of the Upanisad, “This Man (purusa) is the ditizen
(purusaya) in every cily’, (sarvasu pirsu, Brhaddranyanka Up. 11.5.18),
and must not be thought of as in any way contradicted by Philu’s
other statement, that ‘Adam’ (not ‘this man’, but the true Man) is the
‘only citizen of the world” (mornos kosmapelites) Opif. 142). Again,
“This city (pur is these worlds, the Person (purusa) is the Spixit
(ye'yam pavate=Vayu), who because he inhabits (sete) this city is
called the “Citizen” (puru-sa)’, Sutuputhu Brilnana, X11.6.2.1—as in
Atharva Veda, x.2.30, where ‘He who kroweth Brahma's city,
whence the Persan (puru-sa) is so-called, him neither sighl nor the
breath of life desert ere old age’, but now the ‘city” ie that of this
body, and the ‘citizens’ its God-given powers.

These nacrocosmic and microcosmic points of view are interde-
pendent; for the “acropolis’, as Plato calls it, of the city is within you
and literally al the heart’ of the city. ‘What is within this City ot God
(brahmapura, this man) is a shrine®> and what therein is Sky and
Earth, Fire and the Gale, Sun and Moon, whatever is possest or
unposscst; cverything here is within it.” The question arises, What
then i¢ laft over (survives) when this ‘cily’ dies of old age or 15
destroyed? and the answer is that what survives is That which ages
not with our inveteration, and is not slain when ‘we’ are killed; That
is the ‘true City of God’;* That (and by no means this perishable city
that we think of as ‘our” self) is our Self, unaging and immortal,”
unaffected by "hunger and thirst’, (Chardogya Up. vow.1.1-5, slightly
abbraviated), “That art thou” (ibid. v1.8.7); and ‘Verily, he who sees
That, conlemplates That, discriminates That, hc whose game and
sport, dalliance and beatitude are in and with that Self (itmun), he is
autonomous (sva-rij, kreitton heautou, self-governing), he moveth at
will in every world;® but those whose knowing is of what is
other-than-Thal are heteronomous (gityardj, heitdn heautou, subject),
they move not at will in any world’ (ibid vi1.>5.2).
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Thus at the heart of this C:ty of God inhabits (sete) the omniscient,
immortal Self, ‘this sell’s immortal Self and Duke’, as the Lord of
all, the Protector of all, the Ruler of all beings and the Tmward-
Controller of 2l the powers of the soul by which he is surrounded,
as by subjects,” and ‘to Him (Brahma), thus proceeding in Person
(puruse), as he lies there extended (uttardya sayanaye), end
onthroned (brakmisandhim Griiahi, atrasada), the powers of the soul
(devatd, praxa), voice, mind, sight, hearing, scenl, bring tribute’.®

The word ‘extendcd” here states a meaning already implied in the
etymology of the ‘city’, Kei including the sense to lie al full length or
outstretched.? The root in ‘extended’ and ut-tana is that in Gr. teino
and Skr. tan, to extend, prolong, in Gr. fonws, a string, and hence
also, tone, and in fenuis, Skr. tanu, thin,

Not only are these worlds a city, or am T a city, but these are
populated cities, and not waste lands, because He fills them, being
‘one as he is in himself there, and many in his children here’
(Saiapatha Brahmume, x.5.2.16). "That dividing itself, unmeasured
times, fills (piErayat) these worlds . . . from It continually proceed
all animate beings’ (Maitri Up. v.26). Or wilh specific reference to
the powers of the soul within the individual city, ‘He, dividing
himself fivefold, is concealed in the cave (of the hearl ... Thence,
having broken forth the doors of the sensitive powers, He proceeds
to the fruition of experience . .. And so this body is set up in the
possession of conscicusness, He is its driver” (ibid. 10.6.d).** This
‘division’, however, is only as it were, for He remains undivided in
?ivided beings’ (Bhagovad Gitd, XI116, XVIL20), “uninterripted’
(ananiaram) and thus is to be understood as an undivided and total
presence.

The “division’, in other words, is not a segmentation, but an
extension, as of radii [rom a centre or rays of ligh! {rom a luminous
source with which they are con-tinuous.’* Con-finuity and in-
tensity (samiali, syntonin) are, indeed, a necessary quality in what-
SVer can be tensed and extended but, like the immanent Spirit,
i?:?ﬁ:-be s_mfered' (ﬂC:’,“}I.Ed]{H, Bhagavad Gitd, 11.23)—no part of that
ex+énd~lsf iIV}nc cuts ltscl:\ o‘ff anjd bE{comes separated, but only
Sal.m t; \ekleinetai=vitanure) itself f(-Ph,ﬂO' et go). It is then, the
e S;n:g ti(:-say that ﬂ-:e Person “fills t}jese worlds as to say that
b W this Person ‘as the most v}ndel}? extended (tafamam)

(Aztareya Aramyaka, 11.4.3). In this way all the powers of the
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soul, projected by the mind towards their objects, are ‘extensions’
(tziomena) of an invisible principle (Republic, 4628), and it 18 this
“tonic power’ by which it is enabled to perceive them (Philo, Leg.
Alleg. 1.30, 37). Our 'constitution’ is a habitalion that the Spirit
makes for itself just as a goldsmith draws-out-for-himself (funule)
from Lhe gold another shape’ (Bthadaranyoka Up.1v.4.4)."

This is an essential aspect of the “thread-spirit’ (stifratman) doc-
iine, and as such the intelligible basis of (hat of the divine
omniscience and providence, to which our partial knowledge and
foresight are analogous. The spiritual Sun (not thal ‘sun whom all
men sce’ but that ‘whom few know with the mind’, Atharva Veda, x.
8.14)** is the Self of the whole universe, (Rg Veda, 1.11.5.1) and is
connected to all things in it by the ‘thread’ of his luminous
pneumatic rays, on which the “tissue’ of the universe is woven—'all
lhis universe is strung on Me, like rows of gems on a thread’
(Bhagaved (ita, viL7); of which thread, running through our inlel-
lecl, the ultimate strands are its sensitive powers, as we have already
seen.’ So, just s the noonday sun ‘sees’ all things under the sun at
once, the ‘Person in the Sun’, the Light of lights, from the cxalted
point and centre ‘whereir every where and every when is focussed’
(Parudiso, XXIx.23) is simultanecusly present to every experiencc,
here or there, past or future, and ‘not a sparrow falls to the ground’
or ever hes or ever will without his present knowledge. He is, in
fact, the only seer, thinker, etc., In us (Brhadaranyaka Up. 11.8.23).
and whoever sees or thinks, ctc., it is by His ‘ray’ that he does so
(Jaiminiya Up. Brahmana, 1.28,29).

Thus, in the human City of Cod which we are comnsidering as a
political pattern, the sensitive and discriminating powets form, go to
speak, a body of guardsmen by which the Royal Reason is conduc-
ted to the perccption of sense cbjects, and the heart is the guard-
room where they take their orders (Plato, Timaeus, 708, Philo, Opij.
139, Spec. 1v.22 etc). These powers—however referred to as Gods,*
Angels, Aeons, Maruts, Rsis, Breaths, Daimors, etc.—are the neople
(vida, yeomanry, etc.) of the heavenly kingdom, and related to their
Chicf (vidpati) as are thanes to an Larl or ministers to a King; they
are a troop of the ‘King's Own’ (s0d), by which he is surrounded as
if by a crown of glory—"upon whose head the Acons are a crown of
glory darting (orth rays’ (Coptic Gnostic Treafice, xaL), and ‘by “thy
glory” I understand the powers that form thy bodyguard’ (Philo,
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Spec. T, 45).7 The whole relationship is one of feudal loyalty, the
subjects bringing tribute and receiving largesse—"Thou art ours
and we are thine’ (Rg Veda, vin.g2.32), “Thine may we be for thee to
pgiveus treasure’ (ibid. v.85.8, etc.).”

What must never be forgotten is that all “our’ powers are not our
own’, but delegated powers and ministries through which the royal
Power is ‘exercised’ (another sense of Gr. feinn); the powers of the

_anul ‘are only the names of His acls’ (Brhadaranyaka Up. 1.4.7, 1.5.21.

cte).@ It is not for them to serve their own or oneg another’s
celf-interests—of which the only result will be the tyranny of the
majority, and a city divided against itself, man against man and
class against class—but to serve Him whose sole interest is that of
the common budy politic. Actually, n the numerous accounts we
have of a contest tor precedence amongst the powers of the soul, it is
always found that none of the membcrs or powers is indispensable
ta the life of the bodily city, except only their Head, the Breath and
immanent Spirit.

The right and natural life of the powers of the soul is then,
precisely, their function of bringing tribute to their fountain-head,
the controlling Mind and very Self, as man brings sacirificial
offerings to an altar, keeping for themselves only what remains. It is
the task of each to perform the functions from which it is fitted by
nature, the eye seeing, the ear hearing, all of which functions are
necessary Lo lhe well-being of the community of the whole man but
must be co-ordinated by a disinterested power that cares for all. For
unless lhis community can act unanimously, as ohe man, it will be
working at all sorts of cross purposes. The concept is that of a
corporation in which the several members of a community work
together, each in its own way; and such a vocational society is
an organism, not an aggregate of competing interests ard con-
sequenily unstable ‘balance of power’.

Thus the human City of God contains within itsclf the pattern of
all othgr @cict—ics and of a true civilisation. The man will be a just’
S;;r Odlf;cii;s} tm{m th’-“ ea?h of his mernbers performs its own
fDrelhEughct ;j fb Z;'L;lh is fsulllj]ec’rhto] the'ru'h_ng Eeason that exercises
i :3 th e “;_}\ ole man; ad in the same way the
g 00 s 0]11.5 nglv en :c;; ls_agr‘eement as to wh1§‘11 sl}a]J
-~ rég s no confusion of functions but every occupation is a

I ponsibility. Not, then, where there are no ‘classes’ ar




6 WIHATIS CIVILISATION?

‘castes’ but where everyone is a responsible agent in some special
field > A city can no more be called a ‘good’ city if it lacks tais
Gustice’ (dikaiosyné) than it could be were it ranting wisdom,
sobriety or courage; and these four are the great civic virtues. Where
occupations are thus vocations ‘more will be done, and better done,
and with more ease than in any other way” (Republic, 3707). But ‘if
one who is by nature a craftsman or some sort of businessman be
tempted and inflated by wealth or by his command of votes or by
his own mighl or any such thing, and tries to handle military
matters, or if a soldier tries to be a counsellor or guardian, for which
he is unfitted, and if these men interchange their tools and honours,
or if one and the same man tries to handle all these functions at
once, then, I take it, you too hold that this sort of perversion and
being jack-of-all-trades will be the ruin of the city’; and this is
‘injustice’ (Republic, 434B).

Thus the ideal society is thought of as a kind of co-operative
work-shop in which production is ta be for use and nwt for profit,
and all human needs, both of the body and the soul, are to be
provided for. Moreover, if the command is to be fulfilled, Be ye
perfect even as your Father in heaven is perfect’, the work must be

erfecth donc.?’ The arts are not directed to the advantage of
anything but their object (Republic, 4328), and that is that the thing
made should be as perfect as possible for the purpose for which it is
made. This purpose is to satisfy a human need (Republic, 3598, Q);
and so lhe perfectionism required, although not ‘altruistically’
motivated, actually ‘serves humanity’ in a way that is impossible
where goods are made for sale rather than for use, and in quantity
rather than quality. In the light of Plato’s definition of ‘justice” as
vocational occupation we can the better uncerstand the words,
‘Seek first the kingdom of God and his justice, and these things shall
be added unto vou' (Matthew, 6:33).

The Indian philosophy of work is identical. ‘Know that action
arises from Brahma. He who unt earlh doth net follow in his turn the
wheel thus revolving liveth in vain; therefore, without attachment 10
its rewards, ever be doing what should be dore, for, verily, thus man
wins the Ultimate. There is nothing I needs must do, or anything
attainable that is not already mine; and yet I mingle in action. Act
thou, accordingly, with a view to the welfare of the world; for
whatever the superior does, others will also do; the standard he scts

WHAT 1S CIVILISATION? 7

up, the world will follow. Better is one’s own noro,* however
deficient, than that of another well done; better to die at one’s own
post, that of another is full of fear . .. Vocations are determined by
one’s uwn nature. Men attains perfection through devotion to his
own work, How? By praising Him in his own work, from whom is
the unfolding of all beings and by whom this whole universe is
extended (tatam, <kan). Better is a man’s own work, even with its
faults, than thatl of another well done; he who performs the task that
his cwn nature lays upon him incurs no sin; one should never
abandon his inherited®? vocation.™

On the ene hand the inspired tradizion rejects ambition, competi-
Hon and quantitive standards; on the other, our modern “civilis-
ation” is based on the notions of social advancement, free enterprise
(devil teke the hindmost) and production in quantty. The one
considers man’'s needs, which are ‘but little here below’; the other
consicers his wants, ‘o which no limit can be set, and of which the
number is artificially mulliplied by advertisement. The manufac-
turer for profits must, indeed, create an ever-expanding world
market for his surplis produced by those whom Dr. Schweitzer calis
‘over-occupicd men'’. It is fundamentelly, the incubus of world trade
that makes of industrial ‘rivilisations’ a ‘curse to humanity’, and
from the industrial concept of progress ‘in line with the manufactur-
ing enterprise of civilisation’ thet modemn wars have arisen and will
arisc; it is on the seme impoverished soil that empires have grown,
end by the same greed that innumerable civilisations have besn
destroyed—by Spaniards in Soulh America, Japanese in Korea and
by ‘white shadows in the South Seas’.®

Dr. Schweitzer himself records that ‘it is very hard to carry to
Cfm.ﬂ.pletion a colonisation which means at the same time a truc
ClVl]l:S&tiOn .+ . The machine age brought upon mankind conditions
of eastence which made the possession of civilisation difficalt® . ..
f:;if:;l«;]gint anc.i handicra_ftl are the foundation oi: civilisation . . .
Og[)-\.;,re 1-_ he {zr{'nbcr trade is good, permanent fa_mme reigns in the
pleseruedei; ﬂ:i s .Bj:;hey live on '_mpc.ul‘ted rice and imported
i thi)rpsh W :_k. they pur_ch.aSe with the Proceeds ol l_hejr
e rhe‘ ‘.V.O 1:1_ t. gmah%ng hom‘@ industry 1mP09.91ble ) As things
A _‘1’ rade wl 1ch, £18as reached them is a facl against which

hiey are powerless’,
I'do not ¢o sent to this picture of a deus, or much rather diabolus,
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ex machina, ccupled as it is with a confession of impotence® If,
indeed, our induslrialism and trade practicc are the mark of our
uncivilisation, how care we propose to help others ‘to aliain a
condizion of well-being’? The ‘burden’ is of our own making and
bows our own shoulders first. Are we to say that because of
‘oconomic determination’ we are ‘impolent’ to shake it off and stand
up straight? That would be to accept the status of “Epigoni” ance and
for all, and to admit that our influence can only lower others to our
own level.3®

As we have seen, in 2 true civilisafion, luborare esi orare. But
‘ndustrialisrn— ‘the mammon of in-justice’ (Cr. adikig)—and civil-
isation are incompatible. 1t has often been said that one can be a
good Christian even in a factory: it is no less true that one could be
an even better Christian in the arena. But neither of these fauts
means that either factories or arenas are Christian or desirable
institusions. Whether or not a ba:tle of religion against industrialism
and world trade can ever be won is no yueslion for us to consider;
otir concern is with the task and not with its reward; our business is
to be surc that in any conflict we are on the side of Justice.*" Cven as
things are, Dr. Schweilzer finds his best excuse for colonial govern-
ment in the fact that to some extent (however slightly) such
governments protect subject peoples ‘from the merchant’. Why not
protect ourselves (the “guinea-pigs” of a well known hook) from the
merchant? Would it not be beller if, instead of tinkering with the
inevitable consequences of ‘world trade’, we considered its cause,
and set about to re-form (Wideraufbuuen is Schweitzer's world) our
awn ‘civilisation’? Or shall the uncivilised for ever pretend f0
‘civilising missions’t

To reform whal has been deformed means that we must take
account of an original ‘form’, and that is what we have tried to do in
historical analysis of the concept of civilisation, based on Eastern
and Western sources. Forms are by definition invisible to sense. The
form of our City of God is one ‘that exists only in words, and
nowhere on earth, but is, it seems, laid up in heaven for whom-
soever will to contemplate, and as he does so, to inhabit; 1t can be
seen only by the true philosophers who bend fheir energies towards
those studies that nourish rather soul than body and never allow
themselves to be carried away by the congratulations of the mob or
without meastute to increase their wealth, the source of measureless
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evils,?* bul rather fix their cyes upon their own interior politics,
never aiming to be politicians in the city of their birth’ (Republic, 501

E, ).

Is rot Plato altogether right when he proposes to entrust the
government of cities to ‘the uncorrupted remnant of true philos-
ophers who now bear the stigma of uselessness’,?? or even to those
who are now in power “if by some divine Inspiration® a genuine
Jove of true philcsophy should take possession of them’: and
altogether right when he maintains that "no cify ever can be happy
unless ils outlines have been drawn by draughtsmen making use of
the divine pattern” (Republic, 499, 500)—that of the City of God that
is in heaven and ‘within you'?*

NOTES

1. As in}Ai:m’e’ya Aranyaka, 11.5.2 and Boethias, Contrs Eviychen.

2 Plato_s Immeortal Soul (Self), and two parts of the mortal soul iself), together with
t‘ne body itgelf, make up the normal numbear of "four fastes” that mus: co-operate for
the benefit of the whole com mumity.

3: 'T}'LEE kingdn.m of God 15 wathin your (T.oke 17: 21]; en kautn palitrig (Repahhe, 51
). The King survives his kingdoms and ‘lives forever’. Just as, in the tradizional theo;y
!Lf government, the Kingship immanent in kings antecedes them and survivas them,

le rol est mort, vive le Toi”. '

. ?}:{to's puéfslm Tugwis (EKr. srute), kuimen € epei ges ve oudomon (Republic gz all

5. That ete=nally youthZul Spiritual-Sell of which whoeve is a Ce Heusu

: L wlhever is a Comnprelbensor has
no’fear gf death (Atharva Veds, x.3.44). e
nn: T};:s liberty, sc often spoken of in the Vedic tradition frem Rg Veds, mx.123.9
o ards, corresppnds to che Platonic term autckingsis (Phaedrus, 2450, Laws, Bgss, ©)
to John, 10! ¢ ‘shall go in and out, arc find pasture’. '

;- BU Tll_.-\'i.l;, IvV.4.22, Kathe Up. 1118, Mund Lip. 11.2. 6. 7, Matri Up. vi. 7, ete.

3 .Jra]‘_ilmmyﬁ Up Brahmana, tv, 23.7-33.10, somewhat condersed.
fi]l?e.d i: .dl‘vme extension in the three dimensional space of the world that is thus
S :1.1 .ccsm_u: crucfixion to which the local crucifixion in twe dimensions
i Fh tids. To the extent that we think of Him as really divided up by this extencion

i C:uEKI:ul that we canceive of our being as ‘nur nwn’, we rreity him daily '

. sal = T g 7] I3 - i
11 Peyche J:’IC of vr, t}ht_i roctin piar a{nd_so pepulates” oreven “civilises'.
ek Pm:f _eshrz hE pc:’:uguusa }.femoﬂ rantdn, Lows, $c8¢; Questi nei cor morta't &
e ’r 3‘“7'-)5"11’11 Liify; tlm-_ he‘_ir' h_as pu_I_led the reins of the five senses’ (Rom,
L fritah; ‘:_I—,z_; ) r_oughout the \r’TzE'd.lC Lli:i.l;lli-.'l_'l (nwust explicitly in Katha Uy, 1113 £,
s "| a1-n_14‘}§ a°1n.1 Plate, (Phacdrus, 2q0f), Philo, (Ley. Alfex.1.72, 73, 11 224, Spec.

il ridés.as cethius, etc., man's consttution in which the spiritual Self-of-all-

: ans i i
holds the 1"-‘:ins-Fb ‘:E'::gcr tor so long as the vehicle hol_:!s together, mind (manas, nous)
e K'C-nt;ul : bl.l pirg lwoj.fo_[d., clean or unclean, dizinterested or intercsted, may
Or be run away with by the tear of the serses. The ‘chariot’, ‘citv’, ‘ship”
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and “puppet” symbcls are equivalent, so that, for example, ‘when Mind as chariviesr
rules the whole living beng, as a governor does a city, then life helds a straigal
course’. (Philo, Lag. Afleg tm224, cf. Ry Veda, v1.75.6). The whole culucepliuu ?[ yaga
{yuj, to ‘yoke’, "harness’, “join’) is connected with the symbolism of the chariot and
team; we still speak of ‘bridling’ our passions.

12. Henze mraj, lizerally ‘distributive shining’ — ‘ruling powez’. .

13. Gold i such conzexts is 1ot a figure of speech, but of thought, Cold 13" (we
should now say ‘means’t light, life, inmortality (Satapatha Brakimana, passim,’and
tracitionally); and to refine’ this ‘gold’ is to burr. away from our spiritual Self the
dross of all that is not-5e1f. 1Tence it is a ‘zolden’ cord by which the human puppet is
rightly guided (Plato, Luws 644) and Blake gives us a ‘galden’ string that ‘will lead you
in at heaven's gale'. o ]

14. ‘Sun of the sun’, Mahibharata, v. 46.3 and Philo, Spec. 1ayy; 'invisible light
perceplible only by mirc’, Philo, Owif. 31; ‘whesa bedy the sun is, whko cantrols the
sun fron within’, Brigadranyaks Up. un 7.g; “whose body is seen by all, his =saul by
none’ Dlato, Laws, 308 p; ‘Light of lights’, Bhagewsad 5ita, x 1.17. 8¢ Vedo, 7. 113.1; “that
was the true Light ... of the werld’, John, 1:¢, 9:5; “the Yun of men’, Rg Vede, 1. 146.4
ard Light of men’, John, 14, ‘seated in every heart’, Bhagavad GTEI. xUL17, Maitrm Up,
VL 1.

15. We canrct expoand the ‘thread-spirit” doctrine at length here. In the Eurupean
tradition it can be traced fram Homer to Blake. For some of the references see iy
‘Primitive Mentality’, (Guarterly Journal of the Mythic Sociery, xxx1, 1940 and “Liferary
Symbalism’ “n the Lctionary of World Lirerature, 1943. See Philo, Immal. 35 and sassim;
aleo my “Sprrifual Paternity and the Puppet Complex’ in Psychietry, VII, 1945
reprinted A. K. Coomaraswamy, The Bugbzar of Lilesacy, 1947

15, Or Sors of God. Cf. Buehme, Signaisrg Rerum, x1v. 5 'Each angelical orince is a
property out of the voice of Gud, aud bears the great name of God." [tis with refarance
to these powers that il is said that “All these Cods are in me’ (Jaiminiye L.’;.'n_m,sm'i‘
Brahwiani, I. 14.2), that *All things are full of Cods’ (Thales, cited Plato, Lazs8yn ) and
that ‘Making he Man (pwrusa) their mortal house, the Gods indwelt him’ (Afharna
Veda, x1. 8.18); accordingly, He is indeed initiated, whose "Gods within him” are
initiated, mind by Mind, voice by Voice ete. (Kausitaki Grakmane, vir 1) We need
hardly say that such a multiplicity of Gods—’ters and thounsands' —15 not a poly-
theism, for all are the angelic subjects of the Supreme Derty from whom they originate
and ir. whom, as we are so often reminded, they again "become one’. Their operation is
an epiphany (Kausitehi Up. 1. 13. 13.— This Brahma, verily, snines when clie sees
with the eye, 2nd likewise dies when on2 does not see’). These ‘Cods’ are Angels, or as
Phile calls them, the Ideas—i.e. Eternal Reasons.

17 'Lhe danble meanir.g of Gr, stephancs must be remembered: {1) as ‘erown’ and (2)
as city “wall’; thus both a glory and a defence. ‘Children are a man’s crown, towerts of
the “city”” (Homeric Epigrams, awi). Tn the same way Dali cikkd, usually ‘turban’, is also
a ‘city wall’, as in Samyutt Mikigya, 11 182 nagaram . .. citlicd-baddham.

Trilc’s interpretatior of the ‘glory’ has an cxact equivalent in India, where the
powers of the soul ace ‘glories’ (§riyah) and collcctively ‘the kingdom, the power and
tbe glery' (577 of their royal posscssors; and, accordingly, the whole arience of
guvel‘nment is one of the control of theee powears (Arthadasfre, T b; see my Spiritual
Auihority and Temporal Power ix the Indian Theary of Govermnent. 1042, p.36). Non
potest aliquis habers ordinatam familiam, risi 1pse sit ordinatus [onme cannot have
discipline in his fam:ly, unless e (firsty have it in himself], St. Bonaventura, De dsn,l 5.
S. Iv. 10. ¥, p-475, being applicable to everyone wid proposes te govern himself, a city
ora <ingdom.

Y
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(8. On bhakti (‘devolion’, or perhaps better ‘fealty’, and literally ‘participation’) as &
recintocal relalionship, see my Spirifual Authority and Temporal Power In the Indien
Theﬁfy (;quverrmzeﬂé, 1942, note 5, and my Hinduisw and Buddhiam, 1943, p.2o.

10, *“T" do nothing, so should deem the harnessed man, the knower of Ultimate
1{9311'{):" (Bhagaved Gitd, v. 8).°1 do nothing cf myeelf {John 8: 28, cf. 5:14). To think that
cop ot (karto” ham iH) or 7717 think' is an infatnation, Philo’s oiggis (Leg. Alleg. 147,
268, 5.33) and Indian abhimana. The proposition Cogito evgo sum is a nov gequityy and
non-sense; the true conclusion being Cogita erge EST with reference to Him ‘who Is’
(Damascenc, De fid. orthod. 1; Katha Up. vi12; Milinda Pasihe pors) and_cam alone say T’
(Meister Eckhart, Pteitter, p.267). Cf. alsa the raferences in my “Admeziane: Self-
Naug.'m’ng’,. New Ind. Antrquarny = gdqo, [Rpr. SP2, ppoaop—147.

Nirhts anders stitrzet aich in Hollenschiund hinzin

Ale daz nerhasste Wort (merk’s wohl!): das Mein wud Delk
Nothirg else will so readily cast one into <he jaws of Hell as the detestable words {mark
them welll! mine and thine (Angelus Silesius, Der Cherubiniscie Wandersmann, v. 238).

20, In which case, every occupation is a profession; not merely a way uf caming
one's hving, but a ‘way of lif2', to abandon which is to die a death. “The man who has
snifted, easily and wawoiried so long as the pay was good, Zrom. one jobr to another,
has no deep respect fur himsel(” (Margarel Mead, And Kegp Your Powder Dry, poazz).

21. It i & commonplace of mediaeval theory that the craftsman’s primary concern is
with tlie gocd of the work to be done, and this means that it must be at the same time
pulcher et avius [beavtiful and appropricte.] A Buddhist toxt defining the eniclechies of
the differsnt vocational groups calls that of the houscholder whose support is an art
‘perfected work” Anguitara Nikaye, no6s.

22, Sva-dhavma—sva-karma, Plato’s ta heauton prattein, katz physin, Dharms is a
pregnant term, difficult to transiate in the present context: cf. eidos in. Reprblic 4344.In
general, dhanma (litexally ‘support’, dkr asin dhrnva, ‘fixed’, ‘Pole Star’, and Gz thronos)
is synonymaons with “Iroth’ ‘Uhan this roling principle there is ‘mothing higher
(Brhaddragyaka Up. 1.4.14); dhavma is the "king's King” (Angutfara Nikdya, 1.70g), ie.
‘King of kings'; and there can be no higher title than that of dharma-riji, ‘King of
Justice'. Hence the well-known designation cf the veritzble Royalty as Dharmaraja. to
be distinguished fram the personelity of the king in whom it temporarily inheres.
Qne’s ‘own dhamma’ is precisely Plato’s ‘justice’, viz. to perform the task for which one
is naturally equipped. Justive, Gr. ik (Shr. V 4, to ‘indicate”) represents in the same
way the ultimate Index aud stazndard by which all action must be judged. Dharma is
lex aeterna, sva-dharma lex naturalis.

ek qu our fradition, procreation is a ‘debt’, and its purpose is to maintain the
tontinuity of ministeriz] functions in a stable socicty (see my Hinduism ard Budahism,
1943, note 146).For only o can the baces of civilisation be preserved.

24. Bhagaosd Gia, 115—35 and xvinl.18—48, elightly sbbraviatec.

%5 CL my Am | my Brother's Keeper?, Asin and the Americas, Mareh 1943, reprinted
in The Buegbear off'imrnq,r, 1047

.}_'2?{[ ’TJ'HE: nlaEl"llr_e - .18 the achievement of whirh mar is capable if he relies entirely
W‘_acl‘li':zei:“_—\.ﬁt)% is no lon:.ger_ needed . . . F.veﬁfn.ally ... {if) fransiorms him into a
1949_J_ ‘mself” (Ernst Niekisch, quoted by Erich Meissner in Lermary tn Feril,

27. “When neticns grow old, th : u ™ {] -
i . the arts grow cold, and commerce setfles o
(William Blake) g g ’ = nevery tree
3. > el - - . - . -
= f;dbLﬁ Sehweitzer, Zeeischen Wasser und Urwald, cited in his My Life wre The ughl.
..,Ci‘?__'l_ have no more faith than a grain of mustard seed in the future hi story of
Hisation”, which I know now is doomed to destruction: what ajoy it is to think of!”
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(Willian Mortis). ‘For by civilised men we now mean industrielised men, mechanised
socielies . . . We call all men civilised, if they employ the same mechanical techniques
to rraster the physical world, And we call them so because we are certain that ae the
physical world is the only reality and as it only yields to mechanical manipulation, that
is the only way te bchave. Any other conduct can only spring from illusicn; it is the
behaviour of an ignorant, sim>sle savage. To have amrived at this picture of reality is to
be tzuly advanced, progressive, civilized’ (Gerzld Heard, Man the Masier, 1007, p.25) It
iz also to have arrived at what has prope:ly been called a “wn-ld of impoverished
rcality’ (Iredell Jenkins), arc cne that can cnly impoverish those ‘o whom we
commuricate it.

so. CL A. ]. Krzesinsk:, fs Modern Culinve Doamed? 1942, especially Msgr. G. B.
D'Tool=’s Introduction, and Znaniecsi as cited on p.54 note; and Eric Gill, It All Goes
Togetner, 1044

21. Whnever owns a single share in any manufacturing enterprise fos profit is to
that extent taking sides and to thar extent responsible for world trade and all its
consequences.

12, The body, for the sake vf which we desire weallly, Is the ulimale cause of all
wars ‘Phaeito, 66 C); and ‘viciory breeds hatred, because the conguered are unhappy’
‘Dhermmapods, zo1). Wuld trade and world war are congeneric evils. Whatever we
have sa.d about the government of men and citics will apply, of course, to a
guverunenl of Eae world by cooperative and disintercsted nations. Every attempt to
establish ‘balances of power’ must end in war.

33. Noblesse oblige. In a city that has fostored ‘true philosophers’ the latter owe it to
their fosterers to participate ir civic affaire and so in the traditional theory of
government it 15 incumbent upon the representatives of the spiritual autherity to
oversee and Buid(_. those who exercise the ternporal powsr; to sze to o, in ather wards,
that might supports right, ard does not assert itself On the functiom of such
philosophers in the regzneration cf modern sorety, of. Gerald Heard, Mai the Master,
and Aldaus Huxley, Suds and Means, 1037,

34. | suppose that in the history of criticism nothirg mere inane has ever been
propeunded than Faul Shoray’s comment, ‘But we must not attr’bute personal
superstition to Plato’ (Loed ed. 5.64). Solecisms such as this must be expected whenever
anminalists set out t0 expound the doctrine of reclistic philvsphers but why co men
set out to expound philesuphies inwich they do ool believe?

35. The work to be dong is prima:ily one of purgalion, Lo drive out the money
changers, all who desire oower and ofice, and all -epresentatives of special interests;
and secondly, when the cify has been thus ‘cleaned up’, one of considered imitation of
she natural forms of justice, brauty, wisdom anc other cvic virtuzs; amongst which
we have here considered ‘ustice, or as the word dikgiosyné is commonly translated in
Christian contexts, rightecusnase.

It may be, as Plato says, very difficult “to bring about such a change of mind as 15
required if we are to “progress”in thic way, but as he also says, it is "not impaoss:hle”;
and so we may ‘notczase from Mental ight . . till we have built Jerusalem’,

TWO

e

On the Pertinence of Philosophy

‘Wiedom ancreate, the same now as it ever was, and the same tu
be for evarmore.” St Augastine, Confessions, 13, 10.
‘Frirordial end present Witness.” Prakasévanca, Siddivdnlamusctdvali, 44.

I DEFINITION ANDSTATUS OF PHILOSROPHY, UK WIisDUOM

; TU diseuss the ‘problems of phil-
osophy’ presupposes a definition of ‘philosophy”. It will not be
contested that ‘philosophy’ implies rather the love of wisdom than
the love of knowledge, nor secondarily that from the ‘love of
wisdem’, philosophy has come by a natural transition to mcean the
doctrine of those who love wisdom and are called philosophers.”

Now knowledge as such is not the mere report of the senses (the
reflection of anything in the retinal mirror may be perfect, in an
animal ur idiot, and yet is not knoewledge), nor the mere acl of
recognition (names being merelv a means of zlluding to the
aforesaid reportts), but is an abstraction from these reports, in which
abstraction the names of the things are used as convenient substi
tutes for the things themselves Knowledge is not then of individual
presentations, but of types of presentation; in other words, of things
m.thei: intelligible aspect, i.e. of the being that things have in the
mind of the knower, as principles, genera and species. In so far as
knowledge is directed to the attainment of ends it is called practical;
M SO far as it remains in lhe knower, theorelical or speculalive.
Finally, we cannot say that a man knows wisely, but that he knows
well; wisdom takes knowledge for granted and governs lhe move-
mf‘-nt of the will with respect to things known; or we may say that
wisdom is the eriterion of value, according Lo which a decision is
Made to act or not to act in any given case or universally. Which will
2pply not merely (o extermnal acts, bul also (o canternplative or
theoretical acts,
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Philosophy, accordingly, is a wisdom aboul knowledge, a correc-
lion du savoir-penser. In genceral, philosophy (2)* has been held to
embrace what we have referred to above as thecretical or specu-
lative knowledge, for example, logic, ethics, psychology, aesthetic,
theology, ontology; and in this serse the problems of philusophy
are evidently those of ralionalisation, the purpose of philosophy
being so to correlate the date of empirical experience as to “make
sense’ of them, which is accomplished for the most part by a
reduction of particularg to universals (deduction). And thus cefined,
the function of philosophy contrasts with thal of practical science, of
which the proper function is that of predicting the particular from
the universal (induction). Beyond this, however, philosophy (1) has
heen held {0 mean a wisdom not so much about particular kinds of
thought, as a2 wisdom about thinking, and an analysis of what it
means to think, and an engquiry as to what may be the nature of the
ultimate roference of thought, In this sense the problems of philos-
ophy are with respect to the ullimzle nature of reality, actuality or
experience; meaning by reality whatever is in act and not merely
potentizl. We may ask, for example, what ure truth, goodness and
beauty (considered as concepts abstracted from experience), or we
may ask whether these or any other concepts abstracted from
experience have actually any being of their own; which is the matter
in debate z2g between nominalists on the aone hand and realists, or
idealists, on the other. It may be noted that, since in all these
applications philosophy means ‘wisdom’, if or when we speak of
shilosophies in the plurel, we shall mean not different kinds of
wisdom, but wisdom with respect to aifferent kinds of things. The
wisdom may be more or less, but still one and the same order of
wisdom.

As to this order, if knowledge is by abslraclion, and wisdom
about knowledge, it follows that this wisdom, pertaining to things
known or knowable, and attained by a process of reasoning or
dialectic from experimental data, and neither being nor daiming to
e arevealed or gnostic doctrine, in no way franscends thought, but
is rather the best kind of thoughs, or, let us say, the truest science. It
is, indeed, an excellent wisdom, and assuming a gnnd will, one of
great value lo man? But let us not forget that becausc of its
experimental, that is to say statistical basis, and even supposing an
infallible operation of the reason such as may be granted to
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mathematics, this wisdom can never eslablish absolule certainties,
and can predict only with very great probability of success; the
laws’ of science, however useful, dc nothing more than resume past
experience. Furthermore, philosophy in the sccond of the above
senscs, or human wisdom abont things known ar knowahle, must
be systemalic, since 1t is required by hvpothesis that its perfection
will consist in an accounting for everything, in a perfect fitting
together of all the parts of the puzzle to make one logical whole; and
ihe system must be a closed system, one namely limited to the field
of time and space, cause and efllecl, {or il is by hypolaesis about
_'._mcwable and determinate things, all of which are presented to the
cognitive faculty in the guise of effects, for which causes are sought.”
Fur example, space being of indefinitc and not infinite extent,® the
wisdom about determinate things cannot have any application to
whatever ‘reality’ may or may not belong to non-spatial, or imma-
terial, modes, or similarly, to a non-temporal mode, for if there be a
‘now’ we have no sensible experience of any such thing, nor can we
conceive it in terms of legic. If it were attempted by means of the
human wisdom o overslep the nalural limits of ils operation, the
most that could be said would be that the reference ‘indetinite
magnitude” (mathematical infinity) presents a certain analogy to
the reference ‘essential infinity’ as postulated in religion and meta-
physics, but nathing conld he affirmed or denied with respect to
the ‘isniess’ (essc) of this infinite in essence.

If the huuman wisdom, depending upon itself alone (‘raticnalism’),
proposes a religion, this will be what is called a “natural religior’,
having for its deity that referent of which the operation is seen
?veqwhere, and yet is mosl relraclory (o analysis, viz. ‘life’ or
enervy’. And this natural religion will be a pantheism or monism,
Postulating a scul (anima, ‘animalion’) of the universe, everywhere
known by its effects perceptible in thc movements of things;
amongst which Lhings any distincion of animate and inanimate
:VI]_] bi: out of pl'ace, inagsmuch as animation can be defined
at‘?naJY orly as ‘that which is expressed in, or is the zause of,
mO_tit?Il’. Or if not a panthcism, then a polytheism or pluralism in
Which a variely of animations (‘forces’) is postulated as underlyin
and ‘explaining’ a correspondi ity If-h i 7 Bu hing
e Dd ponding variety o motions. But nothing
B ;me or (_jemed as tegards the proposition that such

r animations may bc mercly determinate and contin-




16 WHATIS CIVILISATION?

gent aspects of a ‘reality’ indeterminatc in itsclf. Expressed more
technically, pantheism and polytheism are essentially profane con-
ceptions, and if recognisable in a given religious or metaphysical
doctrine, are there interpolations of the reason, not essential ta the
religinus or melaphysical doctrine in itself.®

On the other hand, the human wisdom, not relying on itselt
alone, may be applied to a partial, viz., analogical, exposition of (lie
religious or metaphysical wisdoms, these being taken as prior to
itself. For although the two wisdoms (philosophy (2) and philos-
ophy (1)) are cifferent in kind, there can be a formal coincidence,
and in this sense what is called a 'reconciliation of science and
religion”. Bach is then dependent on the other, although in different
ways; the sciences depending on revealed truth for their formal
correctinn, and Tevealed Uulh relying upon the sciences for its
demonstration by analogy, ‘net as though it stood in need of them,
but only to make its teaching clearer’.

In either case, the final end of human wisdom is a good or
happiness that shall accrue either to the philosopher himself, or to
his neighbours, or to humanity at large, but necessarily in terms of
material well-being. The kind of good envisaged may or may not he
a moral good.® For example, if we assume a good will, i.e. a natural
sense of justice, the natural religion will be expressed in ethics in a
sanction of such laws of conduct as most conduce to the common
good, and he may be admired who sacrifices even life for the sake of
this. In aesthetic {art being circa fuctibilia) the natural religion, given
a good will, will justify the manufacture ot such goods as are apt for
human well-being, whether as physical necessities or as sources of
sensible pleasure. All this belongs to humanism’ and is very far
from despicable. But in case there is not a good will, the natural
religion may equally be employed <o justify the proposition ‘might
is right” or ‘devil take the hindmest, and in manufacture the
production of goods either by methods which are injurious to the
common good, or which in themselves are immediately adapted to
ends injurivus to the common good; as in the case of child-labour
and the manufacture of poison gas. Revealed truth, on the contrary.
demands a good will ¢ privr, adding (hal ihe aid of the rational
philosophy, as science or art, is required in order that the good will
may be made efective,™”

There is then another kind of philosophy (1), viz., that to which
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we have alluded as ‘revealed truth’, which though it covers the
whole ground of philosophy (2), does so in annther way, while
beyond this it treats confidently of ‘realities’ which may indeed be
jmmanent in time and space tissue, and are not wholly incapable of
rational demonstration, but are nevertheless said to be franscendent
with respect to this tissue, 1.e. by no means wholly contained within
it nor given by it, nor wholly amenable to demonstration. The First
Philosophy, for example, affirms the actuality of a ‘now” indepen-
dont of the flux of time; while experience is only of a past and
future. Again, the procedure of the First Philosophy is no longer in
the first place deductive and secondarily inductive, but inductive
from first to last, its logic proceeding invariably from the transcen-
dental to the universal, and thence as before to the particular. This
First Philosophy, indeed, taking for granted the principle ‘as above,
so below’ and vice-versa,* is able to find in every microcosmic fact
the trace or symboul of a mecrocosmic aclualily, and accordingly
resorts to ‘proof’ by analogy; but this apparently deductive proce-
dure is here employed by way of demonstration, and not by way of
proof, where logical proof is out of the question, and its place 1s
taken either by faith [Augustine’s credo ut intelligam) or by the
evidence of immediate experience (aiaukikapratyaksa).'*

Qur first problem in connection with the highest wisdom,
considered as a doctrine known by revelation (whether through ear
or symbolic transmission), consistent but unsystematic, and intelli-
gible in itsell although il lreals in parl of unintelligible things, is o
distinguish without dividing religion from metaphysics, philos-
ophy (2) from philosophy (1). This is a distinction without a
difference, like that of attribute from cssence, and yet a distinction
of fundamerital importance if we are to grasp the trie meaning of
eny given spiritual act.

‘We praceed therefore first to emphasise the distinctions that can
b@: drawn as between religion and metaphysics with respect to a
wisdom that is one in itself and in any case primarily directed to
‘Mmaterial, or rationally speaking, “unreal” things.” Broadly speak-
g, the distinction is that of Christianity from Gnosticism, Sunni
{;"m ?hi'a doctrine,‘ Raménuja from Sankardcarya, of the will from

€ 1nlellect, participation (bhakt) from gnosis  (jranz), or
me]edSe_Of (avidya) from knowledge-as (vidya). As tegards the

ay, the distinction is one of consecration from initiation, and of
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passive from active integration; and as regards the End, of assimi-
lation (fadakarati) trom identitication (fadbhava). Religion requires
of its adherents to be perfected; metaphysics that they realise their
own perfection that has never been infringed (cven Satan is still
virtually Lucifer, being fallen in grace and not in nature). Sin, from
the slandpoint of religion, is moral; from that of metaphysics,
intellectual (mortal sin in metaphysics being a conviction or asser-
tion of independenl self-subsistence, as in Satan’s case, or envy of
the spiritual attainments of others, as in Indra’s).

Religion, in general, proceeds from the being in act (karydousthd)
of the First Principle, without regard tc its being in potentiality
(karanivastha);** while metaphysics freats of the Supreme Tdentity
as an indisseverable unity of potentiality and act, darkness and
light, holding that these can also and must also be considered apart
when we atterapt to understand their operation in identity in It or
Him. And so religion assumes an aspect of cuality, viz., wher it
postulates & ‘primary maller’, ‘poleniialily’ or mon-being’ far
removed from the actuality of God, and does not take account ot the
principal presence of this ‘primary matter' in, or rather ‘of” the First,
as its ‘nature”.”®

Re]igions may and must he many, each aeing an ‘arrangement of
God’, and stylistically differentiated, inasmuch as the thing known
can only be in the knower according to the mode of the kncwer, and
hence as we say in India, ‘Ile takes the forms that are imagined by
His worshippers’, or as Eckhart expresses it, ‘I am the cause that
God is God.7 And this is why religious beliels, as much as they
have united men, have also divided men against each other, as
Christian or heathen, orthodox or heretical.”® So that if we are to
consider what may be the most urgent pracfical problem to be
resolved by the philosopher, we can only answer that this is lo be
recognised in a control and revision of the principles of comparative
religion, the true end of which science, judged by the best wisdon
(and judgment is the proper function of applied wisdom), should be
to demonstrate the common metaphysical basis of all religions and
that diverse cultures are fundamentally related to one another as
being the dialects of a common spiritual and intellectual language,
for whoever recognises this, will no longer wish to assert that ™My
religion is best’, but only that it is the ‘best for me’.?? In other words,
the purpose of religious controversy should be, not to ‘convert’ the
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,_qppone:lt, but to persulade him tl.lat his rel.igion is essentially the
same as our gwn. To cite a case in point, it is not long since we
-oceived a communication from a Catholic friend in which he said
‘_'I'Ve been ashamed flor years al the superficiality and cheapness of
mv altempt to state a difference between Christians and Hincus'. It
s noteworthy that a pronouncement such as this will assuredly
strike a majority of Europcan rcaders with a sense of horror. We
recognise in fact that religions controversy has still generally in view
ta convince the opponent of error rather than of correctness in our
eves; end one even detects in modern propagandist writing an
undertone of fear, as though it would be a disaster that mighl upse!
our own faith, were we to discover essential truth in the opponent; a
fear which is ovcasioned by the very fact that with increasing
knowledge and understanding, it is becoming more and more
difficult to establish fundamental cifferences as between one relig-
icn and another. It is one of the functions of the First Philosophy to
dissipate such fears. Nar is there any other ground whatever upon
which all men can be in absolute agreement, excepting that of
metaphysics, which we assert is the basis and norm of all religious
formulations. Once such a common ground is recognised, il
becomes a simple matter to agree to disagree in matters of detail, for
it will be seen thal the vatious dogmatic forinulations are no more
than paraphrases of one and the same principle.?”

Few will deny Lhal al the present day Western civilisation is faced
with the imminent possibility of total functionel failure nor that at
the same (ime this civilisation has long acted and still continues to
act as a powerful agent of disorder and oppression throughout the
rest of the world. We dare say that both of these conditions zre
referable in the last analysis to that impotence and arrogance whiclt
%’mve found a perfect expression in the dictum ‘East is Bast and West
15 West, and never the twain shall meel’, a propusition tc which
only the most abysmal ignorance and deepest discouragement could
llave. given rise. On the other hand, we recugnise that the only
Possible ground upon which an eftective entenfe of East and West
can be accomplished is thal of the purely intellectual wisdom that is
zjr_]:c EU‘M the same at all times and for all men, and is independent of

fnvironmental idosyncrasy.
relw? had intended to Idiscuss at greater length the differentia of

‘Blon and metaphysics, bul shall rather conclude the present
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section by an assertion of their ultimate identity. Both, considered
as Ways, or praxis, are means of accomplishing the rectification,
regeneration and reintegration of the eberrant and fragmented
individual consciousness, both conceive of man’s last end
(purusirtha) as consisling in a realisation by the individual of all the
paossibilitics inherent in his own being, or may go farther, and see in
a realisation of all the possibilities of being in any mode and also in
possibilities of non-being, a final goal. For the Neo-Platonists and
Augustine, and again for Frigena, Eckhart ard Danle, ard for such
as Riuni, Ibn ‘Arabi, Sankaracarya, and many others in Asia,
religious and ntellectual experience are ton closely interwoven ever
to be wholly divided;>* who for example would have suspected that
the words ‘How can 'That, which the Comprehending call the Eye of
all things, the Intellect of inlellects, the Light of lights, and numi-
nous Omnipresence, be other than man’s last end’, and "Thou hast
been touched and taken! long has Thou dwell apart from me, bul
now that I have found Thee, I shall never let Thee go’, are taken, not
from a ‘theistic’ source, but from purely Vedantic hymns addressed
lo the Essence (atman) and tc the ‘impersonal’ Brahman!

II. HOW DIVERS WISDOMS HAVE CONSIDERED
IMMORTALITY

Lct us consider the application of different kinds of wisdom f0 a
particular problem of generel significance. The pertinence of philos
ophy to the prablem of immortality is evident, inasmuch as wisdom
is primarily concerned with immaterial things, and it is evident that
material things are not immortal as such {in esse per se) nor even
from cne one moment to annther, but are continually in flux, and
this is undeniable, regardless of whether there may or may not be in
such perpetually becoming things some immartal principle. Or to
regard the matter [rom another angle, we may say that whatever, if
anything, there may be imumortal in phenomenal things must have
heen sa since time began, for (o speak of an immortal principle as
having become mortal is the same thing as to say it was always
maortal.

It needs no argument to demonstrate that human wisdom,
rationalism, our philusophy (2), will understand by immeortality’,
not an everlasting life on earth, but an after-death persistence of
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individual cons@ouspese and memory and charac?er, suclh as 11 our
experience survives from da_y o day across the :ughlly‘mlervags ol
death-like sleep. Rational wisdem then will take up either one of
two positions. It may in r!w. first place argue that we ?’:avp no
cxperience of nor can con;cwc of the funﬁlonmg_ of cgngcmusncss
apart from the actual phys;cal bases' rw which the.hmchomrg SEEMS
to rest, if indeed consciousness be in itself anything whatever more
than a function of matter in motion, that is to say of phvsical
axistence; and will not therefore conceive the possibility of any
other than an immertality in history, viz., in the memcries ot other
mortal beings. In this sense there can also be poslulaled the
pussibility of a kind of resurrection, as when memory is refreshed
by the discovery of dacumentary proofs af the existence of some
individual or people whose very names had been forgotten it may
be for millennia. Or human wisdem may maintain, rightly or
wrongly, lhat evidences have been found of the “survival of per-
sonality’, viz., in communciations from the ‘other world’, of such
sorl as lo prove either by reference to facts unknown to the observer,
but which are atterwards verified, or by ‘manifestations” of one sort
or another, a continuity of mwemory and persisience of individual
character in the deceased who is assumed 1o be in communicaticn
with the observer. If it is then attemptec to rationalise the evidence
thus accepted, it is argued that there may be kinds of matter other
and subtler than those percentible to our present physical senses,
and that these other modalities of matier may very well serve as the
suppusitum of consciousness functioning on other planes of being.

It will be readily seen that no spiritual or intellectual distinction
can be drawn between the two rationalistic interpretations, the only
f?lfferencc between them being as regards the amount or kind of
time in which the continuity of individual character and conscious-
Ness can be mainlained in a dimensioned space and on a material
ba51§, theories of “fourth dimensions’ or ot “subtle matter’ changing
nothing in principle. Both of the rationalistic interpretations are
Tejected i toto, equally by religion and metaphysics.

NOF that the possibility of an indefinite perdurance of individua!
E‘)I_lsl:lousness upon indefinitely numerous or various platforms of
rejjng and varivus temporal modes is by any means deried in
Con%zo_n Or in metaphysics (it E?Clr.g rather assumed that individual

=0usness even nuw functons on other levels than those of our
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present terrestrial experience)’, but that a persistence in such
modes of being is not, sieictly speaking, an immortality, this being
taken to mecan an immutability of being without development or
change and wholly tmeventful; while that which is thus presurned
{o subsist apart from contingency, viz. the soul, form or noummenal
principle (nama) of the individual, by which it is what it is, must be
distinguished alike from the subtle and the gross bodies (sizkzma
and sthila Savira) which are equally phenomenal (ritna), as being
wholly intellectual and immaterial >

For example, ‘things belonging to the state of glory are not under
the sun’ (8t. Thomas, Sum. Theol. 111, Supp. ¢. 1, a. 1), i.e. not in any
mode of ime or space; rather, ‘it is through the midst of the Sun that
one escapes altogether’ (atimucyate, Juiminiye Up. Brihnana 1. 3),
where the sun is the ‘gateway of the wotlds” (loka-dvdra), (Chand.
Up. v 6.6), Eckhart’s ‘gate through which all things relumn
perfectly free lo their supreme felicity (purndnande) . . . free as the
Codhead in its non-existence’ (asaf), the ‘Door’ of John X, "Heaven's
gate that Agni opens’ (svargasya Iokasya dviram avrnof), (Aitareya
Brahmana, 1. 42).% It is true that here again we shall inevitably meet
with a certain and by no means negligible distinction of the
religious from thc metaphyscial formulation. ‘The religious concept
of supreme felicity culminates as we have already seen in the
assimilation of the soul to Deity in act; the soul’s own act being one
of adoration rather than of tnion. Tikewise, and without inconsis-
lency, since it is assumed that the individual soul remains numen-
cally distinct alike from God and from other substances, religion
offers 1o morlal consciousness the consolatory promise of finding
there in Heaven, not only Ged, but those whom it loved on earth,
and may remember and recogaise.

Nor will metaphysics deny that even in a ‘Heaven’, on the farther
side of time, there may be, at least until the ‘Last Judgment’, &
knowlecge-of (¢vidya) rather than a knowledge-as (vidya), though it
will not think of him whose modality is slill in knowledge-of as
wholly Comprehending (vidvan) nor as absolutely Enlarged (ati-
mukta). Metaphysics will allow, and here in formal agreement with
religion, that there may or cven mus: be states of being by no means
wholly in time, nor yet in eternity (the timeless now), but aeviternal,
‘aevitemity’ (Vedic amrfaive) being defined as a mean betweer
eternity and time;*® the Angels for example, as conscious intellectual
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substances, partaking of eternity as to their immutable nature and
underslanding, but of time as regards their accidental awareness of
before and after, the changeability of their affections (Hability to fall
from grace, etc.), and inasmuch as the angelic independence of local
motion (because of which Angels are represented as winged, and
spoken of as ‘birds"),’” whereby Lhey can be anywhere, is olther than
the immanence of the First, which implies an equal presence
everywhere. Nor is it denied by religion that ‘Certain men even in
ihis state of life are greater than certain angels, not actually, but
virtually” (St. Thomas, Suw. Theol, 1, q. 117, a. 2, ad. 3), whence it
naturally follows that ‘Some men are taken up into the highest
angelic orders” (Gregory, Hom in Ev. xxx1v), thus partaking of an
aeviternal being; all of which corresponds to what is implied by the
familiar Hindu expression devo bhiitvd, equivalent to “dead and
gone lo Heaven’. Irecisely this point of view is more technically
expressed in the critical text, Brizaddranyaka Up. uL 2.12, ‘When a
man dies, what does not forsake (ng juhati) himn is his “soul”
(nama),®® the soul is without end (ananta, “aeviternal”), without end
is what the Several Angels are, so then he wins the world everlast-
ing’ {anantam ickam). CL Rumi (x in Nicholson's Shams-i-Tabriz),
‘Every shape you see has its archetvpe in the placeless world, and if
thc shape perished, nc matter, since its original is everlasting’
(lamkan-ast); and St. Thomas, Sum. Theol, 11-1, q. 67, a. 2¢, “as regards
the intelligible species, which are in the possible intellect, the
intellectual virtues remain’, viz. when the body is corrupted. This
was also expounded by Philo, for whom ‘Le lieu de cette vie
}mmortelle est le monde intelligible’,® that is to say the same as the
‘Inte]lec‘cual Realm’ of Plotinus, passim. If we now consider the
implications of these dicta in conncction with Boehme'’s answer to
tk}e scholar who enquires, ‘Whither goeth the soul when the body
dieth?” viz. that ‘There is no necessity for it to go anywither . . .
For o whichsnever of the two (that is either heaven or hell) is
manifested in it (now), in that the soul standeth (then)... (he
]udgm311f is, indeed, immediately at the departure of the body’,*
?“d in the light of Brhadaranyaka. Up., 1v. 4. 56, ‘As is his will . . . s0
;‘"ET:-:IE e]gtgto(yjuifi{mqm&ﬁ, ra: ssimiadg{;zte} and ‘He }vhose mind is
e lane things) = - Teturns agair to tlut: v\jurld ... but
L 0se esx;e is the Essence (dtman), his life (prinah) does not

ave him, but he goes as Brahman unto Bralunan’, il will be




24 WIIAT IS CIVILISATION?

apparent that althcugh the soul or intellect (Vedic manas) is immmor-
tal by nature (i.e. an individual polentiality that cannot be annihi-
iated. whatever its ‘fate’), nevertheless the actual ‘fate’ of an
individual consciousness, whether it be deslined to be ‘saved” or
‘liberated’ (devayana), or to cnter into time again (pitryana), or to be
lost’ (nirrtha), depends upon itself. And therefore we are told to ‘Lay
up treasure in Ileaven, where neither moth nor rust corrupt’; for
evidently, if the conscious life of the individual be even now
estahlished intelleclually (or in religious phraseology, ‘spiritually’),
and the intellectual or spiritual world be aeviternal (as follows from
the consideration that ideas have neither place nor date), this
conscious life canriot be infringed by the death of the body, which
changes nothing in this respect. Or if the consciousness be sill
atlached to and involved in ends {whether good or evil) such as can
only be accomplished in time and space, but have not yet been
accomplished when the body dies, then evidently such a conscious
ness will find ite way back into those conditions, viz., of space and
dme, in which the desired ends can be accomplished.’* Or finally, if
conscious lifc has been led altogether in the flesh, it must be thought
of ag cut off when its sole support is deslroyed; that is, it must be
thought of as ‘backsliding’ into a mere potentiality or hell.

Space will not permit us to discuss the theory of “reincamalion’ at
any length. The fundamentals are given in the Kg Veda, where it 18
orimerily a matter of recurring manifestation, in this sense for
example, Milta jiyate punah (x. 85. 19) and Usas is punahpunar
igyamana (1. 19. 10). An indivicual application in *he spirit of Thy
will be done’ is found in v. 46. 1, ‘As a comprehending (vidoan)
horse I yoke myselt unto the pole (of the chariot of the year) ...
seeking neither a release nor o come back again (na asydlh vimucart
na Forttam punak), may He (Agni) as Comprehender (vidvan) and
our Waywise Guicde lead us aright’. The individual, indeed, ‘is born
according to the measurc of hie understanding’ (Astareya Aranyaka,
1. 3. 2), and just as ‘the world itself is pregnant with the causes of
unborn things’ (Augustine, De Trin. 1L 9); so is the individual
pregnant with the accidents thar must befall him; as St Thomas
expresses it, ‘fate is in the created causes themselves® (Sum. Theol. T.
g. 116, 2), or Plotinus, ‘the law is given in the entities upen whom it
[alls, . . . it prevails because it is within them . . . and sete up in them
a painful longing to enter the realm to which they are bidden from
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within’ (Crneads, 1v. 3. 15); and similarly [bn “Arabi, who says that
whilc being is from God, modality is not directly from Him, “for He
only wills what they have it in them to become’ (Nicholson, Studies
in Islamic Mysticism, 1921, p.151). On the other hand, it may be taken
as certain that the Buddhist and still more the modern Thecsophical
interpretations of causality (karmaj or fate (adrsta), which assert the
necessity of a retun (excep: for one who is mukla or has ‘reached’
nirvana) to the very same conditions that have been left behind at
death, involve a metaphysical antinomy; “You would ot step twice
into Lhe same watcrs, for other waters arc ever flowing in upon you’
(l—ieracleit'.ls). What is really cantemplated in Vedic and other
traditional doctrines 15 the necessity of a recurrent menifestation in
acon after aeon, though not again within one and the same temporal
cycle,? of all those individual potentialities or forces in which the
desire to ‘prolong their line” is still effective; every Patriarch (pir)
being, like Praiapati himself, praja-kimya, and therefore willingly
committed to the ‘Patriarchal Way’ (pifryana).

What is then from the standpoint of metaphysics the whole
course of an individual potentiality, from the ‘timc’ that it first
awakens in the primordial ocean of universal possibility until the
‘time’ it rcaches the last harbour? [t i3 a return into the source and
*f\'ell—spri*-'lg aof life, from which life originates, and thus a passage
trom one ‘drowning’ to another; but with a distinction, valid from
the standpoint of the individual in himself so long as he is a
Wayfarer and not & Comprehender, for, seen as a process, it is a
passage from a merely possible perfection through actual imperfec-
tion to an actual perfection, from potentiality tu act, from slumber
(abodhya) to a full awakening (sambodhi) Ignoring now the Patxi-
archal Way as being a ‘round about’ mursé, and considering only
the straight Angelic Way (devayana), with which the Rg Veda is
primarily and the individual mumuksu specifically concerned, we
may say that this Way is one at first of a diminishing and afterwards
of an mereasing realisation of all the possibilities intrinsic to the fact
of being in a given mode (the human, for example), and ullimately
leads to the realistion of all the possibilities of being in any or every
iil}?:fzvi:dﬁrvcr and bedyond this of those of being not in any 1110-:%&
i bv.WhEtr.ar:a(inlt dc:.rx";o.relthelx'll aHuFie here to- the part tha’.r is
b t 11.;: 3 bl :15 e ‘ 1‘11'-t1_at10rf in this connetctmn; orly sayig

intention of initiaton is to communicate from one to
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another a spirilual or rather intellectual impulse that has been
continuously transmitted in guri-parampera-krama from the begin-
ning and is ultimately of non-human origin, and whereby the
contracted and disintegrated individual is awakened Lo the possibil-
itv of a re-integration {safiiskarana);* and that metaphysical rites, or
‘mysteries” (which are in imitation of the means employed by the
Father to accomplish His own re-integration, the nccessity for
which is occasioned by the incontinence of the creative act), are, like
the anclogcus traditional scriptures, inlended to provide the indi-
vidual with the necessary prevaratory education in and means of
intellectual operation; but the ‘Creat Work', thal of accomplishing
the reunion of essence with Essence, must e done by himself
within himself.

We have s0 far followed the Wayfarer's course by the Angelic
Way lo the spiritual or intellectual realm; and here, [rom the
religious point of view, lies his irunorlelity, for indeed ‘the duration
of aeviternily is infinite” (St. Thomas, Su. Tneol. 1, q. 10, a. 5, udl. 4).
But it will be maintained in metaphysics, or even in a religion or by
an individual mnystic such as Eckhart (in so far as the religions
experience is both devotional and intellectual in the deepest sensc
of both words) thal an aeviternal station (pada), such as is implied in
the concept of being in a heaven, is not the end, nor Ly any means a
full return (nivrtt), but only a resting place (visrérma) And like-
wise, it will be maintained that to conceive of the intelleclual realm
itself as a place of memories would be a derogation, for as Plotinus
says of its natives, 4if they neither seek nor doubt, and never leamn,
nothing being at any time absenl [rom their knowledge . . . what
reasonings. what processes of rational investigation, can take place
in them? In other words, they have seen God and they do not
recollect? Ah, no . . . such reminiscence is only for souls that have
forgotten’ (Enneads, 1. 4. 6);>% anc.still more musl we say respecting
mundane memuaries {(vdsand) that “‘when the soul’s act is directed to
another order, it must utterly reject the memory of such things, over
and done with now’ (ibid, 1v. 4. 4. 8).

The metaphysical concept of Perfection, indeed, envisages a state
of being that is, rot inhuman since it is maintained that such a state
is always and everywhere accessible to whoever will press irwards
to the ceniral point of consciousness and being on any ground Or
plane of being, nor ‘heartless” unless we mear by ‘heart’ the seat of
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soulfulness and sentimentality; but assuredly non-human. For
example, in Chandegya Up. v. 10. 2 it is precisely as aminucy purusa,
‘non-human person’, that the Son and aeviternal gavatara, Agni,‘a.ié
said to lead onward he Comprehending one who has found his
way through the Supernal Sun to the farther sidc of the worlds, and
this is the ‘pathway of the Angels’ (devaydng) as rontrasted with that
of the Patriarchs (pitriyana) which does not lead beyond the Sun but
to re-embodiment in 32 human mode of being. And it is foreseen
that this devayana must lead, whether sooner or later, to whal is
expressed in doctrinal mysticism as a “final death of the soul’, or
‘drowning’, the Sufi al-fana ‘an al-fana; by which is imp]ie::l a
passage beyond even consciousness in deity as act, to a Supreme
(Skt. pura, paralpara) beyowul all trace or even an exemplary multi-
plicity, nor in any way ‘intelligible’. And there, so far that is from
any possible ‘reminiscence’ of any that have heen known or loved in
otherness, in the words of Eckhart, ‘No one will ask me whence I
rame or whither T went’, or in. Rtuni’s, ‘None has knowledge of each
who cnters that he is so-and-so or sc-and-so0.”37
If this appears to be a denial of ultimate significance to human
love, the position has been altogether misunderstood. For all
metaphysical formulations, assuming that an infallible analogy
rela.tes every plane ol being lo every other, have seen in hurman love
an image of divine felicity (purndnarda), imagined not as a con‘rra-.
dlc-h(?l‘l of bul as lransformation (par@urtt) of sensual experience
This is the theory of 'Platonic love’, according to which, as Ion Farici
expresses il, ‘the charm of every fair youth or lovely girl is lent to
them from Her beauty’; a point of view implicit too in Lrigena’s
concevph'cm of the world as a theophany, and in the Schglasﬁc
d.octrmc pf the vestigium pedis, the trace or ‘oolprint of divinity in
tﬂme, which has its equivalent in Vedic and Zen symbolisms, What
fhls'mea_ns in actual tradition is (hal the beloved on earth is to be
}'E'c.nhspd theve not as she is in herself but as she is in God 3 aﬁd 50 it
%S in the case of Dante and Bealrice, Ibn *Arabi and an-Nizé_m e :md
1n that of Chandidas and Rami.# The beauty of the Beloved ‘}zer—c‘ is
no lor}ger as it is here conlingent and merely a participatvicm or
reflection, but that of the Supemal Wisdom, that of the One
Madonna, that of the intrinsic being of the Bride, which ‘rains down
E‘ame.s of fire’ (Convivie) and as ciaritas illuminates and guides the
Purc intellect. In that last and hidden station (yuhyam padam), nature
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and essence, Apsaras and Gandharva, are one and indivisible,
knowing nothing of a within or a without (na bahyar: kimncana veda
néntavam, Brhadaranyoka Up. v, 321), and that is their supreme
felivity, and that of everv liberated consciousness.

All this can only be described in terms of negalion, in terms of
what it is net, and therefore we say again that metaphysics can in no
wavbethoughtofa;adodﬂneoﬁeﬁngrnnsdaﬂonstoasuﬂéﬂng
humanity. What melaphysics understands by immortality and by
eternity implics and demands of every man a total and uncampro-
mising denial of himself and a (inal mortification, tc be dead and
buried in the Godhead. ‘Whoever realises this, avoids contingent
death (punar mrtyy), death gets him nol, [or Death becomes his
essence, and of all these Angels he becomes the One’
(Brhadaranyaka Up. 1. 2. 7). For the Supreme Identity is no less a
Death and a Darkness than a Life and a Light, no less Asura than
Deva: ‘His overshadowing is both Aeviternity and Death’ (yasyu
chiyi amyta, yasyu mriyuh, Rg Veda, x. 121, 2)# And this is what we
understand to be the final purport of the First Philosophy.

NOTES

1. [tiznot pretended tolay down z final definition n° philosophy.

2. Our numbering of the philosophies -n inverse order as (2) anc (1) is because
Aristole’s First Philoscphy, viz. Metaphysics, is acually prior in logical order of
thought, which nroceeds from within outwards, ;

3. This is, ‘or examgle, the matter in debate as between Buddlis. and Brahmanica.
phicsophers. For the nominaist, the ultimate forms, ideas, lmages or ,—casons_arc
merely aames of the counters of thoughl and valid cnly as means cf communicatian,
for ke realist (idealis:) the ultimate foris are ‘realities’ dependent upon and inherent
in being, ie. teal in lheir beirg and nominal only in the scnse ‘only logically
cistinguishable'. ;

4. Conunon sense is an admizekble thing, as is also instinct, 5us neither of these 15
the same as reason, nor the same &5 the wisdom that is not about human atairs, feji L6
‘speculative’, 1.c. known in the mirror of the pure inzellect.

5. When a causc is discovered, this is called an explanation But each cause was ONce
an effect, and sc on indefinizely, so that our picture of real:ty takes the form of a series
of causes extending baclkward into the pas?, and of effects expecred in the future, bt
we have no empirical experience of a NOW, NOT can we explain empirically how causcs
produce ettects, the assumption post hoe prcpier koc being always an acl of faith.

6. Asis very elegantly demonstrated by St. Thowvas, Sum, Theol. 1, q. 7, 8- 3, <f q. 14,
a. 12, ad. 3; his ‘relatively infinite’ being ouwr ‘“indefinite’ (ananta), ircalculable
(asarikhya) but nol placeless {(gdese) nor wholly timeless (akalz).
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7. Seience difters from animizm only i this respect, that while srience assnmes
forces in the sense of blind wills, animism (which is also a kirc of philcsopay]
Personi fieg these forees and endows them with a free will,

2. Pantheism is more commonly predicated of a ziven doctrine merely by impu-
tation, either with unconsciously dishones: intention cr by customary usage uncriti-

cally perpetuatad. In every case the ubserver preswuned o be inpartial should consider

the dactrine itself. and nwot what is said of it by Jwstile witics. On the general
impropriety of the lerm ‘pantheism’ in connection wi the Vedanta, see Lacombe,
Avant-propos tu René Groussel, Les Philosoplies Indiennes, p. siv, note 1, and Whitby,
Preface tc René Guénon, Man and ins Becoming azcording to the Veddnta, 1945, p. ix.

g. St. Thuiras, Sunt. Theol1,q.1,2.6,ad. 2.

10. Piudence is defined as rocta rafic agibilivm, artas recta refio facibiiium.

11. E.g. Aitareya Brihmeana, vIIL. 2.

12. ‘Metaphysice can dispute with one who denies its principles, if only the
upponent will make some concession; but if he concede nothing, it can have ne
dispute with him. . .. If our opponent believes nothing of divine revelation, there is
no longer any means of proving the articles of faith by reasening’ (&t Thomas, Ssrr.
Theol. 1, q. 1, a. 8 ¢); and ‘bid. q. 46, a. 2° "the articles of faith cannot he proved
demonstratively .’

Similarly in India 1t 15 repeatedly and explicitly asserted that the truth of Vedic
dortrine cannokb be demonstrated but only experienced. "By what should one know the
Knowerof knowing” (Brhad@ranyaka Up. V. 5. 15).

13. Throughout the present essay it is assumed that sensibility means the pertep-
tion of things by -he senses, not a cognition but a reaction; reason, the activily ol the
intelligence with respect to the causal series of accidents, sumnetimes called e Cliaio of
{ale, ur i viher words an inlelligence with respect to things phenomenally kaown in
Lime and s pece and called ‘material’, and inlzllect, the habit of first principles.

z4. Thus Chéndogya Up. v1. 2. 1 asserts a religicus peint of view, as distinct from the
mctaphyzical point of view taat prevails in the Upanizads genemlly, c.g. Tazitiriya Up.
1L 7. Christian philosophy maintains that Cod is “wholly in act’. Metaphysics concurs
in the definition of perfection as a r=alisation of all the pessibilities of being, but
would rather say of God that "He does not preceed from potentiality 0 act” than that
He is without potentizslity.

15. Duality, as of "spirit and matter’, ‘act and potentiality’, ‘form and substance’,
‘good ard evil’. This is avorded in Christianity metaphysiczlly, when it 1s shown that
evil is not a self-subsistent natire, hut merely a privation, and ran be known to the
First Intellect only as a goodness or perfechon in poieniia. It is avoided 1n Sufi
I‘l}ffld physic by considering good and evil as merely reflections in time and space of
His esseilial attributes of Mercy and Mzjesty.

p 16. ‘Maller’ here must not be confused with tha “solid matter’ of everyday parlance;
in Christian philosophy, ‘prima:y maller’ s precisely thal ‘nothiag’ with respect (o
which it is said ex mihilo fil. Such ‘maller” is said Lo be ‘iusatiable for foror’, and he
32ma is implicd when in the Jaiminiyz Up. Brahmana, 1. 56, it is said that In fhe
F’_?glnning, the woman (= Urvadi, Apsaras) went ebout in the flood szeking a master”
dcchant salile patim).
; 17. The physical analogy is represented in the assertion of the anthropologist that
God is man-made’' a nroposition perfactly valié within the conditions of its own level
of reference.

18. Ttat is mainly, of course, in Europe from the thirteenth century nawards. In
Hinduism, a man is regarded &s a true teacher who gives to any individuezl a better
access to that jndividual’s own scriptures; for ‘the path Ten take from every side is
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Mine’ (Bhagavad Gitd, wv. 11). Clemeant of Alexandria allows tha: Thkere wes elways a
natural manifestation of the cre Almighty God amongst all right-thirkizyg men (Mizc.,
+; Belchart says almost in the words of the Bhagavad Gitd cited above, ‘Tn whalever
way you find Ged best, tha: way pursue’, Dante will nut exclude all the pagan
philoscphers irom Heaven; inl the Grail tradition, Malory szys Lhal ‘Mealyn made the
rourd table in tokenyng of the roundenes of ke wurld lor by the round table is the
world sygnifyed by ryghte. For all the world crysten and hiethen repayren vato the
rourd table” (Mort d7Arthur, x1v. 2); these mmay be contrasted with the position taken in
tFe Song of Roland where, when Saragossa las been taken, “A thouserd Franks enter
the synagogues and mosyues, whose every wall with mallet and axe they shatter. ..
the heathen “olk ave driven in crowds to the baptismal font, to take Christ’s yoke upon
them.’

19. The 'best fur me’ meed not be “trucst abselutely’ as judged >y absclute
metaphysical slendards. Nevertheless, the metaphysician will not suggest that the
fallower uf a “second best’ religion should abandon it ‘ar another (ct. Bhagavad CGaita, 11
26, na budditibhedarit janayed ajndnem), but rather that he go farther in where he already
i, and thus verify e ‘sruc’ his own images, not by those of another pzttern, but rather
Gy the prior form that i common to both.

za. ‘Diverse dogmatic formulations’, ie. dharma-paryayd as this expression is
employed in the Saddharma Fundarika.

a1. In this context the reader is recommended to René Guénom, L'Orient ¢l
I"Occident, 1932.

a2, Cf Erigena, 1}e div. naturaz, 1, 66, Ambo siguidem zx wnu funle, divira scilicet
sapievta, manare uhium non est, anc Bhagavad Giti, v. 4, ‘il is the children of this
wor'd, and Tt the men of learning who think of gnusis and works as diffecent . .. He
sees m huth who sees that gnosis and works aze one’ (for Samkhya and Yogo as
meaning gnosis and works respectively, see fbid, 111, 3). That the Way of Gnosic and the
Way of Participation have one and Lhe same end becomes cvident whan we consider
that love and knuwledge can only be conceived of as perfected in an identity of laver
and beloved, knwwer and known.

24, ‘Even we ourselves as mentally tasting something eternal, are not ir: this warld.’
51, Augustine, D¢ Tris. 1v. 20.

24. Therefore incapable of ‘proof’, whether the phenomena adduced be ‘soientific’
or "spiritualistic’.

25. While it is shown here how the formulations af different religions may express
the same conreptions in almost verbal agrsemen-, it must nct be supposed that we
therefcre advocate any kind of eclecticism, or conceive the possibility of a naw religion
compoundad of all exicting religions. Eclecticism in religion results only in cunfusion
and caricature, of whirh a good example can be cited in "Theosephy”.

26. St ‘Lhomszs, Sum. Theol. 1, 4.10. a. 5. He says ‘stales of being’ in ke plural
deliberately (¢f. René Guénon, Les Etuts muliipies de 'Cirz, 1932), although for purposes
of generalisation it has been necessary L speak only of three, viz. the human, angelic
and divine, that is those tu which the literal, metaphorical and analegical understand-
ings pertainrespectively.

Wik the Chuistian ‘zeviternity’, Indian amytaiva, and the trad:tional concept of
‘hwnanily’ and ‘Terfect Man’ (c.g. [slamic insanu’l kamil), cf. Jung, Madern Man
Search of a Soul, p.215: ‘1f it were permissible to personify fhe tnconscious, we might
call it a ccllective human being comkbining the chararteristics of both sexes, tran-
scencing youth and :zge, birth and death, and from having at its command a hwnen
experience of one or two million years, almost immortal. If such a being exisled, he
would be exalted akove all terrperal change . . . he would have lived countless times
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cver the liie of the individua’, or the family. tribe and people, and he would possess
tha living sense of the duttun uf growth, flowering and decay. It would be po-sitfw-_‘ly
grotesque for us to wall (lds imunense systemn of the experience of the unconscious
psyche an illuzion.” [ere it may be noted that “uncorscicus’ presents an analogy wizh
‘Drep-Sleep’ (susupti = samadhl = excessus or raptus), on the olhe: hand, (he us= of the
word “colleclive’ betrays a purely sciertific, and not a metaphvsiczl concepticn.

27. Intellect is the swiftest of birds' (manal favistam patayatsw anah, Re. Veda, v g.
5). It is as birds that the Angels “‘celebrate in the Tree of Life their share of aevizernity’
(yatre suparnd amrtasya bhigam ... abki svayenti, ibid., 1 164 z1). The traditional
expression “language of birds’ (which survives ir ‘a little bird told me') refors o
angelic communications

28. Nima is the correlative of ripe, being the noumenal or intelligible part and
efficient cause of the integration nima-rigva, viz. the individual as ke ic in himself; and
therefcre to be rendered not oy ‘name’ (fcr this is not a nominalist but a realist
doctrire), but by ‘idea’, ‘archetype’, 'torm’ or ‘soul’ {as when it is said ‘the soul is the
form of the body’); atman nn the nther hand heing “essence” rather than “soul’ (essentia,
that by which a substance has esse in whatever mode).

2g. Brehier, Les [ddes phulosopiiques ef rzligienses de Philan & Alexandrie, 1925, p.z4n.

3c. Boehme, On Heaven and Heil (in Everyman’s Likrary, volume entitled Signatura
Rerum, etc.l.

31. It is the good purpuse, for examplz, which operates in the return of a
Budiusa.lva, who is olhe-wise fil for Nirvana.

32. In Bhegavad G, vi. 41, lor example, s@svall sam@ is very (ar [oom Lnplying
‘forthwith’. We doubt very much whether any Aupanisada passage could be cited as
implying a re-¢embodiment ctherwise than at the dawn of a new c.ycle, and ther only
as the growth of a seed sown in the provious acon, or as a tendeney with which thie
naw age can be said to be pregnant.

13. See Az‘t;reye: Araryaka, 111, 2. 6; Aitareya Brahmana, vi, 27; satapatha Brihmana,
VIT. 1.2 1 anc passim. CL. alap Cuénon, ‘Lnitiation et les Métiers’, Le Voile d'lsiz, No.
172,1934.

34.l5a£{»‘iharma Pundorika, v, 74. Similarly, the true end of the ritual acts and
dppomff?d sacrificas of the Veda 15 not the ztrainment of a temporary heaven, but the
‘:?:if(:l}:sti Lfaia‘:;:lerf» tCL know the E.Ssence {atman) {Sr{ahﬁnfam vktanalt, xxx7ir, w'th

e arg 5 a5 it were but the half-way house”).

35. Sin ula_rly in Dante, Paradiso, xx1x, 79-§1, “there sight is never inlercepted sy any
AL Perce]_:artlon,_zznd so therz is no need of memary, for thought has not been cleft.
Miiﬂigﬂﬁ;l}-f‘;@]ap?li), wlu in tlhe_\’edas is the Herdsman of the Spheres (gopd
s ar;- é S;qn ;sy:\;s;l CL;?lclier {;{]ff'r'm p:fuiﬁ pa.uut:m), Messenger and Herald (dite,
patisss sismge i VMJ. Kar o 6-)1_ei;t- & l':artl.ng .val.he Ways .{d_uur free .5%.‘””{'}-‘.“.-
corresponding to ‘the ‘doém;tib;’ Buddl Cog\f ;::uﬁc;finl_on [J_'-{hm-ﬂf_h‘.’:_i-‘/! S,
he o AN et S ha, ist as distinguished from Jesus, and o

37. Nicholson, Shams-i-Tabriz, p. 61.

Rﬁsfﬁ fEf‘.']‘]l"!Ill;r'w.naﬂ al-Ashtudy, L. .2,.'51':19_- was exalted in majesty above time and
b :_| is love gnd the lover that hyg to all eternity’ (sin, in Nicholson, Shams i

% Zwﬁuut‘her example could be cited in the Shaepnerd of Hernas.

]0:]9: hoin Ibn “Arabl met at Mecca in 1201, see Nicholsan, Tarjuman al-Askwig,

o
Frajdpati, *He, J'Eh;.f-:‘t; A ST X 4 5T 3B v MFEYME VAt samvatsarak . . .

; F e1, Whic is [he Year and likewise Death’.




32 WHATIS CIVILISATION?

The Dazkness and Light, belonging tc His esuratva and devatva respectively, remain
in Him, who is both asura and deva, Titan and angel, sarps and aditya; at the same time
that fromt the Wayfarer's peint of view their reflections ir. time and_ space are evil an_ri
goud. In [Tinduism, “she Darkness in Him is called Rudra® (Martrd Ifp. vio 27, and is
representzd in the names and hues of Kali and Kygna; in Christian yaga, the Dark Ray
or Civine Darknass, Eckhart's ‘gable stillness’ and ‘motionless dark that no one knows
but [ le in whom it reigns’ (cf. the ‘Clouds 2rc thick darkness” of Deut. 4: 11},1s spoken
of alrcady ir the Codex Brucianus and by Dianysius, and becomes the subject of the
contemplatio in caligine. Rega~ding the propriety of the expression ‘Christian yogu', we
nced enly point out that St Bernard’s constderaiio, contemplatio, and exvessus o1 raplys
corraspend exacHy to dherane, diyng and samdah.

THREE

On Being in One’s Rught Mind

I REPENTANCE

‘Swer wil werden dez or solte s7n, der mucz lazen, daz or iczunt ist.”
Meister Eckart, Pleiffer p. 606.

MET(’WOL&,’ usually rendered by
‘repentance’, is literally “‘change of mind’, or intellectual metamor-
phosis. Plato does not use the word (for the verb, see Euthydemus,
279¢), but certainly knows the thing: for example, in Repubitc, 514r,
the values of those who have seen the light are completely trans-
formed, and, in Laws, 80308044, we arc told that thosc who have
realised their true relation to and actiial de-pendence on God will be
‘thinking (d1ovoéouat) otherwise than they do now’, and that ‘it
hehaooves our fosterlings to be of that same (new) way of thinking’;
cf. St. Augustine’s reformantini in novitate nzntis (Confessions, XurI.13).
Further, Plato distinguishes ‘understanding’ (quvigvut) from ‘learn-
ing’ (uavddvew) as knowledge [rom relalive ignorance (Euthydernus,
2784); and the Shepherd of Hermas is certainly not misinterpreting
the real mwaning of petivour when he says that Repentance is a
great understanding’ (t¢ petavoijoa ... olvecig dotv peydAn),
and, in fact, a fransformation from the state of the fool (Fgpov) t0
that of one posscssed of intellect (voiic, Mand. 1v.2.1, 2), In the same
way Hermes (Tih. 1. 18) opposes petdvoi to dyvote, this ‘ignorance’
?391118; in Lib. x1. 7b, the first of the ‘irrational torments of malter’,
Tust as in the Buddhist nidana series it is the primary source of all
evilg.*

It is, indeed, unfortunate that our word ‘repentance’ translates
Hetopéiery, rather than pstdvow; for the lalier waord unpurts far
More than the merely moral meaning of regret for past error. The
man who has really been “converled’, lLe.. turned round (tpéno,
OTp&¢w), will have no time to spend in punishing himself, and if he
does impose hardships on himself it will not be by way of pernance,
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but (1) as a discipline like that of an athlete in training and (2) in
imitation of the divine poverty. On this level of reference there can
be no room for remembrance of or sorrow for past errors, to which
the words, ‘Let the dead bury their dead’, are propetly applicable,
the “dead’ being the ‘old man’ who is now no more for those who
can say with St. Paul, vivo autem, jam non #go. ‘Such an one, verily,
the thought does not torment, Why have I not done the right? Why
have I done wrong? (Twittiriya Up. 11.9). So there comes a point in
Dante’s asrent at which he says ‘Non mi ricorda’ (Purgatorie, xxxu1,
g1). Ilow, indeed, should one who has ceased to be anyone either
recall or regret what he’ had dune when he was someone? It is only
when and if he returns from the unitive state to *himself” that he
can again remember or regret.

TO petuvoriont = 1& owvidva is, ther, to come to an understand-
ing with. We stress the word ‘with’, because in order to grasp the
problems involved il is essential to remember, what can easily be
overlooked, that all words containing the prepositions co- or con-,
cum, oo, sgm-, and all such terms as ‘self-control’, ‘self-
government’, and “sclf possession’ (= com-posure), imply a relation
between two things (cf. Plato, Republic, 4314, B, 4308), which two
are, in the last analysis, respectively human and divine. For
example, “When thou arr rid of self, then art thou Self-conirolled
(dfnes selbes gewaltic = &yxputfis fovtol = svardjan), and Self-
controlled art Self-possessed (dnes selbes eigen), and Self-pussessed,
possessed of God (ist gof din ¢igen) and all that he has cver made’
(Meister Eckhart, Pfeiffer, p.598).> All of this will apply to atvemg,
otvovowy, and ouvvoie, to the verbs octveyn and cbvinu, to ‘be
together with’ and ‘come together with’, to Sanskrit sam-adhi,
‘syn-thesis” or ‘com-posure’ and the verbs samihi, sampad, saiigam,
sami, ckc., all implying con-gress and unification, a ‘becoming one’
{eko bhil) in the erotic no less than in other senses, cl. teAéw, to be
perfected, to marry, or to dic.

In other words, the ‘great understanding’ is & kind of synthesis
and agreement (Ckr. saidhi, samadhi, sawyjiana), by which our
internal conflict is resolved, or as the Sanskrit texts also express it, in
which “all the knots of the heart arc loosed'. If we ask, an agreement
of what with what? the answer will be evident unanimity
(dpévora)* of the worse and better, human and divine parts of us,
as to which should rule (Plato, Republic, 432¢); “assimilalion of the

4
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knower with the to-be known (10 katavoovpévp 10 KoTEVOOTV
afopoimcig), in accordance with the archetypal nature, and coming
to be in this likeness’ ([lato, Tirmaeus, gob, cl Bhugovad Gid,
xIL12 18, jreyan ... anadimatpararm brahma .. .), ‘which likeness
begins now again lo be lormed in us’ (Sl Augustine, De spir. et lit.
37); con-scicntia with our ‘divine part’, when the two parts of the
mortal soul have been calmed and the third part of the soul is so
moved that we arc ‘of onc mind with our real Self’ (sGvvowny
goTOg aUTd Ggikdpevog), thus obtaining true knowledge in the
stead of our opinion (Republic, 571, 572). In Indian terms this is also
the marital agreement, or unanimity of the elemental self (bhutai-
man, Surira diman) wilh the prescienl solar Spirit (priaffatmurn, usuriry
ghman) in a union transcending the consciousness of a within or a
without (Briudirunyaka Up. v. 3. 21); in other words, the fusion of
the Quter King with the Inner Sage, the Regmum with the Sacer-
dotim

Metdvowr is, then, a transformation of one's whele being; from
human thinking to divine understanding. A transformation of our
being, for as armenides said, “To be and to know are one and the
same’ (Diels, Fr. 18.5), and “We come to be of just such stuff as that
on which the mind 5 sel’ (Maitri Up, vi. 34. 3). To repent is to
become another and a new man. Lhat this was St. Paul’s undcr
standing is clear from Ephesians, 4:23, ‘Be ye renewed in the spirit
of your mind’ (dvovsoicdou 6& T nveduatt tob vods tudv. i

II ON THE "TWC MiNDS'

God is “not a man, that he should repent’ (1 Sam. 15:29, ¢[. Ps. 110:4,
and Ezek. 24:4). Metanoia is a ‘change of mind’ differing only in its
larger implication from the change of mind thal has taken place
when we repent of any intention. When we do this, it is because we
feel ourselves to be now ‘beller advised” and so able to act
advisedly’, or as Plato would express it, kot Adyov. Whose advice
are we taking? Who gives counsel when we ‘take counsel with
ourselves’? On this point Socrates had no doubt, for, as he says,
"When 1 was abuut to cross the stream, the daimonian sign that
usually comes to me was given it always holds me back from wha!
I want to do—and [ thought I heard a voice from it which
torbade . . ./ (Phaedrus, 2428).5 Or, as Plato also says, ‘there is a
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something in the soul that bids men drink and a something that
forbids, summething other than thal which bids’, what draws us on
being the passions and diseases, and that which holds us back the
voice of Reason (Republic, 439). Everyone has had experience of this.

We hardly necd to say that Plato speaks of the Leader (fjyspav)
within us by many names, such as vocal Reason (Adyog), Mind
(voi), Geniugs (Sufpev), and most divine (Jeiétutos) and best or
ruling (kpdmctog) and eternal (Gewyevrig) part of us, nor ta be
reminded that this Immartal Soul “is our real Self’ (Laws, 9594) and
that it is for ‘us’ to be Its servant (dm1ipétng, Laws, 6454, Timaeus,

70D, etc.); how otherwise, indeed, should ‘Thy will be done on earth

as it is in heaven’? This immanent divinity is likewise Philo’s ‘Soul
of the soul’ (yuy® yuyfic), Hermes' ‘Good Genius’ (6 dyadog
Suipev), and the ‘Shepherd’ of Hermas. It is the Schelastic ‘Synters’,
Meister Eckhart’s “Furkelein’, and however attenuated, our own
‘Constience’; bul not by any means cur ‘reason’, or Bergson’s
‘intuition’, It is the Spirit that Scripture, as St. Paul points out, o
sharply distinguishes from Uhe soul, and his janz non ego, sed Christus
i1 me (Heb. 4:12 and Gal. 2:2¢), It is ‘the Self of the sels, called the
“Immortal Teader”' (atmunotma nel@mrlakhyak, Maitri Up. vi 7),
the ‘Inner Controller’ (antaryamin, Brhadaranyaka Up. I1. 7. 1, etc.),
‘Self (or Spirit) and King of all beings’, or ‘of all that ix Ln molion or
at rest’ (Brhadaranyoka Up. 1. 4. 16, 11. 1. 2, Rg Veda 1. 115. 1, etc), the
immanent Genius (yaksa) or Atharva Veds, x. 8 43 and Jaimintya Up.
Brav.z4, and the impassible ‘immortal, incorporeal Self’ of Chmdo-
gya Up, vir. 12, 1, the "That’ of the famous dictum ‘That att thou'.?
And, just as for Plale, so in the Vedic bocks this deathless,
impassible Inner Man and very Self ‘dwells together with’ the
human, mortal, passible sell in the "house” or ‘city” of the body for so
long as *wa’ are alive. It is this {Haly) *Ghost’ that we ‘give up” when
we die: and the poignant question arises, ‘In whom, when [ go
forth, shall 1 bc going forth?’ (Prasna Up. vi. 3), the answer,
according fo which we shall be “saved’ or lost’ depending upon
whether before the end we have known ‘Who we are’ (Jaiminzya Up.
Bt. V. 19. 4, 5, Briaddragyaka Hp. wv. 4. 14, Bhagavud GHE, TV. 49,
etc.).

We still make use of such expressions as to be ‘double minded’,
‘strong or weak minded’, ‘in two minds’ (about a purpoce) and ‘not
to know ore’s own mind’; we also ‘make up our minds’,” and only
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when this has been done do we really know what we are really
‘minded lo do’. We use these expressions (like so many other
inherited phrases) without a full consciousness of their meaning,
just as we speak of ‘sell-governmenl’ or ‘sell-control’ withoul
realising that ‘the same thing will never do or sutfer opposite things
in the same context and in relation o the same thing and at the same
#me. So that if we ever find thesce contradictions in the functions of
the mird we shall know that it was not the same thing functioning’
(Republic, 4368, cf. 4314, 3, and Parmenides, 1388). Actually, all these
expressions derive their meaning from the age-old doctrine of the
duality of human nature,® stated in terms of a duality or bivalence of
mind {volg, Skr. manas). 1t is this doctrine which Professor Goode-
nough seems to find su strange in Philo:*® and yel, withoul i, the
notion of repentance would be unintelligible. To know one’s own
mind is the same as o0 ‘know oneself’ or ‘love oneself” in the
superior sense of Aristotle (Nich. Eth. 1x. §), Hermes (Lib. 1v. 63), St
Thomas Aquinas (Sum. Theol. 11-11. 26. 4}, and the Upanisads (RU. 1.
4, elc.). Philo says that “There are two minds, that of all (beings),™
and the individual mind: he that flaes from his own mind flees for
reluge lo the mind of all in common.” The one is ungenerated and
immortal, the other generated and mortal (1. g3). The soul being
‘dead’ when it is entombed in the passions and vices (1. 65, and as
for St aul) he poinis out that “I'hat which dies is not the ruling part
of us, but the subject laity,and for so long as the latter will not repent
(K&yxpig dv petavoic ypnoduevov) and acknowledge its perversion
(tponr), sn lang will it be held by death’ (1:80). The individual mind
1s the same thing as our ‘sensibility’ (aio¥joig),** and ‘it is always
right that the superior should rule, and the inferior be ruled; and
Mind is superior to sensibility’ (1. 131); ‘the easy-going man sinks
dc—wn into his own incoherent mind’ (1. 94, cf. Bhagavad G4, 11. by
and v1. 34),7 ie., ‘estimaiive knowledge’ in terms of ‘hunger and
thuirst,

[_f amounis (¢ the same thing to deny the name of ‘mind’ to the
@stimative faculties of the sensitive soul, governcd by its wants.
Thus in Hermes, Lib. 1. 2z, it is asked, ‘Have not all men mind? and
answered, ‘Mind comes only to thosc that are devout and good and
purc’ (kaBupdy, = guddha). Tn Platonic terms, the soul is mindless
'U*"U”‘) at birth and may ke still unconscious (dvoniog) at death
(Timaeys, 444, <); the unchanging Mind that is contrasted with




38 WHATIS CIVILISATION?

opinion subject to persuasion is (o be found only in the Gods and in
a small number of men [Timaeus, 51£). If, however, we intend hy
‘mind’ merely the human instrument of discursive thought, then to
participate in the divine manner of knowing will be, humanly
speaking, to be ‘out of one’s mind’; so of the Pro phet through whom
God speeks Plato says that 'his mind is not in him’ {lo#, 534E), a
state of ‘mania’ that must not be canfused with insanity (Phuedrus,
244, 265): “the wisdom of this world is foolishness with God” (1 Cor.
3119).

We have now seert ‘hal the notion of a ‘change of mind’
presupposcs that there are two in us; two natures, the one humanly
opinionated and the other divinely scienlific; o be distinguished
either as individual from universal mind, or as sensibility from
mind, and as non-mind from mind or as mind [rom ‘madness’; the
former terms correspanding to the empirical Ego, and the latter to
our real Self, the object of the injunction “Krow thyself’. We shill
conclude by briefly noticing the equivalents of these formulations in
the Indian sources.

The formulation in terms of bwo minds is explicit in Manu, 1. 14:
‘From himsclf the Self-existent drew forth the mind, of which the
nature is real and the unreal’ (sudusad-Glmakam)' the mind, that is,
with which one thinks ‘both good and evil’ {punyam ca . . . papam ¢4
Jaimintya Up. Br. 1. f0. <) and which is, therelore, a means “either of
bondage or liberation’ (Maitri Up. VL 34. 11). ‘The mind is szid ‘o be
twofold, pure and impure (Suddhasuddkam): impure, by conneclion
wilh desire, pure by separation from desire.® . . . Indescribable his
bliss who abides in the Self, his mind’s defilament washed away
by Self-composure’™® (samidhi-nirdhauta-malasya niveditasya tmant,
Maitri Up. V1. 34. 6, 9).

The distinction of Mind from sensibility (voic from aicineic) is
analogous to that of Manag, Mind, from Vac, the power or faculty of
expression. Mind becomes a name or hypostasis of God,”? than
whom there is no other that intelligizes {nanyad atotimanty, Brhadd-
ranyaka Ubn. 111, 8. 17). Manas is the sacerdolal principle that knows
and wills, Vac the power of action without whom nothing would be
effocted. It is her function to ‘imitate’ (kunuky) him™® and to act as his
follower and messenger, ‘for she is by far the lesser and he by far the
superior” (Taitfirijg Samhita, L 5. 11, 5; Sampar’,}m Brahmana, 1. 4- 4- 7
and 5. 11). But though the Victory depends upon her co-operation,
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she may be reluctant to fulfil her office (Satapatha Branmena, 1. 4. 4.
12; Taittiriyqa Samkitd 1L 5. 11. 5, etc); she is easily seduced from her
allegience to Mind and Truth to the service of what she likes to
think, and then merely babbles SB. m1. 2. 4. 11, etc.,, cf. Philo, 1. 94).
In the Indian texts we also meet with the notion of a meliorative
dementation as noted above. For when ‘mind’ is thought of only as
a part of the psychic organisin, then to be ‘mindless” and “urcon-
scious” is the superior, and conscicus mental operation the interior
condition. Thus, “‘When the minc has been immolated in its own
source for the love of Truth, then the false controls of actions done
when it was deluded by sensibilia likewise pass away’ Maitri Lip, vi.
24. 1, 2); ‘Nane whose mind has not been immolated can attain to
Him’ (Katha Up. IL 24); viz., the Person, who being devoid of all
limiting attribules is necessarily ‘mindless’, though the source of
mind (Mundaka Up. 1. 1. 2, 3). God does not think and does not
know in our imperfect way of knowing in tenns of subject and
object; we may say that he thinks, but there is no second thing,
other than himself, of which he might think (Brhudaranyaka Up. Tv.
3. 28, etc.).” In this sense, then, it is said that “when one attains to
the state of dementation (amanibhive), that is the last step’ (Maitri
Us. vi. 34. 7}, and we recognize the like doctrine in 5t. Thomas
Aquinas, Cum vero intellectus jam ad forman veritatis pertingtt, non
cogitat, sed perfecie veritatem contemplatur (Sum. Theol. 1, 54. 1, ad 2),
We must only be careful not to confuse this superior mindlessness
of the supraralional and superconsdious with the mindlessness of
the Titans who are still irrational and subconscious; just as we
cistinguish the non-being of the divine superessenﬁalify from the

non-being ot what has not yct come into being or could not be.
To resume: in the first part of this article our intention was to
show that what ‘repentance’ really means is a ‘change of mind’, and
f:hE?_birth of a ‘new man” who, so far from being overwnelmed by the
weight of past errcrs is no longer the man who commitied themy
and, in the second part, to outline the doctrine of the duality of mind
on which the possibility of a ‘change of mind’ depends, and to
izﬁ?:b:rzi—e its 1tr?ixiersa]ity; t'o point o}lt, in other words, that fi;’Ee
o [Umilat{:slfzss;tj{ qf a peTdvole ece inseparably buund up with
! s of the Phiicsophia Perennis wherever we find them.
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NOTES

1. {f Hans Pohlmana, Die Metanoia als Zenkralbegriff der christlichen Fromwmigkeit,
Leipzig, 1938; also, Fr. Tucker, Syneldesis-Conscizniia, Jena, 1028.

2. See references in PTS Pali Dictionery, sv. paticea-samuppada; and Gerda Hart-
mann in fournai of the American Ovizntal Seciety, Vol. 60, [1940), 350f.

3. To bring out the meaning we distinguish “self” from “Sell’, ar is womnmorly done
in translation from Sanskri- to distingzuish the mortal from s oonwrlal Sel’; Hese two
“selves’ comresprnding Lo Flate’s mortel and irimnoertal “soul’, and to St Pavl’s ‘soul’ arc
spirit’, the former being that 'soul’ that we must ‘hate’ if we would be Christ's
discizles.

3. ‘A yin & Dedg S3donn, abtd yiyverm duovorly’, Xenophon, Oce. xvil. 3. For we
then participate in his apévoia = Skr. prafidna, Frovidenze or Prescience.

5. [tis rather strange that in one context Socrates supposes that ‘the daimonian sign
has come to few or none before me’ (Republic, 496<) but this is contradicted elsewhere,
notably in Timazas gop and Phaedo 1070 and of. Odyssey 1. 26.

6. That ‘We (I} have the mind of Christ’ {I Cor. 2:16} is but another way of saying the
same thing, and it will be seen that the new mind and the r ew man are ane, or in ataer
words that to know one’s real mind is the same as 0 know or Jove one’s real Self
(pAfjon: A8 asrtdv, vony EZeg, Hermes, Lib. 7V, €b), the Sel? of all beings. To have
that Mind is to be ‘hlest with 2 good genius’ (s0dwipmv), but sole dependence cm our
own unstable mind is to be ‘cursed with a bad genius” (oxodaipmy, Philo. 1. a7, 33.
Our “fres will’ dees not consist in doing what we like (L.e. what we must, by a ‘natural’
compulsion) but in a choice of gaides, a choice between the rood and evil Gendi, “the
good Daimon’ and the Evil, whose name is Legion,

v. This buplies a con-senl of lhe two wills invelved.

8. Philg, 1. 92 seems lo vonlradicl, but s al Zaull; for il is neot the same man who ‘rubs
himselt” and is also rubbec; it is, say, a finger that rubs and a leg that is rubbed, and
these are no: the same man but tva parts of the same man. Subjectively, it mey be the
beiter part that wills to rub, and the worse that needs rubbing; or the werse part that
wants to ke titillated and the better part that yiclds.

9. Plato, Republie, 6o4w, ote; H Cer. i:16, St Thomas, Sum. Theel 1maz. 26. 4;
Upanisads, passin.

0. E. R Goodenough, By Lighi, Light, 1041, pp. 38236,

11. The plural §Amv cannot mean ‘the universe’, and ought nct to be rendered thus,
ag it is by Colsom and Whitaker in the Lnsb Library edition. The ‘mind o all in
common’ (Fupniivemy) is that of the ‘Self of all beings” in Plato, Phaedo 835: ‘Philoscphy
exhorts the squl to trow in nothing but her Self, that she may know her Self itself. the
very Self of all beings’ (001d 10V Svrwv = Skr. stroabh@t@ndm JtmT,. Xenophon remarks
that “When thz Gud is vur teacher, we all come to think alike' (Ouovorty, Oue, xviL 3). [
is when we “think for ourselves’, kinowing only toe well whal we like Lo Liak, Qal we
disagree.

12. ‘Tae cammal mind is enmity against God’ (Rom. 8:7).

13. We cught then to ‘peur out as a libatien the blood of the soul and sacrifice our
whole mind te Ced’ (Philo, 1. 76). Eckhart says ‘the mind must ke demented of itself';
that implies by no means the meodern anti-intellectualism jin favour of instinctive
behaviour) but Plato’s ‘divine madness’, for ‘The men whom Hs dements He uses as
his servants . . . it is God himselt who speaks through them” (fow 534D)

14. Sat and aset are orimarily being, reality, truth and their ccntraries. In the
Supreme Identity (igd zkam), without cthemess (zdvgitwr), these are no longer
contraries; but considered apatt, where ens et bonum convertunttur, asat as ‘non-keing’
is ‘evil’ by the same token that English ‘naughi-y’ is bad’.
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15. As in Hermes, x. 16, votg kadupog . . . teveviopdtey, The "purification’ cnjoined
(cittam . . . Sodkayet, Maitri Up.vra4.3) is precigely the Platonic Katharsis, ‘a separatior:
of the “soul” from the “body”, as far as that is possible’, the kind of ‘death” that is
pmcl:iscd by philosophers (Phaeds 67c ., of. fophist 227m); for Plato, purification and
liberat-on ave coincident (PR7eda B2) just as in the Maitri Up. vi. 34. 11 the mind
detached from sensible nhjects (nirnisayam] is liheraqion (maoks)

16. Samidhi [Jiterally synthesis, composire) s the consummation of yoge, and what
is meant by Plato wher he exhorts the soul to “collect anc concentrate itself in its Selt
(e 82 gig ey, Phaedo, 83a).

1. Taittiria Semhitd 1. 3. 11, 5. V1. 6. 10. 1; Satapatha Br. X. 5. 3. 1; Brhadaranyaka
Lip. v. 5. 5, etc,

-5. Cf. Hermes, Lib. an. 1. —3a. & vdv AOyug &otiv sikdy oD vob, wul O vobg Tob
Szob.

10, Cf. Wilelo, Inieliigentic semper intellight ... (sed) si se ipsam cognoscendy non
cognoscii wliv (Cre Inlelligentiis, xxrv, xxviy, the Commentary adding [id esf) perceplivnem
non intzlliglt, sizut anima.

——




FOUR

Beauty, Light and Sound

A. coin¢iderce of sound and light
{verba, lux) is assumed in the first chapter of John.* n the words of
Genesis, ‘Let there be Light; and there was Light’, no temporal
succession of even's is implied. "Whence, says Basilides, came the
Light? . . It came forth [rom Lhe voice of the Speaker’ (Hippolytus,
Ref. Haer. 22). Dionysiug, and with him the whole Scholastic
tradition, takes for grantec and argues from an idenlily of good or
being, beauty, light, and truth in the ultimate subject and tirst cause,
that is God. Dionysius also takes over from Plato the idea of lhe
‘summoning’ power of beauty. With these pesitions the Vedic
doctrine 1s in full agreement.

Inn lhe Bg Veda we are confronted with a variety of terms which are
0 pregnant in their significance that it is often impossible to say
that they are employed in a given context to denote only one of the
meanings ‘good’ (desirable, appetible, or lovable), ‘radiant’, or
‘beautift]l’. A number of these rovts imply al the same time light’
and sound’, of. Chardogye Up. ur 13.7, where light is seen and
heard; and we can only judge that in a given conlext one or other of
these valucs predominates, and translate accordingly. Arc, for
example, means both ‘to shine’ and ‘to intone’; bha, “to shine' or
‘beam’ is ultimately inseparable from bhar 'to speak’; cihand, primar-
ily “to be bright’ and hence ‘to gratify’, gives rise to chandas in the
serises of ‘brilliance’, “incantation’; ‘metre’, and ‘desire’, and chanda
in those of ‘radiant’, ‘enchanting’, and ‘singing’; ivar and soy imply
eilher ‘lo shine’ or ‘to sound’. Sizrya and sira, ‘Sun’, in the Vedic
tradition coincident with afman, ‘Spirit’ and satyam, "Truth’, (Rg
Veda, 1. 115.1) is derived from the two latter roots, which can hardly
be distinguished; and while the idea of brillianca seems to pre-
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dominate, we mcet with such texts as Jatmintya Up. Brakmana 110 33,
The Sun is sound; therefore they say of the Sun hal “IHe proceeds
resounding”’ {ddityas svara eva ... svara k), and Brhaaaranyake
Uw. 1. 2.1, where Death’ (the Father) proceeding from despiration to
sléiratiuni“ becomes the ‘Year’, the ‘Sun’ (the Son), and is describec
as going on his way “celebrating’ (arcarn), which certainly does not
exclude the idea of ‘shining’, but means in this context according to
$ankaracarya, ‘singing a song of praise’ (arcate, pitjant kurvate); and
what “delight’ was experienced in this officiation is caled the
‘sheen’ (arkatva) of ‘shining’ (arkya), with particular reference to that
of the sacrificial Fire, of whirh the worlds are the hyposlases. One
must say, lo paraphrase, that the shining of the Supernal Sun m
principio and the creative utterance of the primordial ‘Word', by
which all things are at the same time revealed and cvoked, arc one
and the same coincident ‘event’.

The ambivalences uf arc and chand are further illustrated in the
following passages: RV. I. g2.3 and 6, “The Dawns are singing
(arcanti) like busy women at their tasks”.# and ‘Dawn in her beauty
shines with an enchanting smilc’ (§riye chando na smayate vibhati)> v,
c2.12 ‘lauding with hymns” (chando-stubhah); and vi1. 7.3.6. ‘bright
in glory as the Sun’ {chando na suro arcisa). In Atharva Veda vin. 9.12
the Dawns are described as chando-pakse, which can be rendered
either by ‘having metrical wings’ or ‘moving on wings of desire’.
The values of chandas are of particular interest in connection with
the idea of ‘self-integration in the mode of the metres, or incanta-
tions’ (chando-mayem . . . Ghnanam samskurate, Aitarzya Brahmana vi.
z7), which is as much as to say the building up of a spiritual ‘body’
of rhythmic sound, or light, or of beautitude, since for chando-maya
might be substitited here either mantra-muyy, fjolir-wmaya, or
ananda-maya, “incantational’, ‘luminous’, or ‘beautific’.

It is not, however, our intention here to discuss at length the
Vedic and traditional Indian terminology of the beautiful. This has
indeed already been done, so far as the Rg Veda is concermed, hy
Oldenberg in an admirable monograph” which should be consulted
py every student of Indian aesthetics, and especial’y those who are
Interested in the comparison of Indian and Scholastic formulae. Cur
present purpose is rather to call attention to a more specific parallal
in the more familiar Dlatcnic and Christian-Platonic tradition,
having in mind especially such passages as in Plato’s Symposiur,
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‘He who has been instructed thus far . . . when he comes to the end
will suddenly perceive a nature of wondrous beauty . .. absolute,
separate, simple, and everlasting, which without diminution and
without increase, or any change, is unparled to the ever-growing
and perishable beauties of all other things. He who from these
ascending . . . using these as steps anly ... arrives zt the notion of
absolute beauty, and at last knows what the cssence o beauty is',
and Dionysius, De Diwvinis Nominibus. ‘But the super-hezutiful is
rightly called beauty absolutely, both because the beautiful that is in
existing things according to their several natures is derived from it,
and because il is (he cause of all things being in harmony, and of
illumination; because, moreover, in the likeness of light it sends
forth ta everything the beautifying distiibulion of ils own fonlal
raying; and for that it summons all things to itself . . . self-accordant
with itself and uniform with itself, and always beautiful, and as the
fount of all beauty, in itself preeminently possest of all beauty. For in
the simple and supernatural nature of all things heautiful, all beauty
and all that is beautiful have preexisted uniformly in their cause’. A
parallel to these propositions occurs in Chandogya Up. .15, of
which we olfer a literal translation, assuming the value of heautiful”
for vama, and adding to this a discussion of vama and other of the
characteristic terms:

They call this Spirit (@fmaen), the immortal Brahman, the
‘Convent of the Beautiful” (sariryad-vaman), because all things
beautiful (sarvani . . . »amam) ‘convene’ (samyant) in it. In one
who understands this, likewise, all things beautiful convene.
And it is alsu ‘Beauly-bringer’ (vama-nift), because it brings
(nayati)® all beautiful things. And it is also ‘Light-bringer’
(hhama-nih) because it illuminates (bhati) all the worlds. [Cf

rayo budhnah samgamane vasdnan . . . savitd . . . samare dnang-
nim, Rg Veda, x. 130.3] He who understands it likewise
luminates all the warlds.

With this may be compared JUB. rv. 18.6 = Kena Up. 31, Tt, the
Brahunan, is called “Thal Lovesome” (lad-vana). As ‘That Lovesome’
it is to be adored, Towards one who understandeth this, all beings’
love converges (sartvifichunti).

This last text immediately follows lines in which the direct
experience of the Brahman has been compared lo the blinding
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vigsion of lightning, and contrasted with the formation of mental
concepts and with reminiscence, and this corresponds to Plato’s
will suddenly perceive’. That all beauties ‘coincide’ (sartyanii) in one
jmmutable principle of Beauty, which principle likewise ‘brings
them forth’ (nayati), at the same time that it “enlightens” (bhati) the
worlds, is to say with Dionysius (hat the Figst Cause “in Lhe likeness
of light sends forth to everythirg the beautitying distributions of its
own fontal raying”; by which we certainly do not mean to imply that
Dionysius owed any part of his dectrine to Indian scurccs, but only
to peint out the unanimity of the Philosophia Perennis, Sanskrit
sanitana aharma.

Vama and vana in these passages derive from zan to ‘love’ or ‘like’,
of which a verbal form occurs in -vdsichanif; there is also no doubt a
close connection with vena, ‘loving’, commonly an epithet of the
Vedic Gandharva and Sun, who is also darsatal ‘sightly’.9 Vima is
usually translatcd by some such word as ‘beautiful’ or ‘lovely’, cf.
such later expressions as nama-bhru, ‘having beautiful eyebrows’
and vama-neira, ‘having beautiful eyes’. The rendering by ‘lovely™™
may be preferred, as implving at the same fime ‘heautitul’, and
having the attractive qualities of what is lovely, i.e. Joveble; and this
again reminds us of Dionysius, who also says ‘The good is praised
by sainted theologians as the beautiful and as beauty; and as delight
and the delectable; and by whatever other befitting names are held
to imply the beautifying power ur the attraclive qualilies of beauly’.

The word vama is discussed by Oldenberg, who saye, Kipam, loc.
cit. p.114, ‘Tt seems to me that vame is used prinarily to describe
those things in the attainment of which onc rejoices or would wish
to rejoice”. Sankaracarya, commenting on vdmani in our Chandogya
text, explains it as vananiyani, sambhajanivini, sobkanani, i.e. 'desir-
able things, things in which one would wish to participate, beauri-
ful things'. Sambhajaniyani, from root bhaj, to ‘parcel out’, ‘share’,
and in this sense to ‘give’, which “giving’ is the essential signifi-
cance of the Vedic Bhaga and later Bhagavan as names of God, as
well as that of bhakti generally with reference to the ‘giving back’ to
(-od of what has been received,—is noteworthy here in connection
with Dionysius, who describes all partial beauties as ‘participations’
and all relatively beautiful things as ‘parlicipants’, saying that ‘The
oeautiful and beauty are indivisible in their cause, which embraces
All in One. In exisling lhings, these are divided into “participa-
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tions” and “participants”; for we call “beautiful” whatever partici-
pates in beauty; and “heauty” that participation in the beautifying
power which is the cause of all that is beautiful in things”. It is in fact
in just this sense that we find in the Rg Veda such texts as 1v. 30.24
addressed to the Sun, ‘Bestow what is most lovely’ (vdmamva-
mam . . . dadhatu, the duplication here implving the superlative); 1,
55.22, “May we, as thy companions, Indra, participate in what is fair’
(vamabhajah sydm); and VL. 19.10, "May we, O Indra, enjoy the lovely’
panstmani vamam, explained by Sayana vananiyuri dhanm . . . sumb-
hajernalii, ‘may we participatc in treasure most to be desired”.)

Vama in the Rg Veda is employed also in particular connection
with the idea of Light. In 1. 48.1 for example, Dawn is said to ‘shine
with beauty” (saha vamena ... vy uccha); in 1. 164.1 the Sun is
referred to as vama, which Sayana again explains by vaizaniya, to be
‘desired’ or ‘adored’. What the Gods essentially possess and are,
they can be asked to give, and hence the prayer, ‘May we obtain all
lovely things' (vifed edmani dniimahi, v. 82, € and vin 22.18)." In
Taittiviya Samhitd v. 5.3.3 vdmam = jyotis, light. That vamant is here
primarily ‘whatever is beautiful and bright’ is suggested by the well
known incantation, 1. 62.10, ‘May we behold, or obtain (dhimahi)
thal desirable lustre (bhargas) of the Surt’, etc; and this introduces us
to another connection of beauty with light and with sound, in
connection with the word bhargas; for whereas in RV. vi. 22.18 the
Asévins are approached for the sake of ‘all beautiful things (visva
vamaniy, i Atharon Veda vi 69.2 and . 1.19 we find them
addressed as ‘Lords of Beauty' (fubhaspati) and what is asked of
them is ‘that [ may speak splendid words amongst the people’, the
waords for ‘splendid’ in these verses being respactively bhargasvat
and vgrcasvat. We may say then, that whereas bhargus, in connec-
tion with the Sun or Fire, is ‘lustre’, in connection with speech it is
precisely that of our own ‘brilliant’ or ‘scintillating’, or that of
‘sparkling” when we speak of a ‘sparkling wit’. With bhargas may be
compared Latin elaris, ‘illuminated’, and claritas, in Scholastic
aesthetic, as an indispensible conditicn of beauty, and the modem
use of ‘clear’ in the expressions to hear or understand ‘clearly’.**

As for bhati in our Chandogya text, it is of course a commonplace
in the Rg Veda that Fire, Sun, or any other aspect of Deity
‘illuminates’ these werlds, as for example is explicit in 1. 8.4; VL.
68.0; VIL 9.4; X. 6.2; and X. 121.6, in natural agreement with the
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analogy of the light of the physical sun.** All that need be empha-
sised here is that the light of the Supernal Sun, the ‘Only Light’
(jyotis ekam, T. 93.4), the Light of lights’ (jyotisari jyotis, RV 1. 113.1
and Briadaranyaka Up. 1v, 4.16), is an omniform and image-bearing
light (yuiir asi visvarapam, Vajasaneyi Sarmiitajyotisi v. 35; saripend,
RV. x., 55.3) which when it shines ‘releases all tair-forms (viva
ripani prati muficate, RV. v. 81.2). The detailed significance of these
expressions, in which there is involved the exemplary concept of the
relation between the One and the Many, is dealt with at greater
length in my Vedic Exemplarism’, in the Harvard Journal of Asiatic
Studizs, Vol. I, No. 1, 1936. [Rpr. SP2, pp. 177-197.]

We have said enough, perhaps, to show that our Chandogya
passage, interpreted with the help of related texts, parallels the
doctrine of Diunysius in parlicular, and generally the whole Plalonic
and Scholastic concept of an absolute, immutable, single and
compelling Beauty of Toveliness in which all several beauties and
goods inhere, and from which these derive whatever in them is
beautiful or good, by way of participafion (bhagem-bhigem), by an
exemplary likeness to One who ‘fills these worlds by a distribution
of Himself’ (atmanam vibhajya pirayati imanlokan, Maitvi Up. V1. 26).
We have briefly (raced (hroughoul the Vedic tradition lhe concepl of
an identity tn re of the good, the beautitul, being, and light; whether
conceived as visually apprehended, or as expressed in sound and
apprehended by audition, the mode of apprehension being n
either case speculative. Tt naed only be added that throughaut this
tradition likewise, the Supernal Sun is identified with Truth
(sutyam, veritas), and is in this sense also, ‘enlightening’.

NQOTES

L. CE Kené Grnénon, “Verbum, Lux et Vita’, Le Voile a'isis, Vol. 33, 1934, p. 173.

2. Cf. Dante, Faradiso, x. 76, ‘S0 singing, these burning suns’ (si cantando, guegli
ardenti solf). Noe tam indram abhigayaia RV, wiT_ 33, 13; abhiproga, besingen, RV_ v1.
45.10; yu ese tapati prine (breath) . . . (imam Inkam) abhyareat AA 1. 2.1, and ca idam
sarvam abhiprd (jof) “all sounds are one word, prina (breathy AA. 11 2.2 | Ay (ja7),
}rd_ person singular of ¢ to sing, sang (Ananda‘irtha) went forth to (Sayena) visited
(with song), hence ‘Abhipragathas’] Also c2. arks as song i1 AV. 1x. 2.2 and crke v4 es
yad agnith (with Keith's note) ‘the fire Is a hyun’, TS. v. 35.4.6.

3- f_:f. in-halation, cx halation, breath erd halation, halo, light.

4 Uldenberg, loc. cit,, infra, "The double meaning of arc “to shine” and “ic sing”,
leads to a comparison of the gleaming light of dawn fo women singirg at their tasks’.
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5. Chando na is "like a siren’, “exerting fascination’. Cur word ‘enchanting’, or as we
might have said, ‘charming’, properly cambines the notions nf a beauty that is 2t ance
visikle and musical and exercises a compeling and activating power; the hight of
Dawn is at once a heamty and a rall ‘0 action, satting all thangs at work (vayuna kraoty,
RV, 1. g2.6, cb. 1. 50.7 and vi1. 36.2 for Mitra). The original senses of ‘enchant’ and
‘charm’ imply a musical ‘spell -binding.

6. Otherwse expressed. the ‘metres” are the vehiclz cf liberation, and Fence the
later Tantric expression mantrg yine, ‘ircantational path’. An ascent by means cf the
metres s described in JUB. 1. 18: ‘assemble the metres (chundiisi), enter into them as a
resort, and ye shall be removed from deathy, frou evil’, In Lhis way oae ascends Lo Lhe
Sun, the Truth (satyam, ibid. 1. 5), Sound (svwrw, ibid. ma. 33): 0L Is literally by the way of
‘assonaice’ or ‘tuning’ Lial *he who understands’ {evaiit] is assimilated to the Source
of Light; or—expressed in Christian temns—endues a Body of Glory. This is the
metaphysical significance of all liturgical rites, and one may say also of all <rad tional
arts, 07 which (ke last end is the zealisation o’ the Absoluse Beauty: and this is passikle
just because as Plotinus says, this music is 'an carthly representation of the music that
there is in the realm of the ideal world’, Kabir's ‘unheard music’, —and ‘the crafts
such as building and carpentry .. . take their principle from that realm and from the
thinking there’. On this soiritual significance of ‘thythms’ of. E. Lebasquais, in Le Voile
d'lsiz, No. £84, 1935, p- 142, note 2, and René Gusnon, fid. No. 182, pp. 49-54. [t may be
ckserved, too, that the Szhitya Darpana nr. 2—-3 where the consummation of aesthetic
experiznee is zssimilated to the ‘tasting of Brahman’ {see my Transformation of Naiure
i Ard, 1934, p- 40) is etiectively a prolonga®ion, restatement, or paraphrase of the
Branmana doctrine of sacrificial integration (sartskarana) as enurciated above in
connection with the metres, and in the Satapathe Br@hnage in connection with the
symbclism of the Fire-altar, the censtruction of which, like tha: of a cathedral, involves
an erminent svnthesis of all the arts.

7. Oldenberg, H. ‘Die vedischen Worter fir Schon und Schonhell, wond das
vedischen Schonheitsgefihl’, Nubrichten o, @ K. Gesellshn[ld, Wissenschaften o
Giittinger, Berlin, 1948, Hell I, pp. 35-71; of which an Cnglish version appearec in
Ripum, No. 32, Calculla, 1527, under the title “Vedic words for the “beautiful” and
“Beauty”, and the Vedic sense of the Beautiful’. The discussion of &, where cgain
there is a coincidence of the ideas of ‘beauty” and ‘light’ is espezially significant.

8. NT is literelly te lcad or direct, and has a correlative in d-»f, to lead towards
oncself, or fetch, 5o & #i i used technical'y in conrection with the act of iméagination
to dercte the derivaticn of a specific form from an undifferertiated grouand. For
example, in a Buddhist sdahana, ‘Thereupon our Blessed Lady (bhagavatD) is lec forth
{iniyate) from the zetherial (@kasat) in her intelligivle aspect (Fava-satfoa-rupe) by
means of the conntless sheafs of rays by which the Three Worlds are enlightened’, eic.
The forma’ hght 18 undefimed by any specifie form, but naturally emanates or prcjects
{(n7) 1n 1mage-bearing rays; reciprccal (avinabidva) points of view; on the ore hand, the
image is a revelaticn, on the other a perception.

g. To the feminine rend, ‘love’, ‘desire’, ‘darling’, a designation of the Jun’s biide
Dawn (RV. 1. 35.zi—f. Rail in relalion lo Kémadeva, Sti lo Visyu, and Psyche to
Eros—ucurrespoiids wu the Lalin “Veous'”.

10. ITume has loveliness-uniter’ for samyad-vamalk. But sariyaf, like the Vedie
sathgartane, is rather ‘meeting-place’ than ‘rause of meeting’, ‘union’ or ‘unity’ rather
than ‘unitcr’. The Atmarn or Brahman is not the ‘doe’ of anything.

1:. Sdyana explains ahimaki by dharaydng anc labhamaie, ‘may we hold, or get”.
This value for dht or dhyai, which means primarily to beheld (speculatively, confern-
plativelv) is mast significant. It is pracisely by speculation or contemplation that
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things are known, found, deme, made, and possessed; tor example RY. x. 11.1 "Varuna
knowe all things speculatively’ (trsvam a veda varuno yatha dhiya); rv. 1.10 “What the
irmortals have created by their specolation” (didyd yad visve arpla akrpuan); X. 52.4
‘Paths made by speculation” (patho . . dhiyd krtan), Kzusiraki Up. 121 6, "He obtaias
whatever 1z intellectually visualised” (manas@arvdni dhydnany apmofi).

12, 1] yép cudiic dpdsic Toad dog Tapsystal e Tov drovsviwy Sweveime: ‘cear
expressicn floods with light the hearers’ minds’ and of. cufric, vsap in sap-iens,
DNemetrins. 117,

13. Cf Dante, Convizio, 115 L2 ‘No objecl of sense in Ui whole world s more
worthy to be made a type of God than ‘he sur, which illumines first himsel” and then
all cther celeslial and zlemental bodies with celestial light'.




FIVE

Windows of the Soul

WH.AT follows deals only with
the power of vision; but it must be understood that whatever is said
is applicable, mutatis mutandis, to the other powers of the soul, or
internal senses and their physical organs. In the late Professor
Bowman’s discussion of the ‘Person in the Eye™ there are many
confusions.* He quotes Max Muller o the effect, ‘the sun owes its
origin to the eye’, and asks ‘whether it could really have been
maintained in all serivusness that a minute organ of the human
body cen create an object of such cosmic proportions as the sun’; he
tries to explain how this could have been imagined.

The misunderstanding is profound. It is true that in RV. x. g0.13
we find ‘the sun was born of (his) sight” (caksoh siiryo ajayata), and
in AA 1. 1. 7 ‘by (his sight were emanated sky and sun’ {caksusa
ststau dyaus cadityas ca). But the visual power (vibhuti] referred to
here is by no means that of the ‘minule organ of the human body’;
but that of the Frimordial Person, God himself, whose eye is the
Sun, or whose eyes are Sun and Moon, RV. passim. Al Lhe same time
microocosmically, the eye does not originate the sun, but the Sun
the eye. “The Sun,? becoming vision, entered into the eyes’ (#difyas
ca caksur bhutvd aksini pravisat, AA. 1. 4.2). ‘The Selt-originated
(svayambha)® pierced the gateways (khari, of the senses)® outward,
therefore looketh forth, not at the Inner Sclf” (KU. 1v. 1). Hc who 1s
hidden (guhim pravisya) within 1us? looketh forth in all creatures
(KU, v. 6, cf. AV. 1v. 11.2); the only seer within us, himsclf is
unseen (BU. 11. 7.23). Accordingly, ‘whoever sees, it is by His ray
that he sees” (JUB. 1. 28.8).

This is, indeed, the traditional theary of vision. So in- Plato we

WINDOWS OF THE 5OUL 51

find that ‘of the organs, they (the Gods instructed by Zeus)
constructed first light-bearing eyes . . . S50 whenever the slream of
vision . . . flows out, like unto like... and] the fire from within
collides with an obstructing, object without _ . . (it} brings about that
sensalion which we call “seeing”’ (Timacus, 158).8 And just as KU,
rv. 1 goes on to point out that if we are to see the Seer; our seeing
must be turned round (fvrita caksis), so Plato says that to appre-
hend the torm or idea of the Good we ought to cultivate all those
‘studies that compel the soul o {wmn ils vision round towards the
region whercin dwells the most eucaimonic part of reality, which it
is imperative that Tshould look upon’ (Republic, 526E).° I someone is
looking out of a window, it becomes a matter of the simplest logic to
point cut that in order to see kim, one rust laok in at the window.

Bul if the room is dark, and the external glarc intense, we shall sce
nothing but our own reflection in the window So it is when we
Took intw another’s eyes, and only see therein a tiny image of ourself,
as if in a mirror. The material image and the optical mirror being
coincident, the same name applies to bolh; and thal we are dealing
with a widely diffused and very ancient formula will be evident at
once if we note that the ‘apple’ or ‘pupil” (lat. pupills, lillle gid} of (he
eve is not only in Skr. kaning or kamina, kammeka or kaninaxi
{(mannikin or little girl) or kumaraka (little hoy) but also in Gk. k0ipn
{maiden), in Hebrew bathi (daughter) and #yshown (dim. of ysh,
man), and in Chinese tung (Giles 12,308, a combination of the
characters for ‘eye’ and ‘child’, m. ozf.). Chinese has also #er (Giles
8046)—proverbially, the mou of the eye is the best clew to character;
it cannot deceive. Other conoolations of the various words for
‘child’ are those of wvirginity or purity, and that of something
‘Carling’, in which sense we say ‘apple’ (a corruption of pupilla?) of
the eye.

In the traditional symbolism the ‘pupil’ of the eye, as reflected
image, stands tor what is best and highcst and most intelligible in
the seen, and for what is best and highest and most intelligent in the
seer. We find this in Plato, Alcibiades, 1. 132F— "the face of one who
looks into anather’s eye is shown in the eye over against him, as if
In a mirror, and we call this (mirror or reflection) the “pupil” (xépn),
because it is a sort of image (£idwhov) of the one who looks . .. So
One eve looking at another, and at the most perfect part of it, with
which it sees, will sea itself .. . And if the soul, 00, is to “know
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herself”, she must surely look at soul, and at that region of the soul
in particular in which the virtue of the soul subsists . . . the seat of
knowledge and thought, the most divine part, that is the most like
God; and whoever looks at this, and comes to know all that is
divine, will best “know himself”.”** Similarly Philo (1. 15)—od
‘made nan, and beslowed upon hio the superior Mind (voiic),™ the
Soul of the soul, the pupil (kdpn) of the eye . . . the “eye of the eve”,’
Tn ather words, ‘1oeil que, en se mirant dans un autre oeil, arrive 3 la
connaissance de lui-méme ct en méme temps a la connaissance de
Dieu’ *®

The eye, however, that does not ‘know itself” will see nothing
but itself (this man, So-and-s0) and not the ‘self’s immortal Self
(MU. v1. 7), Thilo’s ‘Soul of the soul’. The image actually seen in a
physical mirror by the eye’s intrinsic faculty is of my accidents, not
of my essence.” Nevertheless, our self is a reflection of the Self in a
likeness that, however impertect, is perfectible. That the symbol
must not be substituted for its referent is very clearly brought out in
CU. viL 7 ff., where Prajapati tells his pupils, Virocana and Indra,
that ‘the Person in the eye (yo'ksinf puruso dysyata, caksuisah purusa)
or In a mirrcr is ‘the Self, the immortal, the fearless, Brahma” 2 Told
to look at themselves in a bowl of water, Virocana is satisfied that
the Self is this bodily self that is reflected, but Indra realises (hat this
cannot have been Prajapati’s meaning; the perishing psycho-
physical self seen in the lovking-glass image cannot be the immor-
tal’ Self. He leamns to distinguish this immortal from the bodily selt
and lhal ‘where vision is lost in “space” (Gkasam anuvisanpum
caksus), that is the Person in the eye, (whose) means-of-vision is the
eye. .. Mind (manas = voiic) is His divine eye, it is with that eye of
mind, indeed, that he sees and determines values’.®

This will still be abscure unless we understand ‘space” (Fkdsa). In
the context the immediate meaning, as rightly explained by Sankara,
is ‘the black star’ (krsna-tard), i.e. pupil of the eye, considered as a
‘hcle in the body’ (defia-chidram). As such it comresponds to the
opening or hole in the sky (divas chidram), like the axle-hole (yatha
kkam) of a wheel (JUB. . 3.6,7); the Sundoor, that is, nommnally
concealed by his rays, but visible when these are withdrawn, as at
death.'” As one might see through the Sundoor inlo the Brahuna-loka,
so through the eye one might see the immanent Person whose
cutlook itis.™
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More generally, akasa (or kka) as quintessence is the origin, locus
and end of all phenomena (CU. 1. .1 etc). All this universe was akada
in the beginning, and is so still; @kasa is the Sun, because when he
rises all this universe is shown (Zkasate); akasa is Indra, the
seven-taycd Sun' and Person in the eye {JUB. L 25.1, 1. 28.2). The
root, alike in @kasa and in cahsus, eye, is kas, to shine or see. Thus
fkida is rather image bearing light than phsyical space as such; it is
the prima subsionfigrun®® As aibf)p is distinguished from afjp, s
akisu from vayy, the Gale (BG. xir. 6 etc.)—Akasa, indeed, as being
light, is better rendered by ‘aether’ than by ‘space’. Albfp is a
principle that burns or shines, and just as it can be identified with
God (Zebs éotiv aibijp, Aeschylus Fr.654), so akasa, or its equiva-
lent kham (“vacuity’, ‘plenunt’)’” is identified with Braluna (BU. vi;
CU. m 125, 1v. 104) and all that is contained in this aether
cbjectified is contained subjectively in the aether of the heart, the
seat of Brahma (CU. v 1.3).2 5o ‘lost in “space”” means lost in
God’, in a light-space that cannot be traversad, and of which the
objective realms of light are only a projection; His eye creating what
it sees, and what "we” also see by means of his light ray for which
‘owr’ eyes are windows microcosmically, as the Sundoor is his
window, macrocosmically.

It is not by looking at these eyes. bul through them, that He can
be seen; who is the Self that sees nothing but itself (BU. 1v. 3.23),
itself in all things, and all things in itself (BG. vi. 29); the Self of
which nothing can be atffirmed (neti, neti), and that ‘niever became
artyone’. This is the distinction of the Sun whom “not all know with
the mind’ from the sun ‘whom all men see’ (AV. x. 8.14), the
distinction of Apollo from Helios. The natural man is spiritually
blind. Hence it is a necessary part of the ritual of initiatory rebirth
that his eves should be anointed, so that he may see with the eye or
eycs of the Sacrifice, the Sun, rather than with his own which he will
only resume when, at the close of the sacrificizl operation, he
becomes again ‘who he is’, this man So-and-s0.* ‘His eye for mine,
what a goodly recompense’! (Ram:, Mathnawi, 1. g22) The symbol
participates in its referent.

Accordingly, the vision of oursclves that we sce in another's eye is
asymbol of the Self-seen Self in the Speculum Aeterrum. The whole
construction is not psychological, but metaphysical. The consum-
mation s nowhere more magnificently formulated than in the
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Mantiqu't-Tair, whereof the ‘Birds” that reach their goal, and

ventured from the Dust to raise
Their Eyes—up to the Throne—into the Blaze,
And in the Centre of the Clory there
Beheld the Figure of— Themselves—as ' were
Transfigured—looking to Themselves, beheld
The Figure on the Throne en-miracled,
Uniil their Eyes themselves and That belween
Did hesitate which Séer was, which Seen . . .
and heard a Voice that said,
“The Sun of my Perfection is a Glasgs
Wherein from Seeing into Being pass
All who, reflecting as reflected see
Themselves in Me, and Me in Them . . .
Who in your Traction of Myself behold
Myself within the Mirror Myself hold
Tosee Mysell . ..
Come you lost Atoms, to your Centre draw,
And be the Eternal Mirror that you saw.’*

Tn Meister Fekhart’s wards, ‘The eye with which I see God is the
same cyc with which God sees in me: my eye and God’s eye, that is
one eye and one vision, one knowledge and one love” %

Professor Bowman is right in saying that the final conclusion is
that the true Self is ‘not the person seen in the eye, but the person
who sees with the eye’. Bul I amn not quite sure that he realises that
this ‘person’ is the “unseen Seer. .. other than whom there is no
seer’ (BU. 1w 7.23) and of whotn it is said that when the eye sees,
when the mind thinks, and so on, ‘These are only the names of His
acts” (BU. .. 4.7),—not “ours’ .7
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NOTES

1. A.M Bowman, Studies in the Phifasophy of Religion, London 1938, 1, 250 {f.

2, For example, p.350. Rxand 5aman in CLi1. 7.2 do nos, as Bowman assumes, refer to
he Rg- and Sama-Vedas as such, hut are respectively the “words” and ‘music” of the
incaniations; the ‘music’ 1s solar, the ‘waords’ its temporal support. Cf my Spiriiual
Authority and Vemparal Power i1 the Indian Theory of Goveriment, 1642, p.51 and note 4.

Itis of less importance that the transliteration o Skr. words is i-regular and sometimes
‘neorrect. Tt is undesirable t¢ 1se the old system of Max Miiller; but if this s done it
should at least be realised lhal Kl in the banslileralion ol Ovienlal languages
reprasents a quize different scund [roa lal of Max Muoller's ilalicised bk, nowadays
rtalicised ch. Simila:ly in other cases, z.g. Bowman’s g forj, and 1 forn.

3. In this contzzt, ol course, it is not the physical sun that is to be understood, but
the pnewmalic Sun (of RY. 1. 125.1; Brahma, Prana, cte) it is not the sun "whom all men
see’ bu* <he Sun ‘whom not all kriow with the mind’ (AV. x. 8.14), the “Sun of the sun’
of Mahabhirate, v. 45.3 that is mcant; i.e. Apol]o as distinguished from Helios
{Flutarch, Mor. 393D, 400 ¢, 2); thz latter being what Plato calls a ‘visible God', and the
immanent Sun, our true Self {#ran) expressly invisible. :

In 21l these contexts, the ‘Sun’ is Dante's ‘Supernal Sun’, Phile’s ‘ntzlligible Sun’
{vonrog fileg), the ‘archetypal brilliance’ and ‘Luciterous Dleity’ who emanates
innumerable Rave, which arz perceptible only to the Intellect, not by the sense (L
cher. xxvix. oz; De ebrieiale, x1 44).

4. ‘The light of the body is the eye’, Math. 622, Toace 11:39.

5. Te. the Sun, Frahma. Prajapati ($B. 1. g.3.10; TB. 1m. 12.3.1; BU. 11 6.3 2tc),

6. Ta kka, space, void, aperture, geteway (of the rivers of sense perception), and to
dedra, door in the same serse (BC. viu. 12) corespond Heb. bikh bih, hollow as of a
gatzaway, and “apple (pupil) of the eyve’ (in Zech. 11 8], and Gk, #An and $ipu s door or
galzway of the senses, (Hermes Trismegistus Lib. 1.2, Philoslratus y40, elc). Similacly
Chinese yzn (Giles 13, 12y) is Duth eve, and hole or 2pace, 1o be opened o shul.

7. In the ‘cave’ {guhd) or cella of the heart, the core of the mountain in which he is
swallowed up, see my induisrn and Duddhism, 1943, p. 8.

8. Similarly in Islamic psychology, of. Rimi, Matiimew, 1. 1125 (the light of the eye is
derived from the light of the heer:), and R. A. Nicholson’s notes on Mathnawi, 1. 6767,
ard 11. 1285-g7. Chinase yen (Ciles 13. 219); is eye, space, hola (of. note &); kuang (Giles
6389] is light, ray; and k'ai (Giles 5794) to open {as a door, road, or eye), Hence yen
Fuang, vision ilit. eye-rzy, like jih kurang, sun ray, sunighs; K'ai kuang (lit. open light),
to open eye Po (Giles 336) is wave, onflow; nence yen po (lit. eve-stream), glance (cf.
Plare’s ‘visual straam?). -

y. CE Symposium, 210, Philebus, 618, Hep. 518c, 5708, 526F, 5324, 5330. Rawson’s
attempl to oppose thz Platonic view with that of KU. (in Tie Karha [panisad, 1924, 1.
149! is grutesque. If ‘the kingdom of heaven is within you', wherz else should we seek
it? The 'inverted vision’ of KU, is Ruyskroeck’s insidrerde (Book of Supreme Trith, Ch.
Av) —3at those whu tumn vurwards and [ind conselation in cutward things, do not
feel this, and if I should say much mure of il yel they would not understand”,

s On what it means te “know ouesell’ of. oy The “E” al Delpld’, Review of
REETS’UY.I, Neov. 1941, [Rpr. SP2, pp. 435-5.]

11. For the two miads, lower and supcrior, undlean and clean, see my ‘On Beingin
One’sRight Mind’, Rep. of Reiigion, Nov. 1942. [see chapter three of the present bool ]

12. Hans Leisegang, Dieu au Miroir de Ame et de Ja Nature'. I have, unforta-
m‘ltt]_v.- lost the reference 0 the Jorrna. in which this article appearec.

The Linage seen in a mirrer (0 whatever material) has always seemed to possess, as

|
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it were, a certain magical quzlity cf revelation: compared with the corporezl chject
reflented, itis relatively immaterial znc intangible, like the mental image by which the
object is known mentally. Stress is always laid on the cleansing of the mirmor; it must
be free rom dust. So, for example, Poramarthasfra xvi-a, ‘Just as men in the world
behald their bodily-form (rivam) in an uncontaminated mirror (ddarfe mala-rahitz), so
the Self beholds itself in the pure intsllect (visudda-buddnan).

13. Cf ‘The Traditional Conception of Iéeal Portrailure’ in my Why Exhibii Works of
Art, 1943.

14 As alse in CUL 1v, 150, CL TUL 1. 5.5 “This fiery immortal Person whe is in the
Sun, and subjectively (adhy@imem), this fery immortal Person in the Eye, it is just he
who is this Self’, and 1v. &.1, where it 13 just thiz Person in the Eyc who turns away
back to his solar source when we die. Cf Kauz Up. tv. 5 ‘in the Sun the “Great”, in the
mirror the reflection (pratirdpal)’; and conversely Kaws Up. vi. 5 "as in the mirrer, so in
the Sclf’. The ecuivalence of ‘eye’ and mirror’ is clear also in BU. 1. 512, 13.

15. Cf. Kelami Piv, Iwanow. p.65, where Adam’s form (gitrat) is taat of God as
reflected in warer. All things, indeed, are a mirror in which He is reflected; so ‘To
whatever side thou gaze, My form thou shalt enjoy’ (Shams-i-Tabiiz, Ode xxv in
Nicholson), and ‘All wirror's in the universe, | hod, display Thy image with its
radizrt shesn' {Jami, Lawdih 26). Similarly Macrosiis (Com. ex Ciceyona in Snmmm
Scipianrs1 14), " Tnus folgor iluminat, etin universis apparet in multis speculis’.

‘The ‘form’ 15 commmm to the image fmaginans and the {mage imaginata. Hence the
magical power of names (words, 23 Flato says, being images of things) and of portraits.
We often say of a good portrait, “That's me’; and if the portrait is “ideal’ this may be
true in the higher sense. What Yirocana everlooked is she distinction of vaiure in the
reflected imagze.

16, Kamin pusyan nonale, which ramake Sankara explains by visinasii.

17. For the Sundoor see my ‘Svayamatmna; Janua Coeli’ in Zalnieris 1, 1930 [Rpr.
SP1, . 465-520.]

13. Asit were ‘through thzlocking glaas”, notatis

13. The Person in the cye is often identified with Indra, the immanent Breath, after
wiaom the ‘Breaths' (powers of the soul, vision etc) are called indiiyani. In several
contexts (BU. 1v. 4.3; SB. x. 5.2. 9-12) Indra is more specifically the Person in the right
eye, and his ‘wife’ Virzj (Vac), Indrani the person ir. the loft ey2; their meeting place is
in the heart-space (hpdyasya akisa, ct. CU. vin. 3), tram which they asrend to pass
through the Sundoor a: our death

2n. Witeln, Lib. de imelligeniiis. vif.

z1. Om the significance of kig see note §, and .y ‘Kha and other Words denoting
“Zero”, in Connection with the Mataphysics of Space’ in ESOS. vui. 1034. Rpr. SF2,
pp.220-233.]

22, Cf. Bruce Coudex 1, xi1, L1v ‘He made himsell o be Space {10nog) ... To the
Spaces oulside lhe Pleroma pieces the Light of his Eyes .. . Thy Will alone became
Space for thee, because it is not possible for any to be Spaca for thez, in that of ell, thou
ar: the Space’,— as in BG. 1x. 4, 'Not L in them but they in Me". Exadus 24:10 Elohim is
readered innxx by tomog.

23. TS 1. 2.1, In 2. 9.3, 1. 3.8.1, 2. m. 5.8.2, vi. 1105, vi 1.5.2; Kath, Sam. 1. 20 1; SB.L
€.1.38, 41, 1ML 1.3.21, 15, KB. v 4

24. ‘Because for this he was menifested, till they saw Him who is indeed inwisible”
(Rrure Codex ~1); “T'hey shall ser eye th eye’ (Isaiah, 52:8) = saksat aparokszt, BU. 1L
4.1.IIL 5.L.

25, Edward Fitzgerac's version., Boston, 189q.

26. ‘Da inne ich gat sihe, daz ist daz selbe ouge, di inne mich got =iht: min cuge
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und gotes ouge daz ist ein nuge und ein gesichl und e'n bebekennen und ein minnen’
(Me:‘srer Eckhart, Pleiffer p. 312, Evans 1. 240).

27. ‘By the only true God 1 deem nothing so shameful as to suppose that [
understand or perceive. My mind responsible for its own activity, how could that be?
(PhiloT. 78).

Throughout the present article we have been at pains to cite the parallels from other
than Tndian sources; sisce there is nothing more disposilive W onisunderstanding than
tn suppose that a given doctring, such as thal of Lthe Persou in Uwe Eye, is peculier 1o the
cource in which we Jirst encounter it.




The Coming to Birth of the Spirit

You campl dip your les ice iy hes g . bec
Y ol dip your leel lwice inlo Lhe same waters, because
{resh walers are ever lowing in upon youw.' [ leradeitus

THE rresent article embodies a
part of the material which I have assembled during recent years
lowards a critical analysis of the Indian, and incidentally neo-
Platonic and other doctrines of ‘reincarnation’, regeneration, and
Lransimigration, as these tenns are defined below.” These docirines,
often treated as one, appeaar to have been more profoundly mis-
understood, if that is possible, than any other aspect of Indian
metaphysics. The theses that will be proposed are that the Indian
doctrine of palingenesis is correctly expressed by the Buddhist
staternent that in ‘reincarnation’ nething® passes over from aone
embodiment to another, the continuity being only such as can be
seen when one lamp is lighted from ancther: that the terms
employed for ‘rebirth’ (e.g. punar janmd, punar bhava, pundar apia-
dang} zre used in at least three easily distinguishable senses: (1)
with respect to the transmission of physical and psychic characteris-
lics [rom fether 1o son, Le. with respedt to palingenesis in a
biclogical sense, defined bv Webster as The reproduction of
ancestral characters without change’.” (2) with respect to a transition
from onc to anothcr planc of consciousncss cffected in one and the
same individual and generally one and the same life, viz. that kind
of rebirth which is implied in the saying ‘Except ye be born again’
and of which the ultimate term is deification,* and (3) with respect
to the motion or peregrination of the Spirit from one body-and-soul
to anothex, which ‘motion? necessarily takes place whenever one
such a compound vehicle dies or another 1s generated, just as water
might be poured out of one vessel into the sea, and dipped out by
another, being always 'water’, but never, except in so far as the
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vessel seems fo impose a temporary identity and shape on its
contents, properly ‘a water’; and thirdly, that no other doctrines of
rcbirth are taught in the Upanisads and Bhagaoad Gitd than are
already explicit and implicit in the Rg Veda.

‘Spirit’ we employ in the present introduction with reference to
gtwman, brahmun, wiriye, purusa, elc., alike, bul in the body ol Lhe
article only as a rendering of atman, assuming as usual a derivation
from a roat @n or vit meaning to breathe or blow. But because the
Spitit is really the whole of Being in all beings, which have ne
private essence but only a becoming, dtman is slso used reflexively
to mean the man himself as he conceives ‘himself’ (whether as
body, or body-and-soul, or body-soul-and-spirit, or finally and
properly only as Spint),® and in such contexts we render @iman by
‘self’, or sometimes ‘self, or spirit’. Capitals are employed when-
ever there seems to be a possibility uf confusing the very Man or
immanent God with the men ‘himselt’; but it must always be
remembered that the distinction of spirit from Spirit and person
from DPerson is ‘only logical, and not real’, in other words, a
distinction without difference (bhedabhean). A sort of image of what
may be implied by such a distinction (which is analogous to that of
the Persons as envisaged in the Christian Trinity) can be formed if
we remember lhal lhe Perfecled are spoken of as ‘rays’ of the
Supernal Sun, which rays are manifestly distinct if considered in
their extension, but no less evidently indistinct if considered in
their intension, i.e, at their source.

The Upanisads and Bhaganad Gt are primarily concerned to
bring about in the disciple a transference of self-reference, the
leeling that ‘T am’, from oneself to the Spirit within us; and this with
the purely practical purpose” in view of pointing out a Way (mirga,
Buddhist magga)® that can be followed from darkness to light and
from liability to pain and death lo a slale of deathless and (imeless
beatitude, attainable even here and now. In the Upanisads and early
Buddhism it is clear that what had been an initiatory teaching
l‘:ansmitced in pupillary succession was now being openly pub
lished and in some measure adapted to the understanding of ‘royal’
and not merely ‘sacerdotal’ types of mentality, for example in the
Bh_ﬁgawd Gita. On the other hand, it is equally clear that there
Q.xlsted widespread popular misunderstandings, based cithcr on an
tgnorance of the traditional doctrines or on a too literal interpre-
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tation of what had been heard of them 2 The internal evidence of the
texts themasclves with their questions and answers, definitions and
refutations, is amply sufficient to show this. Hence, then, the
necessity of those innumerable dialogues in which, alike in the
Upanisads, the Bhagavad Gita, and Buddhism, that which in “us’ is,
and that which is not, the Spiril are sharply dislinguished and
contrasted; the Spirit being that which remains over'™ when all
other factors of the composite personality ‘identity-and-
appearance’, or ‘soul-and-body” have been eliminated. And fur-
thermore, because “That One that breathes yet does not breathe’
(RV. x. 129.2) is not any what as opposed to any other what, It or He
is described simultaneously by means of affirmations and denials,
per modum excellentiae et remotionis.” The following analysis ol lhe
Supreme ldentity (fad ekam), restricted to words derived trom gn, to
‘breathe’ or vi, to ‘blow’, may contribute to a better understanding
of the texts:

Despirated Godhead.  avatam, nirdtmda, anatmya, nirnana, Pali nib-

vina. Only negative definitions are possible.

atman, Pali atta. In motion, vayu, vita, ‘Gale
of the Spirit’; and prang, ‘Spiration’, the
‘Breath of Life’ as imparted, not the breath
empirically, but the ‘ghost’ that is given
up when living creatures die.** Being
‘One and many’, transcendent and imma-
nent, although without any interstice or
discontinuity, the Spirit, whether as atman
or as prana can be considered in the plural
{atrmunule, pripuh), though only ‘as if”.
Form, as distinguished from substance:
Intellect.

What-is-not-Spirit; andiman, Pali anstia. The hylomorphic,
Moon; the Field, physical and psychic, or lower-mental,
World, Earth: the vehicle of the Spirit, seemingly differen-
King’s domain. tiated by its envelopes. Mortal substance

as distinguished from its informing Forms.

Spirit, God, Sun,
'Knower of the
field”: King.

These are nol ‘philosophical’ calegories, bul categories of experi-
ence from our point of view, sub rationem dicendi sive intelligendi,
ralther than secutdur rem.
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We can scarcely argue here in detail what was really ineant by the
palingenesis, metempsychosis, or metasomatesis of the neo-
Platonic tradition.’> We shall only remark that in such texts as
Plotinus, Lrneads 1z, 4. 2 (Mackenna’s version), where it is said that
"Those (i.e. of ‘us’), that have maintained the human level are men
once more. Those lhat have lived whelly to sense become ani-
mals . . . the spirit of the previous life pays the penalty’,* it must be
realised that it is & melempsychosis end metasomatosis (and not a
transmigration of the real person) that is in question; it 1s a matter,
in other words, of the direct or indirect inheritance of the psycho-
physical characteristics of the deccased, which he does not take with
him at death and which are not a part of his veritable essence, hut
only its temporary and most external vehicle. It is enly in so far as
we mistakenly identify ‘ourselves’ with these accidental garments of
the transcendent personalily, lhe mere properties of terrestrial
human existence, that it can be said that “we’ are reincorporated in
men or animals: it is not the ‘spirit” thal pays (he penalty, but the
animal or sensitive soul with which the disembodied spirit has no
further concern.™ The doctrine merely accounts for the reappea-
rance of psycho-physical characteristics in the meortal sphere of
temporal succession. The intention of the teaching is always that a
man should have recognized “himself’ in the spirit, and not in the
sensitive soul, before death, failing which ‘he’ can only be thought
of a5 in a measure ‘losl’, or ai any rale disintegrated. When, on the
other hand, it is said that the “Soul’ is “self-distributed” (¢, Fimanari
vibhajya, MU. vi, 26) and “always the same Lhing present enlire’
(ibid, 11, 4. 6), and that this ‘“Soul passcs through tne entire
heavens in forms varying with the variety of p]are”‘s—the sensitive
form, the reasoning form, even the vegetative form’ (ibid, 1, 4. 2)
—il is evident that it is only as it were that there is any question of
‘several Souls’, and that what is described is not the translation of a
privale personality from one body to another, but much rather the
Peregrination of the Spirit (Atman) repeatecly described in the
Upanigads as omnimodal and omnipresent, and therefore as
occupying or rather animating body after body, which bodies or
talher bodies and sensitive souls, follow one another in causally
determinated series.”” )

All this is surely, too, what Eckhart (in whom the neo-Platonic
tradition persists) rust mean when he says ‘Aught is suspended
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from the divine essence; its progression (i.e. vehicle) is matter,
wherein the soul puts on new forms and puts off her old ones . . .
the one she doffs she dies to, and the one she dons she lives in’
(Bvans ed. 1, 379), almost identical with BG. 1, 22 “As a man casting
off worn-out garments, taketh other new ones, so the Body-dweller
(dehin = sarfra atmen), casting off worn-out bodies, enters into new
ones’, cf. BU. 1v, 4.2 'Just so this Spirit, striking down the body and
driving off its nescience,®® makes for itself some other new and
fairer form’.

The three sections of Upanisads translated below begin with the
question, ‘What is most the Spirit’? That is to say, ‘What is this
“Self” that is not “myself””? What is this “Sprrit” in “me”, that is not
“my” spiiil”? I is the dislinclion thal Philo is making in Quaes-
tiones ... od Genesis 1, 59 and De Cherubim, 113ff. (as cited by
Goodenough, By Light, Light, 1941, pp.374-75) when he distin-
guishes ‘us’ from that in us which existed before ‘our’ birth and will

sHll exist when ‘wa, who in otir junction with our bodies,*® are

mixtures (cUykprror) and have qualities, shall not exist, but shall be
brought into the rebirth, by which, becoming joined to immaterial
things, we shall become unmixed (Godvxpitor) and without quali-
ties”. the ‘rebirth’” (moayyevecio) is here certainly not an ‘aggre-
gation” or palingenesis in the biclogical sense, bul a ‘regeneration’
(palingenesis as a being born again of and as the 5pirit of Light), ct.
Goodenough, p. 376, note 35.

“What is most the Selt’” or ‘most the spirit’? As the late C. E. Rolt
has said in another context (Dionysius the Areopogite on the Divine
Names and Muystical Theology, 1920, p. 35), ‘Pascal has a dear-cut
answer: Tl ny a que I'Efre universel qui soit tel ... Le Bien
Universal cst en nous, est nous mémes et n’est pas nous’. This is
exactly the Nionysian doctrine. Each must enter into himself and so
find Something that is his true 5elf and vet is nol his parlicular
self . . . Something other than his individuality which (other) is
within his soul and yet outside of him’.

If any man come to me. .. and hate not his own soul (fautov
yoyfy, Yulgate arimam suam) he cannol be my «disciple’ (Luke, 15:
26). the English versions shrink from such a rendering, and have
‘hate not his own life". It is evidently, however, not merely ‘life’ thal
is meant, since those who are at the same time required to *hate’
their own relalives, if, on the contrary, they love them, may be

ity
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willing to sacrifice cven life for their sake: what is evidently meant is
the lower soul, as regularly distinguished in the neo-Platunic
tradition from the higher power of the soul which is that of the
Spirit and not really a property of the soul buf its royal guest™ It is
again, then, precisely from this point of view that St. Paul says with
2 voice of thunder, ‘For the word of God is quick and powerful, and
sharper than any lwo-edged sword, piercing even to the dividing
asunder of soul and spirit’ (Heb. 4:12), and consistently with this
that “Whoever is joined unto the Lord is One Spirit (I Cor. 6:1y, of.
12:4—13)-

With this may be compared, on the one hand, Bhoguvad Giti, vi, 6
"The Spiril is verily the foeman of and at war with what-is-not-the-
Spirit’ (anatmanas iu satrutve vartetatmaiva satruvat), where andatman
= Buddhis! anattz?* all that, body-and-soul, of which one says na ne
50 atta, "This is not my spirit”; and on the other, with Eckhart's “Yet
the soul must relinquish her existence’ (Evans ed. 1, 274)* and, in
the anonymous Cloud of Urnknowing, Chap. x11v, ‘All men have
matter of sorrow: but most specially he feeleth sorrow, that feeleth
and wottcth that he is’, and with Blake’s ‘1 will go down unto
Annihilation and Frernal Death, lest the Tast Judgment come and
find me unannihilate, and I be seiz’'d and giv'n into the hands of my
own Selfhood”. All scripture, and even all wisdom, truly, ‘cries aloud
for freedom from self”.

But if “he feeleth sorrow that feeleth and wotteth that he is’, he
who is no longer anyone, and sees, nol himsell, bul as our texts
express it, only the Spirit, one and the same in immanence and
transcendence, being what he sees, geworden was er ist, he feels no
sorrow, he is beatified, ‘Onc ruler, inward Spirit of all beings,
who maketh manifold a sin gle form! Men contemplative, seeing
Him whose station is within you, and sccing with Him,—cternal
happiness is theirs, none others’ (KU. v, 12).%

An ‘actual experience of Unknowing and of the Negative Path
that leads to it’ (Rolt, fhid) is not easy to be had, unless for those who
are perfectly mature, and like ripe fruits, about to fall from their
branch. There are men still living’, at least in India, for whom the
funeral rites have been perlommed, és il lo seal them ‘dead and
buried in the Godhead'. ‘It is hard for us to forsake the familiar
things around, and tum back to the old home whence we came.”
(Hermes, Lib. 1v, g). But it can be said, even of those who are still
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sclf-conscious, and cannot bear the strongest meat, that he specially,
if not yet mosl specially, “feeleth joy’, whose will has elready fully
consented to, though it may not yet have realised, an annihilation of
the whale idea of any private property in being, and has thus, so to
speak, foreseen and forctasted an ultimate renunciation of all his
great possessions, whether physical or psychic. Mors Janua vife.

NOTES

1. See also my ‘Vedic Exemplarism’, Ilarvard Journal of Asiatic Studies 1, 1930 [Rpr.
SP2, pp.ryy—1gy.] and ‘Rebirth and Omniscience in Pali Buddhism’, fndian Culture, 111,
p. cafl. and p. 760; and René Guénon, L'Erreur spirite, Paris, 1930, Chap. 6.

3. Mil. 72, ne roci satfo, ‘not any being’. Note that thiz expression is by no means
necessarily exclusive of the Atman az defined in the Upanisads by negation, of
Basilides” obk éw Bedg, Eriugena’s Cod who ‘is not any what', Eckhart's ‘non-existent’
Godhead, Boehme’s God who is ‘no thing'.

7. In a number of important texts, rebirth is explici:ly and categarically defined in
terms of heredity, and this is probably the only sense in which the individual is
theught of ag returning to the plane ot being trom wkich he departs at deata 1f is
expmssly stated of the deceasad that he is not seen agzin here (SB. x111, 8. 4. 12, algj
Jrua’s oo piteras o na sasdriyante, and SR passim, sakyd paraiicah pitarak).

We have now RV. v1, 70.3. 'He is born farth in his progeny according to law” (pra
prajabhiy jAyate dharmanas pari); AB. ViL, 13, ‘The father enter the wife, the mother,
becoming an embryo, and coming into being anew, is born again of her’ (jayim
pravisai. ecrbio bREIVA, sa mTaran, tasyim punaer neve Fhitva [ayate, of. AV, a1, g.20);
AA. 11, 5 ‘In thal he boih before and alter Livth naketh he son lo Lecone, (sa yat
kura@ram . .. adhibhfvayati), iU is jusl himsell as sou lhal he maketh lo become
(Kuméram . . . adivibhavayaty @maname ve); CU. 11, 17,5, "That he has procreated, Fhat
is his rebirth’ asostéti punar-uipadenam); BU. n1, 9. 28, ‘He (the deceased) has indecd
been born, but he is not born again, for (being deceased) who is there to beget him
again?” (fate cva na f@yate, ko nv enath janayci purah). We heve also BU. o, z. 3 where
fikation is rebirth ‘in a likeness’ {pratirapak). It would be impossible tc have a clearer
definition of the ordirary meaning of ‘reincarnation’. This filial Reincarnation is
moreover precisely the dviunokatdotucig or ‘renewal of things by substitution” of
He-mes, as explained hy Scott (Hermetina, 11, 322), ‘The father lives again ir h's son;
and thaugh the indtviduals die and retirrn no mors, the race is perpetually renewed’.

It should be added that beside the natural fact of progenitive reincarnation thers
is also a formal communication and delegation of the father's nature and stztus in
the world, made when the father is at the point of death. Thus in BU. 1, 5. 15—20, when
this "All beguest’ (sampruit)) has been made, ‘the son who has been thus induced
(eresistulr) is called the father's “mundane-represectative™ (lokyeh), and so by
means of the son the father is still-present-in (prafi-tisthati) the world’: and similarly in
Kaus Up, 11, 15 (10) where the 'All-bequest of the father to the son’ (Pitéputriyar
sampredanan) is deseribed in greater detall, after which bequest if porchance the father
chould recever, he must either live under the Jordship of the son or become 2
wandering religious (parizaorajet, i.e. become a parivrajaks dead to the world at least
in nutward form).
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3. Cf. my ‘Indian doctrine of mar.’s Last End”, Asia, May 1937.

5. ‘Motion’ not a local motion, but an omnipresence, and as we speak, although
metashorically, of a ‘procession’ in diviniz. Mot a loral motion, buf that of the Urmoved
Mover, 'Motioniess One, swifter than thonght itselt . . . who outgoerh nthers though
they run’ {[§7. 4), ‘Seated, He fa-es afar; rechining, goeth pverywhere’ (KU. 11, 21), being
‘Endless ir. all directions’ (MU. v1, 17), and though ‘He hath not come from anywhere’
(KU. 11, 18}, still "Perpetually differentiated and going everywhere’ (Wund. 1. 2.6) and
Dultifariously tacing birth” (bahudha jayamanah, Mund, 11, 2. 6].

6. Where we say ‘Do not hurt me’, meaning the body, or Tknow', o1 ‘my soul” the
very careful teacher would say ‘Do not hurt this body’, “his mind knows’, amd ‘the
Spitit in “me” or ‘Body-dweller’.

7. Cf. Edgerton, "The Upanisads, whal do lhey seck and why?', JAOS. 51. 97; Dante,
Ep. ad Can. Grend. 3815, 18. The Vedic lradilion is neither philosophical, mystical, nor
religious in the vrdinary modern senses of these words. The tradition is metaphysical;
‘mystical’ only in e sense tha: it expounds a ‘mystery’, and in that of Dionyaius,
Theelogiu Mystica. The Indian position has been admirably defined by Satkari
Mookerjee: ‘Of course the question of salvation is a problem of paramount importance
and constitutes the justification and ultimate raison d'éire of philosophical enquiry.
Fhilosophy in India has never been a mere speculative interest imrespective cf its
bearing on life . . . The goa locmed large in the philosophical horizon, but it was
reccgnised that thers was ric short cut or easy walk-over to it. The full price had to be
paid in the shape of unfaltering philosophical realisaticn ot the ultimate mysteries nf
exister.ce achieved through a rigorous moral discipline; and mere acadenic and
intellectual satistaction aceruing from philosaphiczl studies was considered to be of
value only in so far as it was calenlated to bring about the happy consummetion” (in
The Cultural Heritage of India, Vol. 111, pp. 409, 410, 1037 italics rine).

8. For the meaning of this word see my ‘Nature of Zfolklore and “popular art” " in
Quarterly Journal of the Mytiuc Society, Bangalore, Vol. xaviL

g. We do ot say that a theory of reincarmation (re-embodiment of the very man and
true personalily of the devzased) has never been beifeved in India or elsewhere, but
agree with René Guénon thal ‘il has never been liwgh! in India, even Ly Buddhists and
is essentially & madern Turopean notion’ and further ‘that no authentic tracitional
dortrir.c has cver spoken of reincarnation’ (E'Crreiur spirite, pp. 47, 199).

It has keen generally agreed by modem scholars that “reincarnation’ is net a Vedic
dozixine, but one of popular or unknown crigin adopted and taken for granted already
in the Upanisacs and Buddhism. MNeglecting Buddhism for the moment, it may be
poinfed out that where we have to do with a fundamental and revolutionary thesis,
and not the simple expansion of doctrines previously taught, it would be intonceiv-
able from the orthodox and traditional Hindu point of view that what is not taught in
0.t part of svuti could have heen tanght in another; in such a matter, one cannot
mjmgiue an orthodaox Hircu ‘choosing between” the KV. and Upanisads, as thaugh one
Ir'tlgh_'t be right and the other wrong.This difficul:y disappears if we find that the theory
©: reincamalion (as distinguished from the doctrines of metempsychosis and trans-
migration) is not really (aught in the Upanisads: in this connection we call particular
a#t_e-ntion to the statemenl uf BU. 1v, 3. 37 where, when a new entitvy is coming into
being, the factorial elements of flhe new composite are made lo say, nol “Here comes
so-and-so’ (previously deceased) but, ‘1ICRE COMES DBRAIIMAN'., This is [u-
therrr.qr-* in full agreement with the Buddhist Mil. 72 where it is said categorically that
N0 entity whatever passes over from gne bocy to ancther, and it is merely that a new
flae is lighted.

In dif.feventia:ing reincarnation, as defined sbhove, from metempsvehosis and
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transmigralion it may be added that what is meant by metempsychosis is the psychic
aspect of palingencsis, or in other words psychic heredity, and that what is mean: by
transmigration is 2 change of state o1 level of reference excluding by definition the idea
of & return to any state or level that has already been passed through. The transmigra-
lion of the ‘individual’ Ztman (soirit) can only be distinguishec as a particular case of
the transmigration of the paramitman (Spirit, Brahman), for which last, hawever, it
may be proved desirable to employ some snch term as “peregrinatian’; perigrination
replacing transmigration when the state of the kamicarn (Mover-at-will) has been
cttained.

There are doubtess many passages in the Upanisads, etc. which taken out of their
whole context, seer to spea% of a ‘personal reincamation’, and have thus been
misunderstaad, zlike in Indiz and in Zurope. CE. Scott, Hermetica, 11, pp. 193-1494, nCte
& ('he’ in the fitst quoted centerce js the son of Valerius, and for our purposes
sp-and-se’ or Everyman; the ftalics ere mine): ‘During his life vu carth he was a
distinet portion of nvedpe, marked off and divided frum the rest; now, thal porlion of
mvebju, wiich was he, is blended wili the whole mass of Tvebue in which the Life of
the unjverse res:des. This is whatl the wriler [Apollonias) must have meant, if he
adhered to the Jduchiine laid down in the preceding part of the letter. But from :kis
point onward, be speuks ambiguously, and uses phrases which, fo a reader who had not
fully grasped the mzaning of his docirine, might scc to imply @ survival af the man as a
distiact and individual person.

The modem mind, with its attachment to ‘individuality’ and its ‘proofs of the
survival of personality” is predisposed to misinterpret the traditional texts. We ought
not to read into these texts what we should like or ‘naturaly’ expect to find in tham,
but orly to read i them what frey mean: but ‘it is hard for us to forsace the ramiliar
things aroand us, and tum back to the old home whence we came” [Hermes, Tih. 1v, g).

Individuzlity, however we may hug is chaing, is a partial and dafimite modality of
being: T is defined by what iz ‘not-T", and thus imprisoned. It is with a view to
Tiberatian ttom this prison and this partality that cur texts so repeatedly demonstate
that onr vaunied individuality is neither uniformal nor constant, but composite and
variable, pointing out that ke is the wisest who can most say T am not now the rman I
was’, This is true in a measure of all werdende things; but the ‘end of the “oad’
(2dheanah param) lies beyond ‘mankcod’. It is only of what is not individual, bat
universal (cosmic) that perduralivn cei. be predicaled, and only of what is neither
individual nor uriversal that an slecnily, withoui before or after, can be affirned.

(0. KU. v, 4 kime atva fisyate? CU. vim, 5 atisisyate . . . dbman, Note that t2d Sigyate —
Sea — Ananta — Drahman = Atman.

11. We have briefly discusacd the Indian doctrine de divinie nominibus in JIH. xv,
84 92, 1936, and will only remark here that RV. v, 44. 6 y7dig ¢va dadrse tadrg ncyaie,
‘As heis envisaged, so is he called” answers to 5t Thomas, Sum. Theol. 1, x111.

12. Préna, like Ck. mvzlpo has the doukle value of Spivilus and spiraculum vita
according to the context. ‘It is as the Breath-of-lite (prana) thzt the rovident Spirit
{prajndhnan) grasps and erects the Hlesh” (Kans. 1, 3), of. 5 Thomas, Sum. Theol. 111, 32
1 *I'he power of :he soul which 15 in the semen, through the spirit enciosed therein
fashinns the body’ . and Schiller, Wellenstein, 111, 13 "Es ist der Geist der sich den Korper
schart’: and JUB. 11, 32 2. Whereas the divided pranah arz said to move wilhin the
vectors of channels [radi, hitg) of the heart (see refs. Hume, Upnrisuds, ed. 2), in
Hermes Lib. x, 13 and 17 the “vital spic:l” (nvebpe) Lraverses the veins and arteries ‘with,
bul not as, the blood’ end thus “rcves the body, end carrics it like a burden . . . {and)
conbrols the bady’.

The Prana is identified with the Prajhatman: as Prana,

‘lize’, as Prajaztxan,
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immortality’; lenglh of days :n this world and immortality in the other are comple-
mentary. As distinguished from the Prana, the divided pranah arc the currents of
perception by means of the senac organs and arc prior to them. Henee as in KU. v, i
one says The Self-existent sierced the openings outward, thereby it s that one looks
forth’ (bul must look in to see the Seer, see the discussion of this passage in JIH. x,
5718, 1935)-

15. [or mary references, see Scott, Hermetica, 11, 265ff.

14. Viz. of ‘shameful trarsmigration into bodies of another kind’, Hermes Trisme-
sistus, Asclepus 1, 123, cf. BU. w1, 2. 16, CU. v, 1c, 7-8, Kans 1 2. We understand that
e result of a bestiality in ‘118" 15 that hestial fvpes are propagated: this is the
ceincornation of character in oi1r sensz (1), and it is in this way that ‘the sins of the
athers are visited upnn thair children’.

‘Beasts’, marsaver, 18 a symbol, just as when we say ‘Don’t be a beast’ ¢r refer to
some man #s a “worm’ or some woman as a ‘tat’. The Indien tradition regularly
employs this sar: of language. AALTL 9.8 (a locus classicus. cf. the definition of “person’
ay Koettius, Contra Eviychen, 11}, for example, defining the spiritual man who koows
what is and what is not mundane’, ete. as a ‘persen’ (parese), eud ‘Ulless” whose
xnowledge is merely an alleclion as ‘calile” (pesu).

15 In all these discussions [L1nusl be remembered that “soul” (wug anime withovt
exact equivalent in Sanskrit, other than nama, the name or ““orme’ of a thing by which

‘ts identily is established; is a two-fold value; the higher powers of the "soul” .

coinciding with Spirit {tvetpe) and/or Inicllect, (volg fryepdv, or vals), the lower with
sensation (wictnowe) and opinion (36fw). Eence the Cnostic hicrarchy of animal,
psychic, and spiritzal men, the former destined to be lost, the intermediate capable of
liberation, and the laster virtually free, and assured of liberation at death (Bruece Codex,
ete.). By ‘lost’ understand ‘unmads into the cosmos’ (Hermes, Lk 1x, &), and by
‘liberatad’, wholly separated from the animal soul and thus become what the higher
powers alrezdy are, divine Render afman by sonl”. Observe that ‘awmmal’ is from
arima = yuyf ‘soul’, armmale = fpwwyge; hence Scott, Hermetica, - 297 randers Solum
enim animal ioro by ‘Man, and man alone of all beings that have scul’; it is by vobg and
not by yuy tha: man is distinguished from animal (Hermes, Lid. vii, 5). It may b2
noled Ciat the Averroist doetrine of the Unity of the Intellect (for which ‘monopsych-
ism’ seems @ peculiarly inappropriate term) was repugnant to the Christian scholastic
2L thors ?f a later age, precisely because of its incompatibility with a belief in personal
immortality (cf. De Wull, Histwire . . ., 11, 561, 193€); vn the other hand, imagination
{phantﬁsmmaj and memory survive the death of the body not as ther are in the passive
!“tEHECi (Hermetic véneig. Sxr, adwddha manas), but only as chey are in the possible
mtelle_ct {Hexmetic volg, Skr. suddha manes) which “is in act when it is identified with
each thing as knowing it” (3t. Thomas, Swne. Treol. 1. 2. é7. 2¢). Farthermore 5t. Thomas
says that “I'o szy that the soul is of the Divine Substance involves ¢ manifest
improbabulity’ (1. go. 1), and Eckhart is continually speaking of the deaths and last
death of the soul. itis clear at least that an immortality cf the sensitive and reascning
jr'iuul' is out of the questicn, avd that if the scul can in anv sense be callad ‘immo-ta)’, it
15 wilh respect to the “intellectual pvwer of the sonl” rather than with respect to the scul
ffﬁelf. leunes’ ‘soul that is fastened to the body’. Lib. x1, 24a, is no conceivahly
1mm_:>:fa] principle, ever: supposing a temporery post-moctem cohesion cf certain
Psyeho-physical elements of the ba@irdoar; neither can we eguate the “soul’ that
Christ 2eks us to ‘hate’ wilh ‘man’s fnunertal soul’. The yuest uf ‘the modern man in
search of a soul’ is a very different one from that implizd in I'kile’s ‘soul of he soul’;
Oré may cay thai medern psychology and ssthetics have in view only the lower or
<nimal soul in mar, and only the subccnscious. What Phile (Quis rerum divingrom
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Heres, 48, Goodenough’s version, p. 278) says is that “The word “scul” is used in two
senses, with reference either to the soul as & whole or to its dominant {fiyuovikiy =
Skr. awatarydin) part, which latter is, proserly speaking, the soul of the soul” (yugh
yuyfic of. in MU. L, 2 bhiitdtmn . . amrte” syftmi ‘elemental sell . ifs deathless Sell”).
The vzlue of the Evropean “soul’ has remained ambiguous ever since.

Hencz jn the analysis of nec-Flatonic docirines of rebirth, and also taroughout the
Christian tradizion from the Gospels to Tckhart and the Llemish mysties, it is
indispensable to know just what ‘sort of soul’ is being spcken of in a given centexst:
and in translating from Saaskrit it is exceedingly dangerous, if not invariably
wisleading, to render abman by ‘soul’,

6. 1 do not know the source of this guotation; it is probably Platonic, bu:
corresponds oxactly to what is said ir Nirukta, v 4, “It is because of his grea:
divisibility thet they apply many names to Him . .. The other Gods, or Angels (devah}
arc counter-members of the One Spiric. They originate in function (karmae): Spirit
(Ftman) is their source . . Soirit is the whele of what they are’, and Bl 1, po-7.
‘Bacause of the vastness of the Spirit, a d-versity of names s given . . _according to the
distribution of the spheres. Itis inasmuch as faey are differenhiat-ons (nibhutih, of BG
x. 4o} that the names are imnomerakle . . according to the s27eres in which thay are
estahlishad”. UF. MLU. vi, 26 ‘Tistributing himself He fills these worlds", and fcr further
raferences my ‘Vedic Monotheism® ‘n JIH. xv. pp. &gz, April. 1936. [Rpr. 3P2.
Pr.166-167.

‘Now there are civersities of gifts, but the same Spirit. And there are dillerences of
administrztion, but the same _otd. And there are diversilies of cpevations, bul iLis the
same God tha: wurketh i al. .. The members of that body, being many, are one
body' (I Cor. 1::4—6 and 2).

17. TFor ‘karma’ (= “edrsta’) in Christian doctrine, of. Augustine, Gen. aa Lit. vi1, 24
{cited by St. Thomas, Suin. Theel. 1, 91. 2) “The human bedy pre existed in the previous
works in their causal virtues’ and De Trin, 11T, ¢ “As a mother is pregnant with the
unkorn offspring, so the world itself is pregmant with the causes of unbon things’ (ef.
St. Thomas, 1. 125. 2 &d 4), and St. Thomas, 1. 1103. 7 ad 2 If God governed alone (and
not also by means of madiate causes) things would be deprived of he perfection of
causality’.

18 Hermaes Trismegistus, [ih x, Bk, vaxia 8& yogfe dyvesio ... Tobvavtiov 88
GpETy wuyAc yvhmc. 4 yip yvobc ... fifT Beioc, and x1, i1 21 a ‘But if you shut up
vour soul in your body and abase yourself, and say “I know nothing (Ovdty vom) . . .7,
then what have you to do with God? lgnorentia divisiva est errantium, as Ulrich says i
comment on Dionysius, De div. Non. ‘Agnostic’ means ‘ignoramus’, or even puis
igrorire vult sive iynorantium diliyit. On the contrary, ‘Think that for you loo nothing is
impossible’ (Hermes, Lib. x1, ii. 2cb), cf. Notaing shall be impossible to you' (Mat. 17:
20}, “Not Ul the soul knows all that there is to be known does she cross over to the
unknown good’ (Eckhar:, Evans ed. 1. 385); ‘No despiration without omniscience’ (5P.
v, 74—5). Note that Hermes Lib. x1, ii. 20k 21a corresponds te CUL viIt. 1.

1. BC. x1m, 26 ‘Whatscevar is generated, whatever baing (kivieii satrzam, of. Mil. 72
koet satic, cited abowe) whether mobile or immobile, know that it is from the
conjunction (samyaga?) of the Field with the Knowe:z of the Fizld’. The ‘Field” has been
previously defined in x1iT, 5-6; it embraces the whole of what wa shanld call “soul and
hody’ and all *hzatis telt or perceived by therm.

20. CF. Flutarch, Obsolescence of Oracles, 436, where the soul of man is assigned lo
Prophecy (1] puvrit here = wpoveie, Providenwe as dislinguished from ‘compelling
and natural causesd as its malerdal suppodl (@hny opey dutf] TRy yordy tol
avDpanou . .. dnofdévees); and BG. vi. 6 where the spirit is celled the enemy of what
is not the spirit (guatmanas b . . . @lmawa Satruvat).
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“To be willing to Inse (hate) our yuyt) must mean to forget ourselves entirely . . . to
live no more my own life, but let my consciousress be possessed and suffuszd by the
infinite and Hrernal life cf the spirit’ (Inge. Persoral Idealism and Mysticism, p. 102 and
James, Varizties of Reiigions Experience, p. 451).

21. pemopold yorde kul wveduuiog, of Hennes, Lib. oz 16 O volg ciig yugfig
igepieTal).

Angtman, similarly ‘un-er-spired’ {not ‘despiratec’) in 5B. m, 2. 2. 3 where gods and
titans alike zre criginally ‘un-en-spired” and ‘mertal’, and “to be un-cn spired is the
same as 10 be worlal’ (andtnd hi martyal); Agnialone is “immortal’ (amartyah).

22 Cempare the expressions uscd by 5t. Bernard, deficore a sz tota and a semetipon
figuescere in De difigendo Deo; anc as Gilson remarks, p. 156, ‘Quelle difference y-a-t-il
don, a la [imite, entrz aimer Dieu et s'zimer soi-meme?’

23, Eko vasi saron bhittintaritmi ekam riipam bahvahd yak karoti: Tam atmastnam
yennpasyand dhiras tesimi sukhasm §xfvatam netaresim.

The forec of amu in amupasyanti we can only suggest by the repeased ‘seeing . . . and
secing with’. Tt is lamented by the descending souls thar ‘Our eyes will havaTitfle roam
to zake things in . .. and when we see heaven, aur foretather, contracfed to amall
ccmpass, we shall mever rease to moan. And even if we see, we shall not se= outright
{(Hermes, Sthaeas, Exe. xxaii, 36); ‘For now we ses through a glass, darkly: but then
fare to Face: now 1 know in pert; but then shall [ know even as alsc I am known'. (L
Cor. 13: 12). Sight-of is perfected in sight-as, even as knowledge-of in knowledge-as
(adaequaiio rei et intzflectrs: to see Heaver “outright’ seyuizes an eye of Heaven's
width, Dhirdl, ‘contemplatives’, those who see inwardly, not with the ‘eye of the flesh?’
(mamsa caksus); who see the Spiril ‘above all to be seen” (abhidhyayeyam, MU. 1, ), "the
Spirit that is youss @ed inall things, and than wlich all else is a wietchedness’ (BU. m,
4. 2).

Note that ekerir riapemt balwdha yak karcti corresponds to §. 11, 212 eko'pi bahudhi.

homi: and ‘than which all clsc is a wretchedness' to the Buddhist awicce, anqita,
dukkha.




SEVEN

Gradation and Evolution

DR. Ashley Montagu, in Isis, no.
96, p.304, distinguishes two explanations of the past and present
existence of living creatures of different species as (1) Gradation,
assuming a special creation of immutable species, and (2] Evolution,
assuming the emergence of species in all their variely and mutabil-
ity by the gradual operation of causes inherent in the species and
their environment. He does not say and may not mean that these
two explanations are incompatible; but the reader is likely to
assume that the doctrine of a creation "in the beginning” and that of
the gradual development of new species are really irreconcilable
propositions.

The two propositions are, doubtless, incompatible if the mythical
account is to be interpreted historically. The serious mythologist,
however, is well aware thal o nterprel oy th as faclual hislory is to
mistake the genre; and that a myth can only be called ‘true’ when
time and place are abstracted.” The object of the present note is to
point out that if the doctrine of special creation is understood as it
has generally been interpreted by Christian and other philosophers,
then Cradation and Evolution arc not irreconcilable alternatives, but
only different ways, respectively ideal and historical, formal and
figurative, algebraic and arithmetical, of describing one and the
same thing.

In these philosophies causality is taken for granted; nothing
happens by chance. The impossible never happens; what happens
is elways the realisation ol a possibility. Bul we have lo lake account
of two orders of causes, (1, a First Cause, In which the possibilities
inhere, and (2) Mediate Causes, by which the conditions arc
provided in which the possible becomes the necessary. The First
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Cause of the existence of things, or in other words their possibility,
is often called 'God’, but also ‘Being’, ‘Life” or ‘Nature' (nafura
agturans). This First Cause whether philosophically ‘absolute” or
mythically ‘personificd’, is the direct cause of the being of things,
but only indirectly of the manner of their being. The manner of their
being (according to which they are distinguished as species) is
determined by the Madiate Causes, known or unknown, of which
the result is lhe production of the given species ar individual &t a
given time or place. The category of Mediate Causes cdoes not
exclude any of those forces or tendencies or determining accidents
on which the cvolutionist relies as explanations of the observed
series; if he differs from the philosopher in ignoring a First Cause, it
is because he is not discussing the origin of life, but only its variety.
Again: if by ‘in the beginning’ we understand an operation
completed at a given moment, i.e. at the beginning of time itself,
then, of course, Gradation and Bvclution will be incompatible
concepls. As lo this ‘begirming’, it must, of course, be realized thal
(as St. Augustine says) the question, What was God doing before he
cregted the world, is meaningless; or to say the samne in other words,
that a sitccession of events in the eternal now [of which empirical
experience is impossible) is as inconceivable as the notion of a
locomotion in the Infinite. What our philosophers actually under-
sland by “in the heginning’ is a logical, and not a temporal priority.
So Meister Eckhart, “as I have often said, God is creating the whole
world now, this instant’ (Pfeiffer, p. 206); and Jacob Boehme, ‘it is an
everlasting beginning’ (Myst, Fansophicum, 1v. 9). Similarly in the Eg
Veda: for, as Professor Keith very justly remarks, “lhis creation
cannot be regarded as a single definite act: it is regarded as ever
proceeding’ (Harvard Oriental Series, 18. cxocvi). This does not mean
that it is unfinished in principic and ex tempore, but that it is
apprehended by ourselves as a temporal sequence and as #f cause
and effect could be separated from nne anather by sensible periods.
‘At that time, indeed, all things took place gimultaneously . . . but a
Sequence was necessarily written into the narrative bacausa of their
subse.quent generation from cne another’ (Philo, De Opif. Mundi,
67) -justas il is necessarily written into the evolutionist’s narrative;
Wha_t GraFlation states sub specie aeternitatis, the Myth relales sub
specie aevtiernitalis, and History sub specie temporis. ‘What is rooted
in the nature of the All is [in the Myth] figuratively treated as
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coming into being by generation and creation: stage and segquence
are {ransferred, for clarity of exposition, to things whose being and
definite form are eternal’ (Plotinus, Enneads, Iv. 8.4). "The beginning,
which is thought, comes to an end in action; know that in such wise
was the construction of the world in eternity’ (Rumi, Mathnawi, 1.
g70). And, finally (for present purposes): Ne prima né poscia
procedette lo discorrer di Dio sopra quest'acque’ (Dante, Paradiso,
XXIX. 20-1.

The concepts, then, on the one hand of an eternal and ideal
pattern or “intelligible world’, unextended in space and rime, and on
the other ol a femporal and ‘sensible world” extended in space and
time as an echo, reflection or imitation of the other, are not
alternative, but correlative. Bach implies the other; the uniformity of

the intclligible world is in every way compatible with the multi-

formity of its manifestations. A real conflict of science with religion
is unimaginable; the actual conflicts arc always of scientists ignorant
of religious philosophy with findamentalists who maintain that the
truth of their myth is historicel. Ncither of these can be really
dangerous to anyone who is capable of thought on more then ane
level ol reference; nor have we any intention to suggest that Dr.
Ashley Montagu fits into either of these categories!

NQGTE

1 ‘Mytholcgy can never be converted into history’ M. P. Nilesui, Mycenean Origin of
Grezk Mythology, 1932, p- 31. Cf. Lotd Raglan, The Herv, 1936; E. Siecke, Drachenkimple,
1907, pp. 6U—H1.

EIGHT

Gradation and Evolution 11

IHAUE shown in a former arti-
cle! that the concepts implied by the terms ‘Gradation” and ‘Evolu-
tion’ are not incompatible alternatives, respeciively true and false,
but only different ways of envisaging one and the same spectade; or
in other words, that the mythical notion of a creation of the world i
principio and ex fempore i in no proper senge a contradiction of that
of the succession and mutability of species in time. This proposition
seems to demand, for its further clarification, at least a summary
statement of the traditional doctrine of evolution, in which the
emergence of an infinite variety of forms, past, present and future, is
taken for granted.

In this doctrine, every one of the forms, every phenomenon,
represents one of the ‘possibilities of manifestation” of an ‘ever-
productive nature that may be called either the God, the Spirit,
Natura Naturuns or, as in the present context, the ‘Life” according to
which we speak of the forms of life as “living’. This Life is the “First
Cause of lives; bhut the forms which these lives take is actually
determined by the ‘Second’ or ‘Mediate Causes’ tha: are nowadays
often called “forces” or ‘laws’ notably that of heredity. No difficulty is
presented here by the variability of the species; the shape that
appears af ary given time or place in the history of a ‘genus’,
specieg’, or ‘individuel’ is aiways changing.? All the definitions of
these gategories are rezlly, like ‘round numbers’, indefinite, because
the reference is to ‘things’ lhal are always becoming and never stop
to be, and that can only be called ‘things’ by a generalisation that
ignores their variation over some longer or shotter, but always
relatively short ‘present’ .+ I'he traditional doctrine “akes this flux for
granted, and that every crealure’s ‘life’ is one of incessant death and
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regeneration (yéveals, bhava, ‘becoming’). There are no delimited
and monads or egos, but only one unlimited.? Every form of life, tha
psychic included, is composite, and therefore morlal, only the
beginningless Lifc, that wears these forms as garments are worn,
and outworn, can be thought of as endless. There can be no
immorlality of anything that is not immortal now and was not
immortal before our planet was, before the farthest galaxies began
their travels. An immortality for ‘mvself’ can only be postulated if
we exclude from the concept of our Self all that is composite and
variable, all that is subejcl (0 persuasion;® and that is our ‘end’
fentelechy) and ‘Hnish’ (perfection) in more senses than one.
‘Salvation’ is from ourselves as we conceive them; and if it appears
that ‘nothing” remains, it is agreed that in fact no g remains; in
terms of the traditional philosophy, ‘Gnd’ is properly called ‘no
thing’, and knows not what he is, becausc he is not any ‘what’.

From this point of view, which by no means excludes the facts of

evolution as observed by the biologist, what we have called

‘Life'—and this is only one of the names of ‘God’, according to his
‘ever-productive nature’—seeks ‘experience’.” ‘Outward the Self-
existent pierced the eyes, therefore creaturas see”;% which is to say
that eyes have ‘evolved’ because the immanent Life desired Lo see,
and so for all other powcers of sensation, thought and action, which
are all the names of his acts,? rather than ‘ours’. Beceuse of this
desire or “will of expression’ thereis a ‘descent into matter” or ‘origin
of life’, universally and locally,*— La circular natura, che, & sugello alla
cera mortal, fa ben suz arte, ma non distingue l'un dall’aitro
ostello, '—sadasad yomm apadyate™® The different forms of these
birlks or inhabilations are determined by the mediate causes
referred to above and which science also knows; nor can any
beginning or end of their unifoirn operation be conceived.'> When
and whenever these causes converge to set up the temporal and
spatal environment or context withoul which a given possibility
could not be realised, the corresponding form emerges** or appears:
a mammal, for example, could not have appeared in the Silunian,
while it could not appear when the operation of natural causes had
later on prepared the earth for the life of mammals. Every one of
these transient forms of specics and individuals reflects an archety-
pal possibility or pattern (pater, father) subsistent in what is called
the ‘intclligible’ as distinguished from our ‘sensible’ world or [ocis
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(Skr. Ioka) of compossibles. There is, for example, an ‘intelligible
Sun’, ‘Sun of the sun’, or ‘Sun that not all men know with their
mind’, other than, but represented by Lhe physical sun; an Apollo
ather than Helios; and it is actually only of the invisible powers, and
not of the ‘visible gods’ that images are made to be used as
‘supports of contemplation”.’ 1t is only to the extent that we think
and speak of distinct ‘species” and ‘individuals’ that we must also
speak of their separate archetypal ideas; in rezlity, evervihing that
flows (and mav=a pel) 1s represented there in all its variety, althougn
not in a temporal succession, but so that all can be seen at
arice: —‘Contingency, the which extendeth not beyond the quad-
rangle of your matter, is all depicted in the eternal aspect’.*

The immediate motivations or purposes ot life {natura naturata,
man included) are those of the values established by choices made
between the altermafives or confraries that cverywhere present
themselves, by which otr hehaviourism is canditioned, and in
relation to which our procedure is passive. But the final purpose of
lite is to be, not a passive subject, buf ‘all in act’, and this means to
Le liberated [rom the contrary ‘pullings and haulings” of pleasure
and pain and all other opposites; free to be as, when, and where we
will, as Life is free, but lives are not.” The doctrine is animistic, of
course, in that it presupposes a will that nei cor morialié permotore;™
leleclogical, in that it is assumed that “all things seek their ultimate
pertection’;'? and solipsist, in that the ‘world picturc’ is painted by
the Spirit of Tife on the ‘walls’ of its own awareness**—although
net individually solipsist because, in the last analysis, there is only
vrie Spectator, and what the ‘individual’ play-goer sees is merely a
fraction of the synoptic spectacle; fatalistic, not in the arbitrary
selse, but inasmuch as the careers of individuals are determined by
fl %Ong heredity of causes,*™ at the same lime, however lhal their
Life” iz an independent witness of, and not subjected to any fate;
and optimistic, in thal il lies within our puwer to rise above our fate
by a verification of the identify of our Self with the Life that is never
subjected nor ever becurnes anyone, but is in the world and not of it.
Tl1e doctrine is neither monistic nor dualistic, but of a reality that is
20th one and many, une in itself and many in its manifestations.
And "That art thou”,

At the same time, in one important respect the scientific and
melaphysical formulations difer; and necessarily, because the for-
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mer is envisaging only a fragment of cosmic history, that of this
earth, cr that of this present universe at most; while the metaphysi-
cal cosmogony envisages the cosmic process in its entirety without
beginning or end. In the scientific formulation, accordingly, evolu-
tion ig thought of as proceeding in a straight line, or lines, of
“progress’; and from this point of view an involution can only be
thought of as a regression, widdershins and counterclockwise;
whence the feeling—hardly a thought—that finds expression in the
notorious cliché: “Yes: but you can't put back the hands of the clock’,
by which it is supposed thal every re-lformer can be silenced for
cver. In the metaphyvsical concept, however, involution is the
natural complement and consummation, a continuation to fulfil-
ment, and not a reversal of the “forward” motion. And while it is true
that involution logically “follows” evolistion, this does not mean that
these apparently contrary motions of descent and ascent are only
successive and not also coincident; on the contrary, the Fons Vitae is
nowever ‘fontal and inflowing’. Motion in time, as the years or
aeons ‘revolve’, is that of a given point on the circumference of a
wheel; and it needs no demonstealion thal the “forward” movement
of such a point is actually ‘backward” with respect to opposite
points, during a half of the period of time considered. Moreover,
and still adhering to the pregnant symbolism of the cirde, cvolution
and involution are not, for the metaphysician, exclusively temporal
events, i.c., not merely peripheral motions, but also centrifugal and
centripetal; and it follows that their course cannot be adequately
represented by a straight line (even if taken to be a curve of however
gigantic a radius), but only by spirals—or, if we are considering the
whole course of Life, or of any separated life, only by the continuous
double spiral of which the forms and adaptations are so widely
distributed in the braditional arts.*

Ihe traditional concept of ‘Evolution’ or ‘Development of Seli-
realisation’ is stated in general tenns as follows:

He who knows his Self 22 more manifested, attains to manifest
Being. He knows the Self more manifest in herbs and trees,
and in all kinds of animals. In herbs and trees there is, indeed,
sap (moisture, protoplasm)—Dbut intelligence in animals; in
animals, assuredly, the Self’s more manifest, for while there i5
alsc sap in them, there is no intelligence in the others. In man,
again, there is a more manifest Self, for he is most endowed
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with pr-escie-nr'.e,"‘L he speaks ' discriminately, sees discrimin-
ately (i.e. gives names to things and distinguishes their forms),
he knows the morrow, he knows what is and is not mundane
(material and immaterial), and by the mortal seeks to gain the
immeortal,—siich is his endowment *5

Similaly, with reference to the Spirit (vith) that has indwelt so
manv ‘tilies’,?® and the pilgrimage of Blake’s ‘Eternal Man'.*7 ‘First
he cemc into the realm of the inorganic . . . Long years dwelt he in
the vegetable slate . .. passed into the animal condition ... From
the animal condition towards humanity . . . Whence there is again a
migration to he made’—which is an awakening [rom ‘sleep” and
‘Seli-forgetfulness’, for as Kumil emphasizes, the Pilgrim does not
clearly remember his former conditions unti! his goal is reached.”®

Belore proceeding, and to avoid any possiblec misconception, it
must be emphasised, and cannof be over-emphasised, that this
dochine of a long development towards a perfect Self-awareness (in
which a self-forgetfulness is necessarily implied) has nothing what-
ever in common with the noticn of a ‘reincarnation’ of individua!
‘souls’ inhabiting successive terrestrial bocies, whether vegetable,
animal or human.*® Our spiritual kinship with ‘nature’, lor examplz,
does not depend upcn a possibility that in some animal or other, 2
relalive of mine may have been reborn; but upon the recognition
that every form of life, our own included, is animated by one and
the saine Life or Spiritual-Self, a Tife that does not pick and choose
among its habitations, but quickens one and all impartially * This
is, furthermore, the ultimate basis of an ethic of Self-love (svakanma)
and mn-nocence (afiiisa) that transcends the concepts of selfishness
and altruism; far ‘inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of these, ye
have done it unto Me’, and ‘unio Me’ means ‘1o your Sell”, if we
k_now Who we are, and can say with St Paul, ‘I live, yet not “1”, but
Christin me’,

To continue: it is obvious that man's distinctive ‘endowment’ is
not equally ‘developed’ in all men, however it may be latent in all,
and that it can be attributed absolutely only to the ‘Perfect Mary,
‘»\.Tlilosc possible emergence is always predicted by the presuppo-
sition of a total, and therefore also human cntclechy. Of such a
Pertect Man, 2 Buddha (‘Wake') or Christ, for example, we can hetter
say what he is not than what he is —(‘Transumanar significar per
“erba non si poria’.>' But of what can be attributed to him, nothing
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is more important in the present connection than the perfeclion of
his Recollection; the Perfect Man is no longer, of the two that dwell
together in us’, the composite mortal individual, but this man’s
imumortal part, or Life, and ‘sccing that the Soul (our ‘Life’) is
immortal and has been born many times, and has beheld all things
both in this world and in the other, she has learnt all things, without
cxception; so that it is no wonder that she should be able to
remember all {hal she knew before’.?* In Vedic formulation, Agni,
the Fire of Life, is necessarily ‘omniscient of births’ (jatavedas) and
omniscient absolutely (viouvedus), because apart from him there is
no birth or coming to be; while in Buddhism, where also ‘there is no

individual-essence that passes over from one life to another’, and it

is absurd to ask ‘Who was I? in time past or ‘Who shall [ be? in time
to come, the highest value is nevertheless attached to the practical
discipline of ‘Temembering past births’ {jatissaranan) (87), occupied
one after another untl, as one who is Awake, he could exclaim,
Neaver again, shalt thou, the builder of houses, build one for Me’. As
Meister Eckhart alse says, ‘If [ knew my Self as intimately as 1 ought,
I should have perfect knawledge of all creatures’, and it is ‘not until
the soul knows all that there is to be known that she can cross over
to the Unknown Good’ 3

In the light of these conceptions we are now at last in a position to
understand the oradles and prophecyings of the Mythical Wan-
derers and illuminated Saints, logoi such as: Vamadeva’s, ‘1 am
become Manu and the Sun, [ am the priest and prophe: Kaksivan,; [
gave the Aryan Lhe earth, and (o the sacrificer rain; [ led forth the
roaring waters, the CGods {Intelligences), ensure my banner. . ..
Being in the womb, [ know their every generation; a hundred iron
citics held me fast, but forth [ flew’;# Manikka Vacagar's, "Lrass,
shrub was 1, worm, tree, full many a kind of beast, bird, snake, slane
men, demon. “Midst Thy hosts I served. The form of mighty Asutas,
ascetics, gods I bore. Within these mohile and immabile forms ol
life, in every species born, weary ['ve grown, Great Lord. . . . This
day, I've gained release’;3> Amergin’s, T am the wind that hlows o’er
the sea, [ am the wave of the ocean . . . a beam of the sun . . . the Cod
who creates in the head of the fire”:2% and Taliesin’s, ‘I have sung of
what [ passed thaough ... I was in many a guise before I was
disenchanted ... I was the hero in trouble. .. I am old, T aml
yvoung’.¥ All these are saying with Hermes Trismegistos’ ‘New
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born’ son; ‘Now Lhat I see in Mind, [ see miyself to be the All. Tam in
heaven and on earth, in water and in air; I am in beasts and plants; I
am 2 babe in the womb, and vne that is not yvet conceived, and one
thal has been born; 1| am pregent everywhere',*® and have realized
‘Pilgrim, Pilgrimage and Rozd, was but Myself toward Myself’. %

Eor, indeed, ‘A man is born but once, but I have been born many
times',* ‘Before Abraham I am”,#* ‘Never have I not been, and never
hast thou not been, nor ever shall not be . . . Many a birth of mine
and thine is past and gone, Arjuna: I know them all, but thou
knowest not thine.+

It is just because the One-and-Many is thus ‘the single “form” of
many different things” that ‘God’ is so umiformly described as
Omniform or Protean (visvertipa, sarvamaya, movtopopdos, ctc),
and thought of as a wandering juggler or magirian forever appear-
ing in some new disguise. No wondcr that the forms of life melt into
one another and cannot be defined (however inconvenient that may
be for syslematic purposes), for all are strung on one and the same
thread.

In concusion, I can only reallinn that in the wadilional doctrine of
evolution and involution as one of progress towards an intelligible
and attractive goal there is nothing whatever inconsistent with, but
much rather incusive of and cxplanatory of all the facts of cvolution
as found by the binlogist and geologist. What these facts reveal to a
metaphysician is not a refutation of his axiclogy but that the
Ever-productive Nature moves in an even more mysterious way
than had hitherto been supposed. At one time, indeed, the natural-
1st himself used to think of his investigation as a finding out of the
‘wonderful ways of God’, and no one supposes thal he was [or thal
feason any the less able to ‘observe’ phenomena. 'Lhe theologian
who is altogether ignorant of biolugy, if he scmetimes forgets that
‘the invisible things of God are known by the things which were
made’, if for example he knows of the ‘Divine Sport’ hut nothing of
‘Mendelian sports’, is no doubt missing somcthing. But the scien-
tist, if he is allogether ignarant of, or, much worse, misinformed
abuut, the real nature of the raditional doctrines, and therefore fears
them, is even more unfortumate; since, however great his know-
}edge or skill may be, for so long as the facts are held to be
meaningless’ an:] judgment is suspended, their discoverer is taking
1o responsibility for their good usc and will always leave them to be
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exploited at will by the devourers of humanily—and these he will
in their turn, from the security ot his ivory tower, ‘observe’ without
daring to criticise. We overlnok that “science’ is no more than “‘art” or
'athics’ an end in itself; all these techniques arc means to a good lite,

Can they be used as such if we deny that life has any purpose?
The ‘purely objeclive’ point of view, however valid it may be in the
laboratory, is humanly speaking far more unpractical than the
traditional philosophy, which it is not even supposed that a man
cen really understand unless he lives accordingly.

The argon of the Perennial Philosuphy has been called the only
perfectly intelligible language; but it must not be overlooked that it
is as much a technical langiage as is the jargon of Chemistry.
Whoever would understand Chemistry must learn to think in the
terms of its formulae and iconography; and in the same way
whoever would understand the Perennial Philosophy must lcarn, or
rather relearn, to think in its terms, both verbal and visual. These
are, moreaver, those of the only universal language of culture, the
language that was spoken at the Round Table before the ‘confusion
of tongues’, and that of which the ‘ghost’ swvive in our daily
conversation, which is full of ‘super-stitions’, i.e., figures of speech
that were originally figures of thought, but have, like ‘art-forms’,
been more or less emptied of meaning on their way down te us.
Whoever cannot use this language is excluded from the ancient and
common universe of discourse of which it is the lingua franca, and
will have to confess that the history of literature and art, and the
cultures of innwnerable peoples, past and present, must remain for
him closed books, however long and patiently he may read in them.
Tt is precisely in this sense that it has been so well said that ‘the
grcater the ignorance of modern times, the deeper grows the
darkness of the Middle Ages’”.

It may be that no one should reccive a degree in Divinity who has
not also some working knowledge of Biology; and that no one
should be given a degree in science who has not had at least so
much training in Philosophy as to be able ta 1mderstand whal a
mythologist, theologian or metaphysician is talking about. 1 have
never been able to understand how anyone having an adequale
knowledge of physics and metaphysics can imagine or attcmpt to
demonstrate a conflict of reason with revelation, or recognise a
schism between the active life of rescarch and the visionary life of
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the contemplative philosopher. T would rather say, on the contrary,
that whoever cannot or will not, at least to some degree, follow both
these trades—literally, “paths’, nige—is not in full possession of all
his faculties; and that no one can be at peace with himself or with
his environment, no one can be really happy, who cannat recover
the once universal concept of a coincidence of efficiency and
meaning both in ‘nature’ and in his own “creations’, in so far as the
latter have been well znd truly made, whalever is not significant is,
from any othcr than a most crudely ufilitarian point of view,
insignificant, or in other words, negligible. All this amounts to
saying (hat in any superior social order, with really high standards
of living—and that means, ‘nof by bread alone’, however soft or
bun-like it may be—there is no place for a distinction of sacred or
profane, facere from sacra facere. Such a condition has obtained in
many past and persists in some precariously surviving cultures; but
it will be out of our reach until Bellerophon has dragged into the
light of day and expused the chimera of an inevilable conflicl of
scicnee with religion. The whole affair is actually a sham battle in
which neither side is attacking or defending real issues.®
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laker texts are rommonly mistranslated and made o bouply a doctrine of re_ncamatior:,
where nothing of the su:l was intended.

As remarked by G. G. Scholem, asprepros of the Kabbalistic (‘tracitional’) doctrinz
of 'transmigrativy’ (gifzul = Ar. fanezzul): 'If Adam contaired the entire soul of
humanity, which is now diffused amarg the whole gents in imnumerable modifica-
tions and individual appearances, all transmigrations of sculs are in the last resort orly
migragions of the one soul whose exile atones for its fall' [Major Trends in Jewisa
Muysticisrt, 1941, p- 275, italics mine). Henee, "to know the stages of the creative process
is also tv know the stages of one’s own zeturn to the root of all existence’ (ibid. p. 20).

3y. Faridu'd din’Attar, Manfigu't-Tair, te. Fitzgerald. In these few words and the
p:;:beding statcments are condensed the essence of ‘mystic” or ‘perfect” exaerience, in
=0 far as it can be commutnicatzd in wards. The pxperience 15 “self-anthenticating’; its
validity can neither be proved nor disprved in the class-=aom. On tha other hand, to
have had, or to believe 1n the reality of such experience is in no sense contradictory of
the ‘facts of science’. The srientist may at will ignore, but canhot quarrel with the
traditional metaphysics wirthouct stultifying his own pasition.

40. Snams-1-Tabriz. in Nicholser, Diwan of Shams-i-Tabmz, 2868, p. 332. the text
contmues, [ am the theft o7 rogues, 1 am the pain of the sick, Tam both doud and rain,
I have rained in th2 meaduws ... For ‘rain’ in this sense ol Ry Veds, 1v, 25,2 and
Atharoa Vedi 1_.3.5.

41. John 8.58; o, Swldnarira Pupaarika, xv. and Shans-i-Tabriz, xvi (Nidholson, Le.)
‘I was on the day when the Names were not". For ‘names’ in this sense of. Murray
Towler, Tolarity in the Rig-Veda’, Review of Religion, Jan. 1943.

4z, Bhagavad CGila, 1112 and 1v-5.

43. Along time having clapsed between the preperation and the puklication of the
present article, I could now have improved and added to it. For further material on the
same theme the reader is askad to refer to my 'Gradation, Evolation, and Reincama-
tian”in Am [ My Brother's Keeper? {Mew York, 1947, PP-164—1 10), apTOPOs of notes 33—8
above, and Erwin Schriidinger’s 'Conscinuaness ic a gingular o7 which the plural is
unknown’; and Tine and Fternity (Ascona, 1947], emphasising that, in all traditional
ductrine, Eternity is net ever-lasting, but always New, and that Cradation implies the
crealion of all things not merely in a ‘beginning’ but in this Now of Eterrity, so that, as
Thilo says, ‘there is an end of the notion that the universe came into being “in six
days”’, and while ‘we mus! think of God as doing all things at once’, ‘a sequence was
necessarily written inlo Uie narretive because of their subsequent generaticr. from one
another’ (Opif. 13 and 67 + LA 1.20)—whicl subsequent generation corresponds to
what we now &l ‘evolution’.




NINE

Fate, Fovesight, and Free-will

NO event can be thought aof as
taking place apart from a logically antecedent and actually imminent
possibility of its taking place; and in this sense, every new individ-
ual is the forthcoming of an antenatal potentiality, which dies as a
potentiality in the first place at the creature’s first conception and
thereafter throughout life as the various aspecls of this potentiality
are reduced to act, in accordance with 2 partly conscious and partly
unconscious will that ever seeks to realise ilsell. We can express (he
samc in other words by saying that the individual comes into the
world to accomplish certain ends ar purposes peculiar to itself. Birth
is an opportunity.

The field of procedure from potentiality fo act is that of the
individual’s liberty; the ‘free-will’ of the theologian is, in accordance
with the parable of the talents, a freecom to make use of or to
neglect the opportunity to become what cne can become under the
circumstances into which one is born; these ‘circumstances” of the
born being consisling of ils own soul-and-body and the rest of its
environment, or world, defined as a specific ensemble of possi-
bilities.

‘The liberty of the individual is evidently not unlimited; he cannot
accomplish the impossible, i.e. what is impossible for him, though
it might be a possible in some other “world’ as above detined.
Notably, he cannot have bheen born otherwise than as he was
actually bom, or possessed of other possibilities than those which
he is naturally (by nativity) endowed; he cannot realise ambitions
for the realisation of which thers exists no provision in his own
nature; he is himself, and no one else. Certain specific and partly
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unique possibilities are open to him, and certain other possibilities,
nsually vastly more numerous, are closed to him; he cannot, as a
finite baing, be at lhe same time a man in London and a lion in
Africa. Thesc possibilities and impossibilities which are those of
and pzedetermined by his own nature and cannol be thoughtl of as
having been arbitrarily imposed upon him, but only as the defini
Lon of his own nature, represent what we call the individual's fate
or destiny; whatever happens to the individual being mercly the
reduction of a given possibilify to act when the occasion presents
itgelf, while whatever does not happen was not really a possibility,
but only ignorantly conceived to have been so.

Freedom of individual will is then the [reedom lo de whal lhe
individual can do, or to refrain from doing it. Whatever one actually
does under given circwmstences is whal one wills Lo do wider those
circumstances: to be forced to act or suffer against one’s will is not a
coercion of the will, but of its implements, and only in appearance a
coercion of the individual himsclf to the extent that he identifies
‘himself” with his implements. Furthermore, the destiny of the
individual, what he will do of himself under given circumstances, is
not altogether obscure to him, but rather manifest to the extent that
he really knows himself and underslands his own nalure. Il is
noteworthy that this measure of foresight (providence) by no means
interferes with his sense of liberty; one merely thinks of the future
decision as a present to resolve. There is in fact a coincidence of
foresight and (reewill. In the same way, but to the limited extent that
one can really know another’s esscnce, one can foresce its peculiar
destiny; which foresight in no way governs that creature’s conduct.
And finally, it we assume an omniscient providence in God, who
from his position at tha centre of the wheel inevitably views the past
and future now, which ‘now’ will be the same tomorrow as it was
:YesFel‘day, this in no way interfersg with the freedom of any creature
In 1ts own sphere. As Dante expresses it, ‘Contingency . . . is &ll
depicted in the efernal aspect; though it takes not its necessity
therefrom’ (Paradiso, xvi 37f). Our dilficullies here arise only
bm?ause we think of providence as a foresight in the temporal sensc,
as if one saw today what must happen tomorrow. Far from bein ga
toresighl in this temporal sense, divine providence is @ vision
élways contemporary with the evenl. To think of God as lonking
forward (o a future or backwards to 2 past event is as meaningless as
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it would be to ask what was He doing "before” he made the world.

Not that it is by any means inpossible (o shrink from a foreseen
destiny. Destiny is for thosc who have eaten of the Iree, and this
includes both that “fraction’ (pada, amsa) of the Spirit that enters into
all born beings, and seems to suffer with them, and these created
things themselves, in so far as they identify ‘themselves’ with the
hody-and-soul. Destiny is necessarily a passion of good and evil; it
is as such that it presents itself to us as scmething that we could
either welcome or avoid, al the same lime we cannot refuse il,
without becoming other than we are. This acceptance we explain to
ourselves in terms of ambition, courage, altruisin, or resignalion as
the case may be. In any case, it is onc’s own naturc that compels us
to pursue a destiny of which we zre forewarned, however fatal the
result expected. The futility of warnings is a characteristic theme of
heroic literature; not that the warnings are discredited, but that the
hero’s honour requires him to continue as he has begun; or because
at the critical moment the warning is forgotten. We call the man
"fey”.

A poignant cxample of shrinking from and yet accepting a
foreseen destiny can be cited in the 'hesitation’ of a Messiah. IU is
thus that in Rg Veda, x. 51 Agni fears his destiny as sacrificial priest
and cosmic charioteer, and must be persuaded; thus the Buddha
‘apprehensive of injury’ is overpersuaded by Brahma (Samyutta
Nikayha, 1. 138 and Digha-Nikaya 11. 33); and thus that Jesus prays
‘Falher . . . take away this cup from me; yet not as I will, but as Thou
wilt” (Mark, 14: 36), and “Father, save me from this hour; but for this
rause came I unto this hout’ (John, 12: 27).

Degire must not be confused with regret. Desire presuppcses a
pussibility which is either actually such, or imagined to be such. We
cannot desire the impossible, but only regret the impossibility.
Regret may be felt for what has happened, but this is not a desire
that it had not happened; it is a regret that it ‘had to happen’ as it
did; for nothing happens unless by necessity. If there is one
doctrine that science and theology are perfectly agreed upon, it is
that the course of events is causally determined; as S5t. Thomas says,
If God governed alone (and not also by means of mediate causes)
the world would be deprived of the perfection of causality. ... All
things (appertaining to the chain of fate)... are done by Cod by
means of second causes’ (S, Theal 1. 103. 7 ad 2, and 116. 4 ad 1)
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The Svetasvatra Upanisad (1. 1—3) distinguishes in a similar manner
Brakman, Spirit of God, the One, as over-standing® caunse, from his
Power or Means-of-operation ($akti = maya, etc.). known as such to
contemplatives, but ‘considered’ (cinfyam) as a plurality of ‘causal
combinations of lime, efc., with the passible spirit’ (karangni
kalutrmayuktani), which latter, ‘because it is not a combination of the
scries, time, etc.,” is not the masler of iis own fale, 50 long as il
remains oblivious of its own identity with the transcendental Spirit.
In the same way again, Sankaracarya explains that Brahman does
not operale arbitrarily, but in accordence with the varying
properties inherent in the characters of things as they are them-
selves, which things owe their being to Brahman, but are individu-
ally responsible for their modalities of being. This is, of course, the
traditionally urthodex view; as Plotinus expresses it (vi. 4.3) ‘all is
offercd, but the recipient is able to take only so much’, and Boehme
‘as is the harmony, viz. the lifes form, in each thing, so is also the
sound of the cternal veice therein; in the holy, holy, in the perverse,
perverse . . . therefore no creature can blame its creator, as if he
made it evil’ (Sig. Rerum, xv1. 6, 7 and Forty Questions, ViIL 14).

.

NOTE

1. Yeh . eakifisthati, in verse 3. Both meanings are implied, viz. ‘He over-rulsg’
and "He takes his stand upon’. The earrespond-ng ahjert is adhsihanam; as m Kg veds,
X, Bi. 2. where the gquestion 15 asked “What 18 hig sfanding gronnd? (kim ...
adhisthitnam) of ‘the immaoi:al incorporeal Spirit” is the martal body (sé#fra) that is in
‘he power of Death ‘standing ground” being thus synonymous with “field” (ksetra) in
the Bhagaved Gitd, x1.1. z, where agair. itis the “>ody” tha: is thus referred to.




IEN

Mahdtma

TIIE term ‘Mahatma' has been
much abused but has precise and intelligible meanings and a long
history. Tike so mary other of the (echnical terms of Indian
metaphysics, the word is difficult to explain and seems to have a
vague or sentimental connotation mainly because of our general
ignorance of Christian and all other traditional philosophies, so that,
for example, we are no longer able fo distinguish spirit from soul or
essence lrom existence; and because of the absolute valucs we
mistakenly attach to ‘personality’, or rather, individuality.

At a point already far rom he beginning we find in a Buddhist
Sutta the distinction drawn between the Greater and the Lesser
‘selves’ of a man, respectively mmhialms and alpabng,* these “selves’
corrcsponding to St. Bernard's esse and proprium, ‘being’ and
‘property’, ie. the psycho-physical qualities by which one individ-
ual is distinguished from another. These two “selves” are, again, the
Tives” of John, 12:25, ‘He that wonld save his life, let him lose it’, and
one of them is that ‘life’ that a man ‘must hate if he would be my
disciple’ (Luke, 14:26); in these texts the words which have been
rendered by ‘life’, here and in Luke, 9:24, ‘Whosever shall lose his
life for my sake’, are Latin anima and Greek psyche, implying (1) self
as a psychological enlity, all in fact that is implied by psyche in our
‘peychology’ and (2) the spiritual ‘self’.

In Mahaima, maha is simply ‘great’, ‘higher’, or ‘superior’: atnar,
like Greek preuma, is primarily ‘spirit’. Sut because the spirt is the

* These terms are given in their Sanskrit, rather thar in their Pali forms, to avaid
confusion. The distinction is the same as that of tha “fair’ (kalyana) from the “foul’
(papa) self, as drawn in Anguttora-Nilcayn, 1.149.
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real being of the man, as distinguished from the accidents ot this
being by which the irdivffiual is knownl as So-and-so and is
possessed of particular qualities or properties, atman in reflexive
uszge acquires the value of “self”, whatever may be our opinion as fo
the nature of this 'self” whether physical, psychic, or spiritual. In
this sense it can be used to denote sither of the ‘lives’ referred to in
the texts cited above. Bul il is precisely at this point that the
fundamental importance of the traditional and often repeated
injunction ‘Know thyself” emerges: for the ‘reasoning and wmwortal
man’ ‘has forgotten whe he is” (Becthius), and to those who have
thus forgotten are applied the words of the Song of Songs, ‘if thou
knowest nol thyself, depart’. The word of God, as &t Paul so
trenchantly expresses it, is ‘sharper than any two-edged sword,
piercing even lo the dividing asunder of soul and spirit’ (Heb. 2:
12); as it must, if the way of return to God is o be stated; Zor if it be
true that ‘whoever is joinec. unlo the Lord, is one spirit’ (1 Cor. 6:
17), this can only be by ‘an elimination of all otherness’ (Nicolas of
Cusa). Therefore, as Eckhart says, “All scripture cries aloud lor
freedom from sclf’, and here the word ‘all” must be taken in its
widest passible sense, for this is the burden as much of Brahunani-
cal, Buddhist and Islemic scripture as it is of Christian. It must be
observed, however, that this is much rather a metaphysiral than an
cthical doctrine, and that ‘freedom from self’, means very much
more than it conveyed by our word ‘unselfishness: “selfless con-
duct’ will be merely symptomatic of the man whose self has been
‘nmanghted” and whose works are ‘those of the Holy Ghost (spirifus,
preurta, ruak, atman) ralher than his own’ (51. Thomas Aguinas,
hased on 2 Car. 3:17 and Gal. 5:18). Lhe altruist does as "he” would
be done by: the acls of one who is aliogether “in lhe spiril’ are
unmofivated, whether tor good or evil, they are simply mani-
testations of the Truth apart from which ‘he’ no longer exists; it is
only conventionally and logically, and for practical convenience, and
not really, that lie can speak of himszlf as ‘T’ or of anything as ‘mine’;
n reality T live, yct not “I”, but Christ liveth in me’ (Gal. 2:20), ’I
wander in the world and am not anyone’ (gkimcano cavami lok!,
Bud dhist).

The lerm Mahdtma is primarily a designation of the ‘Creat
Unborn Spirit’ (mahan aja atma, BU. 1v. 4.22; atma mahan, KU.mmw10),
the Supernal Son (MU.vi.11.8), the spiritual-essence (atman) of all
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thal is (RV...115.1) at once the Giver of Life and Death the Ender
(mahatma in KU.1.16): a designation, that is to say, of the
spirant God as distinguished from the despiratec Godhead, which
distinction i3 superseded only in the Supreme Identity of the Person
(purusy), That One (lad ekam). The Spirit as described in Indian
scripture is thus the Light of lights, and the only free agent in all
things; for in this “eternal philosophy” it is not ‘we’ who see, hear,
act and s¢ forth, but the immanent Spirit that sees, hears and acts
nus.

If now the fundamental question is asked in the Upanigads and
Buddhism, ‘By which self” is freedom attainable, the answer is

evidently ‘by the spirituel self’, and not by the individual, psycho-

physical ego. The possibility of a salvation from pain, fear and death
and all that we mean by ‘evil’ is the possibility of transposing our
consciousness of being (valid in itself but not to be confused with
our concept of being So-and-su) [rom the human ego 0 the
immanent Spirit which lends itself to every individuality impar-
tially without ever itself becoming anyone; the possibility, that is to
say, of transferring our consciousness of being from the Jesser to the
greater self; the possibility, of hecaming a ‘Mahatma’, or as St. Paul
would express it, of ‘being in the spirit’. To call a man Mahatma is
then as much as to say ‘Great Spirit’, ‘Sun’, ‘Great Light’; it is more
than to call him a saint, it is to call him a Son of God and a shaft of
the Uncreated Light. It implies, indeed, that the man so called is no
longer in the common sense ‘himself’, no longer ‘all-too-human’,
but being ‘joined to God, is one spirit” (1 Cor. 6:17).

This is not a daim that any man would make [or himself; he
cannot make it as a man, nor ic it one that could be proven. If 2 man
has really here and now ‘becane whal he is” (geworden was er ist], a
blast of the Spirit (for "That arf thou'), ‘free in this lite’ (jz'mn—mukm),
or as Riimi expresses it, 2 dead man walking, une whose spiril hath
a dwelling place on high at this moment’, all this is strictly speaking
a secret between himself and God. The reader may not believe that
the state of perfecton ‘cven as your Father in heaven is perfect’
implied hy the epithet Mahatma can be realised, or may not believe
that it has been realised in the man of whom we can still speak as
Mohandas Gandhi. My only ohject has been ta explain the real
mceaning of the term Mahatma which has been applied to Gandhi
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hy those who regard him as a Messiah, and which has become
inseparably connected with hl.S name. - .

I conclude with the definition of the Mahatma given in the
Buddhist Sutta {Anguttara-Nikaya, 1. 249) cited at the beginning of
the second paragraph of this article. The Mahatmz ‘is of full-grown
body, will and foreknowledge; he is not emptied out, but a Great
Spirit whose behaviour is incalculable”.




ELEVEN

On Hares and Dreams*

‘The Hare hath swallowed up the imminsnt blade”
Rg Veils, x 28.0.

“Whom the great Thog putsies in an unending race’
Aratos, Phanomens— 678

DR, LAYARD, author of The
Stone Men of Malekula, 15 a well-known anthropologist, and has
since become a psycho-analyst. Dr. Tavnard’s new hook fzlls into
two parts: the first an annotated casc history of a patient’s problems,
with special reference to her dream of a hare which she was
required to sacrifice, the victim being at the same time perfectly
willing; and the secand summarising the Egyptian, Classical, Euro-
pear, Indian, Chinese and American mythclogical signilicance of
the archetypal symbolism of the Hare.

The case history will be of particular interest to anyone who, like
the reviewer, is thoroughly distrustful of psycho analysis, Freud
and Jung; T think that Dr. Tayard cwes much Iess than he supposes
to Jung, and much morc than he supposcs to his feith in supra-
personal spiritual forces, His procedure in a cagse in which any false
step would have produced disastrous results is extremely sagacious
throughout: and while his knowledge of archetypal symbols seems
to have come to him primarily from psycho-analytic sources, it is
evident that his successful mnterpretations, inductions and applica-
tions ad hominem are to be accounted for partly by his antluopologi-
cal background, but still more by his profound conviction of the
reality of religious experience. It is surely his belief in spiritual—as
distinct from merely somatic and psychic—faorces that enabled him
to zvoid the pitfalls of a too personal interpratation of the dream
symbols and to stress their impersonal and religicus significance.

Dr. Layard recognises that the sacrifice of the willing Hare is really

* With special reference te The Lady of the Hare; a Study in the Healing Power of
Dreams: by John Layard. Londan, Faber and Feber, 1945, pp. 277 and 22 ilustrations.
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that of the outer man, or gelf of uncontrolled instinct, to the inner
man or ‘Soul of the soul’, the ‘self's immortal Self and Leader” of the
Upanisads. He uses, of course, not these, but the lechnical lerms o_f

sycho-analysis, ‘shadow’, and ‘animus’ or ‘anima’; by which 1
understand the psycho-physical and spiritual ‘selves’ respediively;
it is of the {irst of these that Meister Eckhart says that ‘the soul must
put jtsclf to death”. For the end of se]i'—integrarlc,\_n which the healer
of soula has in view it seems to me better and simpler to adhere to
the traditional psychology (e.g. that of Flato, Philo, the Vedic and
parlier Christian) according lo which, in the words of St Thomas
Aquinas, duo sunt in hormine, a fact that our everyday speech
acknowledges whenever we speak of ‘taking counsel with our-
selves’, or of ‘con-scicnee’, or think of ‘being true to oneselt’ or
aven whan we say to someone who is misbehaving, ‘Be yourself”.
Using these equally Platonic and Indian terms, we say that our
internal conflicts, which are essentially a matter of waiting to act in
one way and knowing that we ought to act in another, remain
unresolved until an agreement has been reached as to which shall
rule, our worste or betler sell. The sacrilice of the hare represents in
these terms an atma-yajiia, or sacrifice of the self to the Self, having
this result, that the man who has made his sacrifice is now ‘at peace
with himsclf’; the very word for “peace’ (§anti) corresponding to the
factthat a victim has been “given its quietus’ (Santa).

The world recoils from such an approach and justifics itsclf on the
ground that ‘desires suppressed breed pestilence’—a truth that
psycho-analysis has rediscovered, In fact, however, there is no
Juestion of a suppression of the outer man, but only of integration,
only of the substitution of autonomy for the subjection to his ruling
pussinng that I'homme moyen sensuel suffers from. When the peace
has been made, friendship and co-operalion replace conflict; and as
the Aitareya Aranyaka, (1. 3. 7) says of the man who has recognised,
and identified himself with (in the Pauline sense, so that T live, yet
wt I but Christ in me’), the Lord of the powers of the soul
(bhiitanam adhiputi, immanent Breath, Spiritus) and as one “unfet-
tered” {visrasa) leaves this world, ‘This sclf lends itself to that Self,
and that Sell to this self; they coalesce (taw anyonyam abhisambha-
vantah). With this aspect (riipa) he is united with (abhisambhavati)
Yonder world, and with that aspect he is united with this world

The two ‘aspects’ correspend, of course, to the two natures or
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aspects (riipa) of Brahma, respectively morphic and amorphic,
mortal and immortal with which he experierices both the real
(yonder world) and the unreal (this world) (Erhadaranyaka Up. 111. 3.
1, Maitri Up. vir. 11. 8)—or, if we call this world real, then both this
reality and the ‘realily ol the realily’, or, again, In Flalonic terms,
both the sensible and the intelligible worlds. The man who has thus
“‘put himself together again’ (Ztmanarn sadhd) and is accordingly
‘synthesised’ (samzhita, in samadhi) is at the same time unloosed or
untied (visrasd), an expression used with reference both to hig
‘dealty’ (as in Brhadaranyaka Up. 1. 7. 2, Katha Up. v. 14, compare Ry
Veda, virr. 48. 5 and Plato, Timaeus, 81D, E) and (notably in the
Aitareya Aranyeke context) to the ‘undoing of dl the kuots of the
heart’ (Katha Up. vI. 15) or ot the 'fetters of death’ with which the
powers of soul are infected at birth and from which the Sacrifice is a
means of liberation (Japnintya Upanisad Brdhmane, v. 9 and 10);
expressed in the terms of psvcho-analysis, the man thus liberated
and regenerated is now ‘uninhabited’; applicable to him are the
words of St. Augustine, ‘Love God, and do what you will’, and
Danle’s ‘Now lake thine own will for thy guide. . . above thyself I
crown and mitre thee'.

The language of the Aranyake passage is pregnent, and can also be
interpreted in terms of death and rebirth, as in John, 35: 3, tor 'in sc
far as a man has not sacrificed, he is still unbom’ (fziminiyu Up.
Brahmana, i1, 14. 8). In this connection it should not be overlooked
that in the exegesis of the Vedic sacrifice it is emphasized that the
willing victim represents the sacrificer himself, and that the sacri-
ficial Fire "knows that he has come to give himself up to me’; and
furthermore, that the true Sacrifice is enacted within you, day by
day. The language of the Aranyaka can also be interpreted in terms
of the ‘sacred marrage’ of heaven and earth, sacerdotum and
regnum. Dr. Layard is quite aware of these implications (p. 69); but
I mention them here because the traditional concepl avoids the
confusing distinction of amimus from awima; animus in psycho-
analysis representing the higher principle as envisaged by women,
and enima the higher principle as envisaged by men. The Central
Breath or principle of Life (‘Spiritus est qui vivificat, coro non prodest’)
is ‘ncither male nor female or neuter’, but in terms of the ‘sacred
marriage” it is always, and equally for women and for men, the
‘Bridegroom’; for alike in Christian and Indian thought, “all creation
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is feminine to Gud’. It is in this connection, indeed, that we have to
understand the doctrine of ‘rebirth as z man’ as a condition of
salvation: this does not mean at all that ‘men’ are salvable and
~women’ are lost, but has to do with the respectively virile or noetic
and feminine or sensitive nalures (hal coexisl in every man and
woman, as (hey did in Adam; it is just as possible for the woman to
play the manly part as it is Fcn‘ a man 0 be ‘womanish’ for examp[e_a,
modern ‘aeslhetics’, to which so many ‘men’ have devoted their
energics, is essentially and as the word itself implies 2 sentimental
science, contrasting in this respect with the older and more virile
lheories which correlated art with cognition rather than with mere
feeling. The Man in “this man’ so-and-so is jusl as much the Man in
‘this woman’ s0-and 50; and it is of this ‘Common Man’, Heraclei-
tus’ ‘Common Rezsan’ and Philu’s “Man in the image of God’ thal
the outer self of any man or woman is only a reflection or shadow
and, strictly speaking, only the temporary mortal vehicle. Anima in
any case is a poor word for the higher principle, since this is really
the name of the carnal or animal ‘soul” (riefes, bhitTtman), while the
immanen! Daimon (Yaksa) who is the Guide ar Duke (hegeman, neir)
of the soul is tha ‘Spirit’ (ruah, varamatman). Symbols (riipa, silpa) are
properly speaking ‘supports of contemplation’ (dhiyalamba); and
their use (prayojana) in the case of those ter whom they ave symbols
and not merely “art forms’ is ‘to upen the dours of the spiritual world
and to enable the Spirit to pervade both body and soul’ (W. Andre,
Die ionische Saule, Bauform oder Symbel, 1633, p. 67)—although, as
Andre also says, ‘they have been more and more emptied of their
content on their way down to us”.

The sccond part of the book is an extensive, although not
exhaustive, exposition of the meaning of the Hare in the world’s
mythologics. I am surprised and delighted to find it boldly stated in
an ‘Introductory’ (p. 105) that ‘it is a truism that no symbol has ever
feen invented; that is to say that no one has ever successfully
; :Fho ught out” a symbol and used it to exprese a truth. Such artificial
efforts are doomed 1o failure, and never succeed in drawing to
f}}emselves the power of real symbols, since they are no more than
similes based on a 1uental process that never touches the depths of
human personality. Such are the “didactic” similes we know so well
and react against so wi sely. True symbuals, on the other hand, are
those that leap to mind without conscious effort’. In other words,
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they are ‘given’ or ‘revealed’, and neither ‘conventional nor, indeed,
unconventional. The traditional symbols are, in fact, the technical
terms of the Philosophia Perennis, and they form the vocabulary
and idiom of a commeoen universe of discourse; one from which, [text
missing in original] and so from all real understanding of myths,
whoever is no longer able to use these ‘figurcs of thought’ or, like
the modern “symbolists’, only resorts to analogies hased on private
associalions of ideas, is automatically excluded. Dr. Layard’s pos-
ition is like that of the Assyriologist Walter Andra, ‘He who find it
marvellous that the shapes of symbols not orly persist for millennia,
but even, as will vet be seen, come to life again after an interruption
lasting for thousands of years, should say to himself that the power
that proceeds from the spiritual world and that forms one part ot the
symbol, is eterna’ . . . It is the spiritual power that here knows and
wills, and reveals itself when its time comes’ (Die ionische Sduic,
Bauform oder Symboi, 1933, p. 66.

Had Dr. Layard known Karl von Spiess’ important work on Die
Hasenjagd’ published in Marksteine der Volkskuni, i.e. the Jahrbuch
firr historische Volkskunde, v, vi Bd. 1937, pp.243—207, he might have
penetrated even more deeply than he has the significance of the
Hare. More especially in connection with the contraries, or pairs ol
opposites, which hc discusscs on pages 46 to 69 and alludes to
elsewhere. For the symbaolism of the Hare is very dosely connecled
with that of Symplegadces, an archetypal motive of world-wide
distribution and notably American, Celtic and Indian as well as
Greek. It has long been recognised that the Symplegades, or
‘Clashing Rocks’, are the jambs of the Janua Coeli, the Sundoor and
Woild-door of the Chandogya (vim. 6, 5, 6) and Maitri (v1. 30)
Upanisads, where these Gates are an entrance for the wise but a
bacrier o the [oolish. In the words of Kar] von Spiess, ‘Beyond the
Clapping Rocks, in the Other-world, is the Wonder of Beauty, the
Plant and the Water uf Life, and in those of Whilman, ‘All waits
undreamed of in that region, that inaccessible Land’ a Land from
which there is ‘no return’ by any necessity or uperation of mediate
causes (ananké, karma) but only as ‘Movers-at-will’ (kamacarin).

The jambs of the door, which are also the self-operating, auto-
matic Jaws of Death, are the pairs of thc opposites, or contraries
(enantia, dvandvan) to which our likes attract us or from which our
dislikes repel us and from the tyranny of which the pilgrim seeks t0
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escape (dvandvair viruktal sukhaduhikheir-saijfiai gacchanli padom
auyayu, Dhagavad Gita, xv. 5}. 1t 1s of these contraries, 2g Nicolas of
Cusa says, that the wall of Paradise is built; whoever would enter
must pass by the doorway of the highest spirit of reason (‘I am the
door of the sheep; by me .. 7], that is f0 say berween the Clashing
Rocks, for in the words of an Upanisad, ‘there is no side-door here
in lhe world’. This is also why so many rites are performed at dawn
or dusk ‘when it is neither night ror day’, and with means that are
non-deseript, for example ‘neither wet nor dry”. It is, in fact, from
this point of view alone that it can be understood why the Indian
word for theosis, deification (brahma-bhuti, literally "becoming
Brahma’; in Buddhism, synonymous with the attainment of Buddha-
hood, the slate of the ‘Wide-awake’) is also a denotation of twilight
(sedhi, literally “synthesis’, or state of being ‘in samddhi’). The
danger of being crushed by the contraries, again is the reason of
carrying the bride across the threshold of the new home, the
Bridegroom corresponding lo the Psychopomp who carries the soul
across the threshold of the other world where both are to ‘live
happily ever after’. The way is ‘strait’ indeed just because the
contrarics ‘clash’, meking immediate and incessant contact. For
example if we consider the contraries past and future, the way lies
cvidently through the eternal now without duration, a moment of
which empirical experience is impossible and that gives us no #me
in which to get by; or using spatial symbals, the way lies through
the undimensioned point that separates every here from there, and
that leaves us ne room through which to pass; or if the terms are
ethical, then the way is one that demands a spontaneity and
innocence transcending Lhe ‘knowledge of good and evil’ and that
cannaot be defined in the terms of the values of virtue and vice that
apply to-all human behaviour. Thus he alone is yuelified to pass
throngh the midst of the Sun who is virtually already past: logically
and humanly speaking the way is an impasse; and it is no wonder
that all traditions speak of a Way-god, Door god and Psychopomp
who leads the way and opens the daor for those who ate willing to
follow.

In all the stories of that the folklorists term the ‘Active Door,
whether Eskimo, Celtic or Greek, we find that a pazt, the hinder part,
Or appendage, of the person or vehicle, ship or horse in which the
loumey is made, is cut off and left behind. Thus, in the case of the
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Irish heroes, the portcullis of the Otherworld Castle falls so swi ftly
that it cuts the clothing and spurs from the rider’s back and feet and
halves his horse, of which the hinder part is 10s7; and since the way
in is to whal is both Immortal and Unknown, it is clear that what is
cut off is the entrant’s mortal part, the known self or personality that
never was, because it was for ever changing and had never known a
now or escaped from the logical net of the polar alternatives.

Dr. Layard rightly emphasises that the Hare is a sacrificial animal
and typically meets a fiery death, of which he cites the Bodhisattva's
leap into the fire as a pertinent example; and, in fact, the passage of
the Sundoor is, like the ritual Sacrificer’s symbolic self-immolation,
an ordeal by fire in some sense “all resurrection is from ashes”. If, as
it seems, there is some slight foundation in actual fact for the fiery
sclf immolation of Hares (pp.105-6), this is only another illustration
of what Philo calls the ‘laws of analogy’, the exegelical principle lhal
anagogic meanings arc contained in, ana not ‘read into’ the literal
gense.

The Hare is one of thc many typces of the Crail winner or Hero of
the Life-quest, and its proper association with Soma and the Food of
Immortality is admirably illustrated in the Tang mimor of Dr.
Layard's Fig. 6, ‘showing the Hare pounding the Herh of Immor-
tality in the Moon’. The Dog, on the other hand, is one of the many
types of the Defender of the Tree or Plant of Life. The drama is
enacted every day when (he farmer’s dog chases the hare that has
comc through a gep in the fence to steal his cabbages or lettuces, just
7s it is in other terms when the farmer himself with his bow and
arrow ot gun protects his orchard against predatory birds; it is only,
indeed by means of such homely parables as these that spiritual
truths can be expressed. All expression is really figurative; except tor
the zesthetic, the figures are figures of thought and by no means
meaningless tropes, and the same holds good for such dreams and
visions as are significant; to ignore the content and consider only
the aesthetic surfaces of any of these pictures is to ‘add to the sum of
our mortality’. ‘The figures are Janus-faced, and whoaver looks at
only one of their (aces, overlooking that in the symbol there subsists
a ‘polar balance of physical and metaphysical’ is living a one-sided
life, not altogether humen but by ‘bread alone’, ‘the husks that the
swine did eat’. ‘The senses referred to above undeirlie also the
‘decorative’, thal is (o say ‘appropriate’ motive of the hunted Harc in
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art,’ and even the sti’l surviving sport of Hare and Hounds and the
Paner-chase, although here, just as in the case of other traditional
omaments and sports the sense has been forgotten and only the
amusement or exercise remains; which is a part of what some
philosophers intend when they speak of the modern world as one of
‘impoverished reality”. Like all other symbols, the sense of the Hare
depends in part on the context: but in the sense that the Hare, like
Christ and like the soul that ‘puts itself to death’ is at once a willing
Sacrifice and the winner of the Quest of Life, the meaning of the
symbolism can hardly be better stated than in the words of Karl von
Spiess: ‘This is the situation, viz. that the Hare has run into another
world to fetch something—the Plant of Immortality. Thereupon the
guardian Dog, pursuing the Ilare, is hard upon it. But just where
both worlds meet, and where the Dog’s domain ends, it 1c only able
to hite uff the Hare’s lail, so thal the Hare relurns Lo ils own world
docked. In this case the Dog’s jaws are the “Clapping Rocks”. This
story of the Hare is usually tald in the form of an atiological myth
explaining the reason of its stumpy tail”

Many other fascinating problems are either touched upon, or in
scme cases neglected, by the author. Here I shall only refer vexy
briefly to two of these. The story of the Hare (p. 161) taken from
African (Banyanja) sowces is a particularly interesting version of lhe
‘rope-trick’ which, as elsewhere, can only be understood in terms of
the widely-distributed ‘thread-spiril’ (silraiman)” doclrine, accord-
ing to which all things under the Sun are and remain conneccted
with him as their source, or otherwise would be scattered and lost
like the beads of a necklace when the string is broken; it is by way of
this Juminous pneumatic thread or golden chain that as if by a
ladder that the spirit rcturns to its proper home when the burden of
material attachments has been discarded. In the African story the
Man plays the part of the Dog; the cpposition is ol reason (o
Intuition. Comparison may be made with the Irish version of the
Rope-trick as porformed by Manannan mac Lix, the masler magician
al:ld trickster who in Caltic mythology corresponds to Indra who by
his jugglery (indrajiia) as it were ‘pulls this world out of his hat'.

lannannan in the story of the Gilla Decair or O'Donnel’s Kern?
casts up his thread, which allaches itself tu a cloud in the aitr, and
PrDC%uced @ Hare and a Hound from his bag of tricks; the Harc runs
P the thread and the Hound pursues it; when (he magician pulls
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down the thread again, the Hound is picking the hare’s bones. From
Dr. Layard's point of view this would represent the destruction cf
infuition by logic, as in the case of the slaughter of the Hare's
mother by the man in the African version.

In another Irish story* that would have interested Dr. T ayard, one
(rCronagan sterts a Hare and slips a pair of his hounds after it; the
Hare doubles, and when the hounds are close upon it it jumps into
. O Cronagan’s lap with a ay of “Sanctuary!’, at the same time
turning into a beautiful young woman; she takes him home with
her into a sidh which is as mnuch as to say that she is really a fairy.
Thercafter she returns with (’Cronagan to the world and lives with
him as his wife, and he prospers greatly; his former and human wife
has disappeared. Dr. Layard is undoubtedly right in regarding the
Hare as an essentially feminine principle, and perhaps the surviving
emblem of 2 Goddess {Fig. 14) of Dawn and Fertility or Love, alike
in the literal and the spiritual senses of the forms; and the Dog as
essentially masculine (pp. 176, 186, 197). This is supported not only
by the transformations of women (amongst others, witches, who
may have been originally priestesses and healers whose rites
degenerated only when they fell from grace in the same way that the
Gads of an older religion become the Devils of ane that supersedes
it) into Hares,® but even more by the fact that it is the Hare that
fetches or prepares the Water of Life. To prepare and offer the Elixir
by which the Gad or Hero is enthused is always a femininc
function; as in Rg Veds, v, 91 where Apéla prepares Soma for
Indra by chewing {as Kava is prepared by women in the South Sea
Islands) and is to be equated with ‘Faith, the daughter (and bride) of
the Sun’ tu whose power is attributed in the Satapatha Bralumand
{(x1r. 7. 3. 11) the transubstantiation of the ritual substitutes for the
true Elixir that none on Earth partakes of. That the hare is ‘a symbol
of the Repentant Sinncr’ (p. 205) is significant in the same connec-
tion; for the self or soul is always feminine and, as T have shown ina
paper on sclf sacrifice® her sensitive powers can be equated with the
Soma-shoars from which the true Elixir is strained in arder that it
may be daily offered up on the fire-altar of the heart. Nor will it be
overlogked that Wisdom, Hochma, Sophia, Mayd, Natura naturans,
the Mother of God and of all living is a “‘woman’; and the mystcrious
problem of ‘Easter Eggs” may be related to that of Leda and her im-
pregnation by Zeus in the form of a swan. All these considcrations go
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far to explain al the same time the I1are’s elusive and truly feminine
ambiguity: the soul may be our most dangerous enemy or dearest
friend: ‘he that would save it, let him lose iU, thatl is sacrilice it.

I have only one specific criticism to offer. Dr. Layard rightly
connects German Husen and English ‘hare’ with Sanskyit Susa,
literally the leaper’. But he also tries to connect Greek lagos with
Sanckrit lafigh, to ‘leap’ (and so with laghu, ‘light’). This seems tc be
impossible; because for any cognate of lafigh one would expect in
Greck the presence of chi rather than gamma. The proper connection
of Ingos is with vlag. ‘adhere’, ‘ding’, ‘clasp’, the implication being
erotic.

The material available, of which Dr. Layard has cullected so much,
is inexhaustible. But perhaps 1 have said enough to show that, as
Professor Mircez Fliade has so well said ‘the memory of the people
preserves above all those symbols which refer to “theorics”, even
when these theories are no longer understond’, and to show that
lhese symbols, which the psycho-analyst is rediscovering, can be
not only understood but made effective use of in that work of the
healing of souls (o which Lhe raditional philosophies have always
been directed.

ADDENDUM

Since the above was written, | have collected the following
tmaterial:

lhe connections of the Hare with the Moon and the Dog are
notably stated in the Satapatha Brihmana, x1. 1.5.1, 2. “The Moon is
that celestial Dog; he cverlooks (with an evil eye) the sacrificer’s
cattle, and that is to their hurt, unless an expiation {proyasciita) be
made. That is why men fear the moon’s down-shining, and slip
away into the shade. 5o they call that fever (upatavat, caused by the
moonstroke) a “being bilien by the Dug” (svizlucitam), and this [here
probably deictically, making an appropriate gesture], the “Harc in
the Moon”—aller which the Moon is éaéanka, “Hzre-marked”. The
Moon is verily Soma the (ambrosial food of the Gods.’ Another
reference to (he ‘Hare in the Moon’ accurs in the Jaimingya Brah-
una.’7 Here the Hare is 5434 inasmuch as it ‘instructs’— sasti—all
fh1s world; and Yama, Death, is [the Man] ‘in the Moon’ who
tesiraing’ —yamati—all things, and he is called the ‘Eater’— atsyan,
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more literally, ‘he who intends to cat’, ne doubt with reference to
the Hare as his prospective food: only when he has been ‘paci-
fied’ —éamayitva—Dby sacrificiel-offerings does it [the Hare] ‘win
the life-sap (firjam, “urge’ or activating energy) of the worlds’; and
the Comprehensor of this doctrine who offers the Angihotra—sac-
rifice, ritually of a victim and subjectively of self to Fire—rises unto
companionship in their world with the Gods and Yama.

A story of Hares and the Moon is related in the Paricatanfra. A
herd of elephants resorts to the cool waters of the Moonlake, but in
their coming and going cause the death of many hares living on its
shores. The Hare-king Stone-face acrepts the praposal of the Hare

“Victory’. The latter, pretending to be the ambassador of My Lord

the Moon, persuades the Elephant-king tha: he has annoyed the
Moon, after which the elephants withdraw and leave the lake in
peace. In the same collection there occurs the story of the Hare and
the Lion; the latter has been deslroying all the animals recklessly;
until an agreement is made that he shall be given one creature daily
for his food, chosen by lot. When the time comes for a Hare to be
given, the latter devises a stratagem. The Hare axrives late and
explaing that he has been delayed hy another Tion. The Lion-king is
infuriated, and proposes to destroy his rival. The Hare conducts him
to a well of clear water, at the bottom of which the Lion-king sees
his own reflection, and supposes that this is his rival; he leaps at the
reflection, and 1s drowned. Thus the Hzre saves both himself and all
(he other forest-dwelling creatures.”

These two stories are again related, and interpreted, by Jalalu'd-
Din Rami in the Muthnuwt. In the first case RGm takes the Elephant
10 be the type of the timid soul, and the Hare as a deceiver who
prevents the soul from obtaining the Water of Life; even so, il is
noteworthy that there is still preserved the close connection of the
Hare with the Moon and with the Water of T.ife. In the second case
the Hare is the type of the rational scul proceeding with delibera-
tion and foresight, and tricmphing over death, represented by the
Lion es the type of the carnal soul. In annotation, Nicholson quotes
Dramiri, who says that the Hare “sleeps with its eyes open’.? _

In Jateka, Tv. 84 a king has two sons, and is distracted by griet
when one dies. To cure him of this excessive grief the other son
feigns madress, and goes about the city demanding a harc. He
refuses all those that are offered to him, saying ‘I crave no hare of
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earthly kiud, bul only the Hare in the Moon’. This is an expression
for the impossible, or unattainable, like our modermn “crying for the
moon”. To avoid the incidence of death is equally impossible; and as
usual, the bereaved king is consoled by his consequent realisation
of the universality and inevitakility of such losses as have befallen

him.
In the Dharmapada, 342 we have the simile of the Hare caught in

a frap:

Men foregonc by fear and longing wriggle this way and thatlike a

hare ensnared;

Held by the bonds of their attachments, again and again thcy

undergo Iong miseries.

The moral is obvious; avoid the snare.

A design of three rabbits having in all only three ears (so that each
of the two ears of any one forms one of the ears of another]
represents the Christian Trinity."”

The connection of the Hare, as a Promethean symbol, with
fire—discussed by Dr. Layard, p.ig3—makes her a dangerous
animal, and this is well illustrated by the Athares Veda, v. 17.4: 'the
misfortune thal [alls upon the village, of which they say “It 15 a
comet” [literally, star with streaming hair] as such, the Brahman's
wile burns up the kingdom wherein the Hare hath come forth
together with meteors.” 1 do not know why Whitney quenes 344
here—probably because of his notable ignorance of the traditional
symbolism; but he says rightly that ‘such apparent portents are
really the woman, that has been misused”. That the “woman’ in this
case is the Sacerdotal 'Word" (vac, vox) usurped by the Regnum
tnakes no difference in principle. In another AV. passage, 1v. 3.6, we
find the expression ‘Down with the sasaya!” and this, in a context of
spells directed against tigers and other wild animals, may mean
“chascr of hares’, perhaps a wild dog.

There are some illustrations of the Hare or Kabbit escaping ifrom
the jaws of a monsler, Chinese and Mexican, in G. Hentze's
Sukralbronzen und ihre Bedentung ind en fr hchinesischen Kulturen,
Antwerp 1941, Talelbend 1. Abb. 134 and u Abb. 51 and 53,
Texthand pp.73, 159. Hentze equates the Hare with the young Moon
liself; i.e. with the Soma thal il carries off. Where the Hare is not
Inerely in, but identified with the Moon, the dragon would be Rahu.

R e —
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In South America, the enemy of the Moon is frequently not a
snake but a Jaguar. Thus in A. Metraux, Myths of the Toba and Pilaga
Indians of the Gran Chaco (American Tolklore Society, Philadelphia,
1946, p-19), the Jaguar is the spirit of death and foe of the moon, (and
p.109), the Jaguar is lhe original owner of Fire, and the Rabbit
successfully steals it.

NQOTES

2. Compare E Pottier, /[ ’Histoire d'une bete’, Kew. 4¢ "art anicine ef moderne xxvir,
1920, PP- 416430

». For a short account of this dockrine see my ‘leonography of Diirer’'s “Knoten”, and
Ieonardo’s “Concatenation”, in the Ar Quarierly viL, 1044. In Fig. 10 the three hares
represent the Christian Trinity.

3. In Standish Hayes O'Grady, S$ifva Gudelice u. Londen, 1842, p. yz1. In another
version published in [. P. Cavipbell’s Povular Tales of the West Ilighlands, Taisley and
London 18y4g, 1, pp. 3ui—4¢ ihe tope’ is a ladder szl wp against the Moor; the magician
culs of the Hound’s head, but restores it at the Earl’s request, and this i3 & lessor toit,
wever o louch a Ilare again. In both versions there are also a Boy and a Gizl who are
appatently doubtleis of the Hound and Harc.

In the Indian versiors (J@take, 1v, 324) the magician himself climbs the rope and is
shain, but restored to life by his companions, who sprinkle him with the Water of Life,
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c. Transformations of men are more often into (wer-) wolves, 2 sor: of dog.

6. "Atmayajfia: Self-sacridce’. Harvard Journal of Asiakic Sfudies 6. 1047, pp 358305
[Bpr. P2, pp. 1a7-147.]

= Caland, W, 1 las Juminiya-Brahmana in Auswah!, Amsterdam Johannes Miller,
191¢; pp. 13 and 14.

8. Fr. Edzerton, The Panchatanira Reconstrucied 2, AOS. 3, 1924, pp. 365 £. and 296 £

9. Mathnawt. 1. 27368 . and 1. ¢uy £, with 1374, 1375 and Nichol=on's nules.

1c. B. P. Evans, Aniral Symbclism in Ecclesiasiival Arclafecture, New York 1896, p.
s2u: ol nwle 2, above.

TWELVE

The Pilgrim’s Way

TI—IE five verses franslated and
commented on below occur in the Aifareya Brahmana, viL 15, and
are found also in the Safkhdyana Srduta Sittra. Rohita, onr Rufus’,
has just returned to his village on hearing; that his fathcr Aiksvaku
has been stricken with dropsy by Varuna, because of the long delay
in the (ulfilment of the father’s promise to sacrifice him (Rufus) to
himself (Varuna, whom it is not difficult to equate with Mrtyu,
Death). The verses are addressed to Rulus in his capacily as a
stay-at-home and householder; he is exhorted to travel in the
‘forest’, in search of a better fortune; in other words, to abandon the
houschold life and become a homecless wanderer. The ‘greater
fortune” (ndnd has here almost exactly its etymological force of ‘Mo
naught’, and hence ‘no small’, but rather ‘great’) immcdiatcly
intended for Rufus is to aveoid death as a sacrifice to Varuna, to
whom he had been dedicated at birth. Beneath the apparently
episadal features of the story of Rufus and Sunahsepa, the substitute
found in the sixth year ol his wandering, (here lies the uriversal
motif of a going forth (agarad abhiniskraniah. . . . parivrajel, Manu, VL.
41) in search of a way ol escape [rom lhe death (¢ which we are all
appointed at birth, and which is by naturc always a sacrifice to
Varuna, whomn it is not difficult to identify here and elsewhere with
Mrtyu, Death, the master of all that is under the Sun. The infection
of death, as the story itself makes plain in connection with the
release of the substitutc, Sunahsepa, can only be escaped by a resort
to Agni (s0 often described in the Vedas as the ‘Pathfinder’ par
excellence) and by the performance of the offices which he enjoins, of
which the most important in the present case is a celebration of
Indra, the “traveller's comrade’ of our text.
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The conslant refrain, Just keep on going, jusl keep on guing’
{cara-gva), the connection of the summons with Indra, and the
‘golar” phraseology employed throughout, give us a key to the
technicalitics of the wording. We must bear in mind that it is
precisely inasmich as they are nomads and travellers, and not
merely stay-at-home ploughmen (krstayah), that they are regularly
spoken of in the Vedic texts as carsanayah. Carsawi, as pointed out by
Macdonell, Vedic Grammar, 122, is an agent noun from car, lo ‘g0’ or
‘move’, cf. Grassmann, Worterbuch zum Kig-veda, ‘ursprunglich
“wandernd” (von car). Monier-Williams’ derivation from krs is not
impossible, but semantically implausible, as can be very clearly seen
in connection with RV. 7. 46. 4 pitd kutasya carsanifi, “the moving, or
active, or vigilant housefather’, with reference either to Agni as
housefather helow or mare likely in this context with reference to
the Sun as housefather above. Grassmann renders our word in this
context by ‘empsige” (active), and Criffiths by ‘vigilant’. Nirukia, v.
zq4, followed by Sayana, paraphiases kufasya carsapih by krlasyo
kormanas cayitidityah, rendered by Sarup ‘who ebserves the deed,
the action, L.e. the sun’.”

The 5Sun is, indeed, the ‘overseer of karma’, or in other words,
Providence (prajiang); but if vision and motion coincide in divinis, it
nevertheless remains that the word carsani denotes a motion; that
we understand that the motion zlso implies a vision, does not justify
us in a free translation of the word that means motion by another
word that means vision.

It is, of course, by his one foot, or feet, that the Sun, or Death, is
present in the heart, and when these are withdrawn, the creature is
‘cut off', or dies (SB. x. 5. 2. 13). It is, in other words, by a thuead
(sutratman), AV. x. 8, 38; SB. viIL 7. 3. 10. etc.) that the Sun, which is
the spirilual-essence (@fmun) of all things (RV. 1. 115, 1; JUB. 11, 23,
etc.) is connected with (samyukta, BC. xur 25, of. Svet. Lip. v. 10)
bom beings, as the Knower of the Field with the Field. It is in this
way that the Spirit, birthless and unchanging (BG. 1. 26, ote.) i8
thought of as Body-dweller (déhin, sarfrin), and as ever-born and
cver-dying (nityarit-jatam uityam . . . mrtan, BG. 11 26), thus that the
Spirit ‘proceedeth from within, as multifariously horn’ (snfad carati
bahudha jayamanah, Mund Up. 1. 2.6).2 It is this incessant and
unwearying peregrination of the Spirit (the Divine pracession) that
Rufus is reminded in the fourth verse of our text; when the end of
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the road (adhvanan param, Katiia Up. m. g) has been reached, and
Fortune found, when Rufus” eye and the Sun’s eye, who is himself
the ‘Rufus’ of AV. xim. 1, zre one and the same Eve (suryari caksur
gacchati, RV. X. 16.3: dass selve cuge, dd inne mic got siht; meine auge
und gottes auge dass ist ein uuge und ein gesicht? Eckhart, Pleiffer,
xcvi) when the Wayfarer (carsani) has become an awakened Com-
prehersor (viduvan; yo asakad boddhum, Katha Up. V1. 4). ‘then is he fit
for embodiment within the emanated worlds' (taiah sarg@su lokésu
sarivatvdya kolpate, Katita Up. v1. 4),* a Traveller indeed (cargant as in
RV. 1. 46.4), fused bul not confused (biizdibhéda) with the being of
the Peregrine Falcon (iyena) and Eagle (suparnia) whose Eye extends
to the vision of all things simultaneously.

It is a veritable ‘pilerim’s progress’ that Indra urges upon the
stay-at-home Rufus’. And bearing in mind that earthly pilgrimages
are mimetic visitations of analogous ‘centres” (“All roads lead to
Rome’, or similerly, to Jerusalem, or to Benares or whatever site it
may be that represents for us the ‘navel of the earth’), it can well be
imagined that our verses became a song of the road, and were sung
as such by eardy Indian pilgrims, just as in Lurope, on their way to
Compostella, men sang their Congaudeant Catholici, In intention, at
least, our verses have something in common with the modern
‘Onward Christian Soldiers”. There cannot be any doubt that Indian
pilgrims had their marching songs; we have heard, indeed, bands of
pilgrims singing on their way to the summit of Adam’s Fezk on
Ceylon, and Badrinath in the Himélayas, at the present day. We
scem to hear our verses chanted by the leader of a band, and the
loud response of the chorus, Cariliva, caritiva, ‘Keep on going, keep
on going’. ITowever this may have been, it is unquestionable that
our verses are a stirring call to Everyman toc take up his bed and
walk, and to keep on going until the ‘end of the road’ (adhvanai
pavam, Katha Up. 1. g) is reached. Qur somewhat humorous
thought, ‘Il's a great life if you don’t weaker', is here applied to the
pursuit of man’s last end; by which end we mean all that is implied
by an escape from the clutches of Death, the infection of whose
power extends over all things under the Sun, but not beyond the
golden gates, the solar portals of the world (sdurart dvaram, I6kadna-
vam, Maitri Up. vi. 30 and Chandogya Up. viiL. 6.5, cte.).

[t is plainly stated in the prose text by which the verses of AB. viI.
15 are divided from one another, that Rufus in fact accepted Indre’s
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advice, and that he wandered in the ‘forest” for a period of six years;
he becamc in fact what is elsewhere called a parivvdijaka, or
‘perambulating’ poor man, and, as suggested by (he word sramend, a
Sramana or "toiler’; the whole context very clearly implies the life, not
of a vanaprastha, or forest dwelling anchorite, occupying & hul, but
that of @ wandering saniydsin, or ‘poor man’, of whom it can
generally be assumed that he has received the last initiations and
that his funeral rites have been performed, sc that he has become
what Rami (Matinaw, v1. 723f) calls a ‘dead man walking’, one who
has “died before death’, or as KU. v1. 4 expresses it, ‘has been able to
wake up before the dissolution of the body” (asakad boddhur prik
sanrasya vistansah),® we need herdly add that in India il has been
{aken for granted that thus to havc died to all proprium, all sense of °
and mine’, is virfually synonymous with a liberation from mortality
and from all othe- “ills”. We may add that the state of the homeless
wanderers is analogous to that of the ‘Red Bird that hath no nest’
(RV. x. 55.6), and (o that of the Son of Man having no “where tc lay
his head’, for as the Pascoviiéa Brahmana, X1, 15.1, explains, ““Nest”
is cattle, nest is children, nest is “home”’, the assimilation is the
more significant inasmuch as the name Rufus’ is one of the names
of the Sun, and that our Rufus is of solar lineage; that the solar Indra
should have been his guru is pcrfectly in order. laking all these
things into consideration in connection with the designalion of
Indra as the traveller's ‘Comradc’, it is impossible not to be
reminded of the institution of Compagnonage which flourished in
Europe during the Middle Ages, and even very much later, and for
which an immemorial antiquity can be claimed. We cannot pursue
these indications [arlther here, but refer the reader to the special
number of Le Voile dTsis dealing with ‘Le Compagnonage” which
appeared in April 1932. We shall only cite in connection with the
pilgrim’s staff the remark that ‘On a donc 13 un équivalent exact di
caducde hermétique at du brehma-danda ou béton brahmaniquc’
(ivid, p.151), adding that the "Three-strider’s (Visnu's) statf” has been
recognized as an aspect of the Axis of the Universe” {(Sky. skambha,
aksa, Gk. Stauros). There is, then, a metaphysics of travelling, just as
we shall presently abserve that there is a metaphysics of games. It
need hardly be pointed out, after this, that with the decline of
pilgrimage, the art of travelling has also been lost.

We print below a text and translation accompanied by comments.
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‘[he text is that of the Bibliotheca Indica edition of the Adtaréya
Brahmana, vol. Iv, p. 72, 1906, except that in the case of the two
words marked by an asterisk we have adopted the readings of the
Sankhdyana Srduta Siitra, and that in the case of the first word of the
toxt we understand, rather than ndna srdntdyo, ndndsrantayu. ie.
néni and zsranidya connected by sandhi. We have, then:

Nanisranlaya érir-astiti rohita susruma:
Fapo nrsadvard jana, indra ic-caratah sakha:
Caraive, caraiva.

Puspinyd caratd janghau, bhusnur-atma phalagrahih:
Saré'sya sarve papmanah, sSramena prapathé hatas:
Caraive, caraiva.

Asté bhaga asinasyorddhvas-tisthati tisthatah:
Sete nipadyamanasya, cara:i caratd bhagas:
Caraiva, caravia.

Kalih dayano bhavati, sefijihanas-tu dvaparah:
Uttisthas-treta bhavati, krtarh sampadyate carans:
Caraiva, caraiva.

Caran-vai madhu vindati, carant-svadum udumbaram:
Stryasya padya $remndnaiy, ¥0 na landrayate carans:
Caraiva, caraiva.

"Manifold fortunc is his who wearieth not’,
Thus have we heard,® O Rufus:
T'i3 an evil race that sitteth down,?
Indra companions the traveller™
Keep on going, keep on going!

Forth-springing are the traveller’s shanks,*
His person thriveth™ and beareth fruit:
All of his ills supine,*?
Slain by the toil of his progress—
Keep on going, keep on going!

His weal who sitteth up, up-sitteth too,*
But his who standeth, standeth up:
His weal who falleth down, lies down,
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Bul his who goeth is itself agoing?®
Keep on going, keep on going!

Kali his lot who lieth down,
Dvapara his who would fain cast off,
Treta his who standeth up:
Krla he reacheth who maoveth—
Keep on going, keep on going|!

T’is the traveller that findeth the honey,
The traveller the tasty fig:™
Consider the fortune of the Sun,
Who never tireth of Lravelling!
Keep on going, keep on going!

Two major aspects of our text remain to be discussed with special
reference to the third and fourth verses. Fach of these verses speaks
of four conditions, though not in quite the same order. The four
states are those of sitting down or recumbence, sitting up or being
fain to cast off, standing up, and procedure. In the fourth verse
observe the sequence sayanah, sarjinanal, uttistha, and sampadyate;
and compare RV.x.53.8 where the long-soughl Agni has appeared
and having been called upon to ‘guard the pathways by contemp-
lation wrought’ and lo ‘begel’, i.e. as Grillilbs, [ollowing Sayana’s
janaya — utpadays, justly renders, ‘bring forth’ the Heavenly Race,
addresces the mumuksanah as follows: ‘Here flows the River of the
Rock: lay hold, stand up (ut tisthaia), cross over (pratarata), O my
comrades (sakhayah), there let us leave hehind the ineffectual
(adévih) and cress unto the fiendly (Sivdn) coursers (vdfdn).”” Here
there are also four conditions, those of an original recumbence
(ophidian sloth) implied by the injunction to stand up, a readiness
to abandon those who are to be left behind, a standing up, and a
setting out (on the ‘ways by contemplation wrought’) towards a
farther shore that has already been reached by those who are
referred to as ‘friendly”.*® In the same way in RV, x. 124.3-4, Agni
(whom we know to have possessed a titanic, autochthonic and
vphidian nature ante principium) abandons (juhiami) the fallen Agni,
Scma and Varuna, bids ‘farewell’ to the Titan Father, ‘chooses
Indra’, and "proceeds’ (émi) from the non-sacrificial to the sacrificial
part. Similarly sthasnu carvisyit, in connection with the divine proces-
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gion, where lhe Spirit, having long dwelt in the darkness, and in
idleness (na ca svart kurut karma) would now ‘stand up and move’,
Manu, I. 56. We find, in facl, throughoul the Vedic tradition a
regularly recurring and logical sequence of ideas representec by the
ase of the roots & (‘lie’), ki (‘abandon’) or an equivalenl passive
desiderative form of muc (‘release’), stha (‘stand up’) or equivalent
ion ‘be born” or ‘come into existerce’,”® and car (‘praceed?) or
Jequiva}ent €, gam, prapai, rult or tar: sarihanah in our text being,
accordingly, equivalent to mwmuksuh. On the other hand, the
distinction of lying from standing and of standing from going, as
also that of renunciation from possession, breaks down when the
end of the road has been reached; that end is not an arresfed molion,
but a consummation in which there exists no longer any necessity
for a locomotion: “Seated, he travels afar, and recumbent, goeth
everywhere’ (asmo ddvai vrajati, sayano yati sarvatah, Katha Up. 1.
21).

The pilgrimage is a procedure from potentiality to act, non-being
to being, darkness to light, that is in question. Observe the change
of constructionn in the fourth line of the first verse; he who has
successively been (in) three inferior states of being, now inasmuch
as he proceeds (caran) reaches or attains (sumpirdyuté) the Krta state.
Not only docs sampad imply ‘success’ or 'final achievement’ (cf.
sampatti in this sensa), but it should be noted that sum (here as in
sam -bodhi, sam-bhoga, sam-bhit and the like) adds the value of
completion, perfection, or universality to the root to which it is
prefixed. Sam also adds to a root the meaning “with”: sampad being
thus not merely to ‘reach” but literally to ‘march with’ or ‘accom-
pany’; sampad implies an enlering into and a coincidence with that
which is reached, as in Chandogya Up. vi. 8.6, vag manasi. ..
sampadyage and VIIL 3.4 pararit jyolir upasampadya.

Krta 1s then our travellet’s goal. His procedure from potentiality to
act can be expressed in familiar terms by saying that he is on his
way 0 become a kyfsna-karmo-krt {‘one who has performed the
whole task’, BG. 1v. 18) and krtakrtyan (‘one who has done what
there was to be done’, Aitaréya Aranyaka, 1. 5, Maitri LIp. 11 i and v1.
30). We ate by no means forgetting that Kali, Dvapara, Tretd and
Krta are throws in dicing, respectively one, two, three and four,
from lowest to highest. We had this in mind in employing the
words ‘fortune’ and ‘lot/, and in the fourth versc might have
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rendered ‘Kali he throws...” But that the terms of a game are
employed does not in the least preclude an anagogic (paramdrthika)
connotation: of which we have an admirable example in checkers,
whoere to this day in Indian vernacular, the piece which succeeds in
crossing the field and thus reaches the other side or further shore, is
crowned king and called like the liberated Comprehensor, famdca-
#in, a ‘Mover-at-will’, heing able, in fact, to occupy any square on
the field. There is, accordingly, no nced to trcat a meaning as
‘throws of dice’” and a meaning as “asons’ as incompatible alterna-
fives.®® In Sanskrit, just as in Latin scholasticism, the word has
multiple meanings, all of equal validity; as we have just seen,
kdmacdrin may mean either or both a ‘crowned piece’ and/ur a
‘comprehensor’. It is for the translator, if he can, to discover
equivalent terms in which a corresponding series of meanings, and
not only cne of thcse meanings, inheres.

Finally, kriam implies ‘perfection’ and corresponds ta krtdtman,
‘perfected spirit’ as this term is used in Chandogya Up. vir 13, 1 as
krtdtman am regenerated in the uncreated (akrtam) Brahma-world'.
More often we {ind the lexm sukrigimarn as ‘perfected spirit’, and just
as Sankara explains sukris qualifving the (Brahma-} world in Katha
Up. 1. i by the paraphrase soukptu, ‘self-made’, so, but without
accepting his cthical connotation (since, as plainly stated in Chandc-
qya 1. v 13 ‘meither sukrtam nor diskriam can pass over the
Bridge of the Spirit/, of. BC. v. 15 or as Eckhart puts it, ‘There neither
vice nor virtue ever entered in’), we hold that krtam = sukriam,
‘perfection’, and that a sukrtatman, in the words of Taitfirtya Up. 11. 7,
‘is called “per-fected” because it made itself” (tad atmanam axurita,
tasmad sukriam ucyate),” cof. ‘svayamblii’ = autogenes. It is, then,
‘only by keeping on’ (cardiva, cardiva) that, as regarded from out
presenl posilion, perfection can be achieved; but when this Perfec-
tion has been realised, it will not be found to have been effected by
vur tuil, of which the only traces left will be Lhe prints of our feet on
the Way: our toiling was not essential to the being of this Perfection,
our own Perfection, but only dispositive to our reulisufion of il. As
Eclhart expresses it, “When I enter there, no one will ask me whence
T came or whither T went’. The weary pilgrim is now become what
he always was had he only known it, a Blast of the Spirit (marutak,
MU. 11. i), and as such no longer a toiler (sramana) but in and of the
Spirit that blowcth as it listcth  vayu, devanam atma, (yas) cardi
yathd vasam, RV. x 168.q. Cardiva, cardiva.

ADDENDUM

THE PILGRIM’S WAY, A BUDDHIST
RECENSION

WE have omitted a great deal of material pertinent to the subject of
“I'he Pilgrim’s Way’. We shauld like, however, to call attention to the
very inieresting Buddhist adaptations of the story of Rohita which
arc to be found in Sasmyutta Nikiya, . 61— and Afguttara Nikaya, 1t.
48%-9. Here there is & dialogue between the Buddha and the former
Rishi Rohitassa [Rohitiéva, ‘Red Horse”) who had intended “to reach
the end of the world by travelling’ (aham gamanena lokass ‘antam
papunissami H), but not having succeeded, is now a Deva-putto.
With a characteristic bias, the Buddhist sequel makes it appear that
Rohitassa had been naive enough to suppose that the end of the
worlc could be reached merely by a persistent ‘travelling’ in the
mosl literal serse of the word, and had neot understood that it was
the following of a Way of Life that was required.*® Granting this
implausible assumption, the remainder of the Buddhist version is
perfectly logical. What the Buddha teaches 1s summed up in the
VETSES!

Naot to be reached by (merely) travelling is World's end ever:

Yet there is no velease from gricf unless World's End be reached.

So let a man become waorld-knower, wise, world-ender (Jokan-
tagu) let him have led the holy life (vusita-brahmacariyo);

Knowing World's End, as one who is quenched (samifaoi), he
longeth not for this world or another.’

The former Rohilassa realises now, ‘thal there is no making an end
of grief without reaching World’s End. Nay, Sire (he says) in this
very falhom-long body, along with its percepts and thoughts, I
proclaim that the world has its being, and so tco iis origin and its
passing away, and therein likewise one takes one’s way to the
passing away of the wotld' (lokanirodino-gamintii ca patipadonti).




116
NOTES

1. A cerivation of cayita from cay ta ‘see” or ‘observe’ 15 evidently assumed bere, as
it is alsc implied 1n Criffiths” ‘vigilant”. We do not by any means propose to exclude
this connotation, but do not feel that a comnotation should be substituted for a
4=notfation when :ranslating. We note that krta and karma can hardly be svnonymous;
a tautclogy (jmitoa) is hardly to be expzected in Yaska, The Sun is, no doubt, an
observer of all tha: is done within the house of the universe. But -his is inasmuch as he
is also the mover within it; which molion is nol a locometion, but by mears of lis rays
or lines of vision, which are also called his feet. It is not the vision, but the motion thal
is stated in carsanik. These considerations lead us to suppose that we have here to do
will an overlooked sandhi, and to proposc the analysiz ca Zyitd, taking ayita to be the
aominative of an agent noun derived from £, to go; we render accordingly ‘the mover
both of perfeeted act (Erta) and of action (karma)’, the Sun being thus the universal
cause et orce of liberation and embodimenst, as in MU. v1. 30 sarga-seargipavarga-
héber bhagavadityak. Yaska, if indeed he is thus making use of the causative Fyits,
must have in mind that the mover in is alsc the mover ¢; tha: the karfa is also the
kdrayitd. In any case, the Sun is in all things the ultimate ‘doer’: ‘Of what “1" did, Thou
art the doer’ (tad akarczam . fasya karld'si, JUB. L 5.2). And how is He the doer? ‘By
me as heing the Fye, all things a*e done’ (maya cakgusa karmaqni kriyante, JUB. wv_ 12 2).

2. Similarly AV x_ 8. 13 prajapalis cavati garbhe antar, edrsya-mano batidha vi joyate:
RV. 1.1 20 ard L. 72. 7 janmai fanman nifubo fdtavddan . . . antdriadudn, ete.

3. ‘The same eye whereby in me God sees; my eye and God’s eye that is one eye and
one visior”: continuing. ‘one knowledge and one love'. With “eye whersby in me God
sees’, of. AA. 1L 4. 13 @md v Glam ek . .. se fote Phisiany sbbyaiksat enc KU, v, 6
vak .. pirowm efzyala . y6 bliElEbhiv opapasyala.

4. The desperale eflorls thal have been made by scholars not excepting Sankara
himself (see Rawson, Kagtiha Upaitisad, pp. 179-150), to explain eway this passage makes
rather pitiful reading. Nothing can do away with the doctrine of or.e essence and twe
natures, mortal and immeortal (BU. 1. 3. 1 ctc.). The mortal Brahman is the spirant
Atman, the Sun, and Agni, ‘multifaricusly born’. Whoever becomes the Brahman must
evidently participate in both natures, in the divine agtivity ('eternal work’) and in the
divine idleness (‘eternal rest’). The work is indeed contained in the idleness, as finite
in infinite; but this does not mean that ik can be taken away from it; even the finite
potentialities are essent:al to the intinity of possibility.

The wishful thinking which leads the exegete to evade the nnotion of an incessant
casmic incarnation is founded on a mistake, in which the uxiversal tirth of the Spiritis
confused with the particular birth of the indivicual So-and-so. It 1s particular birth, per
Hecessitatem coactipnis, from which the Freed (muktg) are raleasec; the universal birth,
per necessitutem infallibilitutis, is an activity inseparable frum the divine beautitude in
wiich the Freed participzte. It is, moreover, precisely the universal gxlension of being
to all things which is implied by such designations of the perfected as ‘Mover-at will’
{kamtacarin}; and as one of the hymns in the Siddidntamukiauait expresses it, ‘Hewr can
tha: Beatific Spirit (@zandatmi) which, when it enters into the Darkness (of the
infrasolar worlds] on its wings of cnjoyment and satisfaction, enlivens every wozld, be
made out to be other than man’s Last End?’ Let us make no mictake; the Spirit, very
Self, is that which ‘wanders about from body to body’ (prati arfresu carati, MU 11 7).
‘The same s expressed by Nicholas of Cusa when he says that filiation and deification
imply a ‘remotion of all otherness (ablatio omms alieritatis = Skr. advdita) and all
diversity, and a rasoluzion of all things into one which is also a transfusion of the ane
into all” (De Fil, Dei, cited by Varsteenberghe, Beitrige zur Geschichte des Mittelalters,
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xrv, Heft 2—4. p. 13, note z). If to be unilied (ckam bhil, passimj, if to be oned with
Cecath is fo have 2scapad contingent death (BL). 1. 2.7), this 15 a unification w:th one
wha i ‘Omne as he is in hims=If and many as he isin his childrer” (5B. x. 5. 2. 2€): with
onz who is ‘undivided in divided things” (BG. X111 16 and xVIIL. 20) at the same -ime
that Fe *divides nimself, filling thesz worlds® (IVIU. VI. 26). Imposs:ble, then, to think of
an idencification with the Divine Esserce that is not also a possessior of both its
natures, fontal and inflowing, mortal and immortal, fumnel and infurmal, borm and
unhorn. An Ablatio ostnis altzritatis must imply a participation in the whole life of he
Snirit, of ‘“That One’ whoe is ‘equally splaled, despiraled’ (V. x. 129, 2}, eternally
-unborn’ and ‘Luiversally sorm’,

5. It is precisely as an ‘eye’ and by means of his ‘rays’, which are also his ‘feet’, that
the Sun is constantly thought of as ‘travelling’ and ‘observant’ by what iz one act of
being; in lhis way ‘he proceedeth super-secing’ (abhicaksdna ¢, BV, 1 40, 5).
Somewkat in the same way the English werd ‘range’ can be used either with respect to
v sion or with respect to an actual locomotion, and we speak toe of the “eye travelling’.

Aninteresting parallel can be adduced. It is well known that “The Sun is just sound;
so, they zay, “He goes resounding”’ (szara €4, JUB. u1. 33). In the same way Mitra
'speaks’ {(pruvanah, BV. m1. 59, 1, eke.}. At the same time, the Sun is always an ‘eye’. It
can be well understood, accordingly, how it is that the root caks can convey either of
the two meanings, to s2¢ or ta say; ju1s: as English “observe” can be used in either of
these bwo senses. For a fur-her discussion see my ‘Beauté, Lamizre et Sor” in Etudes
Iredrhonielles, 42, 1937, [see chapter 4 of the present volumel], whete we might have
apoken of an identity of Beauty. Light, Sound ard Motion i divinis.

6. The words afakad baddhon In this passage are of pecaiiar irterest in connection
with Gautama’s acquired epithet, Buddha, the ‘Wake®, Of Sular lineage amnd Sakya ur
Sakiya family {8m. 423, =tc). hie is eflen also referred lo by Indra’s name of Sakka
(Sakra), Sn. passizn, [o uther words, Lo in the royal lineg of ‘those who could” the
Buddha was one who ‘did' awaken before the dissclution of the body.

It may le further observed that just as our ‘Rufus’ is the son of the sclar Aikavaku, so
the Buddha is described as Okkakarajasse Salcyaputto, 'the Sckyan child of king
Oldiaka’ (8n. 9g1), L.e. of lksavakuy, as he is called In the Mehdvasin, who must be either
the same as or the immediate ancestor of our Aiksvaku. The name ‘mpliec ‘Onlocker’,
of. AA. 10 4. 3 sbhyfiksef cited in our note 2; needless to say that the Vedic Sun is the
‘eya’ of Varuna, and that the Buddha is repeatedly ealled the 'eye in the wotld’
rrakkhurm loke).

The Tksvaku implied by ont Aikguakn is ronbtless the tksnaku . renan marayt of
RV. X. 80, 4—5, where he flonrishes in Indra’s following, cousse, nr oparation (orate):
and the ancestor of Brhadratha in MU.

v+ Dusakum@racarita, introductory invocation.

€. Susruma, in the mouth of a Brahman, and like the Biblical “as itis written’, implies
a quosation [rom Scripture (Sruti) rather than the citatiun of a proverb.

9. We might heve rendered nisadvaral by ‘siick-in-lhe-mad’. There is, in facl, as
will later be seen, a definite suggesition of an ophidian slolh, [mpuled o the
stay-at-home whose ovils (pdpmdnak) still adhere to him.

10. Literally, ‘is the Comrzde of the traveller’, paratal sakh7 as in Rumi, Mathnawr,
V1. 2643, ‘The Friend is the guide on the way’. Indra’s character ag leader, forcrunnce
and gnice is well established in RV. where, for example, ne is p@roayavan in 111, 34. 2.
There, tao, Indra is typically sakhi (comrade) amongst sakhdyah, (comrades), passim; ag
Agni and the Sun are typically mifra (friend). In RV. x. 32. 6~8 is the giride and teacher
who shows the way to Agni: he is the "‘Knower-cf-the-field, (ksefrazit, of. ksetra-jriaf i
BG. x111), and ‘One-who-knoweth-not-the-field verily asks of the Knower-of-the-




118 WHAT IS CIVILISATION?

Field; ‘nstructed by the Knower of the ficld he gocth forth’ (préik). The use of priifi is
poignent in this conzext, since it is precisely when the royal Spirit gees forth (.uré‘tyc‘nq,
BU. 1v. 3. 38) that the cortingent being with which it had been connected (samyukta) is
unmade. The veritzble préte of the Vedic tracition is no shade or goblin of the
deceased, but the Holy Ghost that is given up when "we’ give up the ‘ghost’. The true
traveller is already *in the Spirit’ (7fmanf) ratker than ‘in himself*; dead znd awakened
before the dissolution ot body-and-soul, wher the Spirit “goes tortn’, it is himself that
goes forik, leaving hehind him for ever the ‘down-sitter’ (nigadvaral) or pseudo-self, of
whizh the constituent factn-s are due tn suffer a vetribution in the sphere to which they
belong. When the dissolution of the body ensues in due course, “Then shall the dust
return n the earth s it was; and the spirit shall return unto God who gave it
(Ecclesiastes, 12:7). As for the dust, whoever nas followed the Forerunnar and
Comrade is no longer in or of it. The solar Indra and the traveller are the ‘conjoint pair
of zagle comrades’ [suxhiyi) of RV, 1. 164. v,

It may be remarked that [ndra plays his part of Comrade both of the Buddim znd of
Mahavira, tuwaghoul their lives” or joumeying’ (caritre).

11. Keith’s ‘Flower-like the heels of tre wanderer’ may be rather more sicturesque;
we prefer bo retain the more literal ‘shanks’. There is no direct comparison of the
shanks with a flower as there is of the feet when we speax of "lotus—feet’ {padma-ca
rana). what is common to the shanks and a flower in the present comparisor. {sadrsya)
is the vigour that is connotated by the root puz and accordirg to which we say
‘springeth up like a flower’ or gpeak of a ‘springing up again’ or of ‘springy turf’. The
traveller's ehanks are springy, and “spring forth’ like a flower in this sense.

z2. Bhaggur-itma: in Keith’s version, ‘his body groweth’. The great Vedic scholar's
rendering of #hman by ‘body’ here can be understood if we take account of his position
as sxplained in his edif-am and translation of the Aitareye Aragyaka, introduction p. 42,

where he speaks of the ‘natve manner in which knowledge is made the characteristic

of the Atman’ in the Advaita system, and adds that “Such knowledge as is not
smpirical is meaningless to us and cannot be described as knowladge™. We agree that
that kind of knowledge, or rather, gnosis, in which there is no distinction of knower
from known (BU. 1v. 3.30,. ‘There is no cessation of the knower's knowing, it is uol,
however, any second thing, otler than and separaled from himsell, that he might
kaow’; Plotinus, Enends, v. 3. to—1e. “No vision unless in the sense of identifica-
tion ... It is the other, the Intellectual Frinciple that sees. .. itsell’; simila-ly the
Christian teacking that Ged's knowledge is a speculative knowledge, {not derived
from any source external to himsclf) is not what the modern scholar means by
‘knowladge’. But such a limited sort of knowledge as the medern scholar lays claim to
{even if we presume the unreality of all that is meant by a gnosis, ‘meaningless to 118")
is not what is intendzd by the Vedic texis when they speak of a knowing without
duality. Unless we assume, at lezst ‘for the sake of argument’ the validity of a gnosis,
we are not aquipped o understand, and theretore not equipped to translate the Vedic
texts, ruthlassly logical zs they are, once their fundamental assumptions have been
accepted. Unless we accept these assumprions, our translation will amount to no mere
than 2 simple parsing; in order to translate without parody. we mus: proceed al least a5
if the basic assumptions held good.

As w lbe rendering of Atman by body; we do nol deny ‘hat in refllexive use, “thase
who can think of nothing more noble than bodizs’ are somewhat handicapped. If one
believes that one’s body is oneself, Atman must often mean ‘body’; this is in fact th2
profane interpretation which is deseribed in CU. 1L 8. 5 a& a *devilish doctrine” {(asnr2
upanisady. We aleo recall Sankaricarya’s scathing remarks in connection with BG ¥l
3, ‘How is it, then, that there are Tloctors who, like worldly men, maintaiz that “I am
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so-and-su* and that “This is mine”? Listen: i: is because they think the body is
their-self”,

In {he present context it might have been observed that the pilgeim ic in search of
fife, and that ‘ne onc becomes irmertal with the body’ (SB. x. 4. 3. g). Nor could it be
primarily a ‘bedy’ that would be thought of as thriving when ‘sins dicappear’, as Keith
himsef renders the following {érz. . pavmanak; on this basiz one would have
expected at least to find ‘his soul groweth’, although from the point of view af the
Vedic tradition even this would have been unsatisfactory, since it is no more a soul
than a body that is thought of as immortal there

The rare word bhitspy (=hhavizna) 1s significant. n Manu, 1v. 135, Bikler renders by
‘ane who desires prosperity’. The ve-hal form is optative, or perhaps it would be better
to say that it expresses a tendency. Derived from bitu, t0 “decome’, a comparison may
be made with Bitnyas ‘becoming in & greater degree’, ‘becoming more’, and with
bhinystha, “become in the greatest degree’. 'super’, or in other wurds, “allogelhier in
being’. Bhignur-Timi then implies that the true traveller’s spirit is [lourishing,
progressing from potentiality to «uf, teiuling lowards a perfectec Seing, The Spirit in
question is that Spirit which is seen bul jmperfectly in the animal (-man), the pasu,
and is mote and move clearly manifested in a Man, or Person, purnsa— 'He who knows
more and more deardy his spiritual-sssence (yo atmanam Foistirdi veda) enjoys an
evidenl wmeorz (Guir bhityes) ... The spiritual-cssonce is mere and more clearly
manifesled in the Man' (puruse to fodvistiram atma). It is this soxt of ‘'moring’ that the
traveller enjoys— he is becoming what he is (wird was er isf), while the stay-at-home
remains empirically ‘himzclf” (the only ‘self” ha knows).

It is. of epurse, the whele man, body, soul, and spirit, that thrives, cf. AB. . 3
sarvaiy ahgmh carvendtnand samrddhyate ya eomn vada; and it s for this reason that, no!
intending to smphasise any ore part of the pilgrim’s constitinrinn mare than another,
we have renderad gbwian by ‘pereon’ rather than hy ‘spirit” ‘Fersor” (purusa) is 3 real
erivalent, whether we consider a refererce to “this man” [dtmaq in reflexive sense) or
as referrirg to the Person, Universal Man and very Self the only knowing and
discrim:nating subject in all things whatsoever (BU. . 3. 11) and to which one should
mostrescrt (Ait. Up. v = AA. L. 5).

13. ‘Seie’, ‘lie down'; just as Vrtre, smitten by Indra’s bult, ‘lies down’ (usayel) i1 RV,
1. 32.7. and passim, For whatshouc be understood by ‘evil’ (papmun) see BUL 1. 3; evils
are whalever is 'misshapenly’ {spratiripamn) spoken, inhaled, seen, keard, or con-
ceived.

14. The state of being implied by aste 'sitteth up’ is to be distinguished from that
implicd by the ‘sitting down’ {root zisad) of the firat verse. ‘Sitting up” we take to be
the same ag being 'fain to cast off' in ‘he fourth verse, while ‘sitting down’ or ‘lolling’
can hardly be diffe-entiated from the zecumbence’ of the fourth verse.

15 Precedure (carana) can zleo be reprecenced as a cimbing; it is thus that one
reaches the top of the tree, ascanding thece worlds step by step (Fhramaniir @lcramanah,
JUB. 1. 3. 2); there the Sun, the Truth, awais the climber, on guard at the doarway ot
the worlds; and to say that it the.climber has wings, he flies ofr, but otherwiss falls
(UB. 1.1. 13. 9, PB. xav. i. 12, of. V. 3.5) is the same as to say that if he can righily answer
the questior. "Who art thou’, he is ad mitted (JUB. 111. 14. 5). but if he cannot, is dragged
away by he {actors of ttme (JUB. 111 14. 2, cf. Cant. 1. 8, 5 ignoras te, 2grederz).

16, The “honey’ (medhu) end the ‘tasty fig* (svddum udumbarani) are evidently
reminiscent of RV. 1. 164. z2. ‘Upor the Trez the eagles (incamate spivils — imumanenl
Spirit) eat of the horey . . . upon its top, they say, the fig is sweet' {yasrin vrks@ madhv
adah suparna . . . tasyed @hup pippalar seadv agre).

17. Sremiana: the fortune or brilliance (7] of the first verse, as an abstract quaity or
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attribute of the Sun. English ‘fortune’ conveys the contant of “$#” only in part. The best
definition of 17 as a royal attribute, or majesty, will be found in SE. 1. 2. 3. 1 (see my
‘Tanaka and Yajhavalkya” in 1HQ. x1i1. 274).

It must net be averlanked that the 'Way has heen trodden hy the Sun, colar Indra,
himselt. Ophidian ante privcipium (FB. x¥v. 15 4. and see my “Angel and litan’ in
JAOS 55), the bun is dimmed, unfortunate, o irglorious {(a$yra) when still infected by
‘thos evil’ {papdmuyd) of “potentiality” (krfyd, RV. x. 55. 2¢-30; to be conmasted with
xrtasm in ifs literal meaning of “act’, in our fourth verse): but “even as Ahi doth, so doth
he free himszlf frcm the night. from evil” (p@pranah, 5B. 11. 3. 1. 6). "2ven as Ahi, so is
he (Indra) reed from all evil” (papmunal, IB. 1. 34); and ‘He who follows the same
course shall shine with the glory of the Suns® (PB. xxv. 15. 3). In saying ‘Keep on
going', the Conuade, although in disguise as a Brahman, is saying ‘Follow in my
steos’; the Way is marked hwoughoul by Lhe divine padani, vestigia pedis. (‘Mark my
foolsteps, good my page’).

18. Tor those who are to be understood as having crossec over, and as released fram
death, see Br. 1. 3. 1¢—16: these are Voiee, becoming Fire; Smcll, becoming the Gale;
Sight, becoming Sun; Hearing, becoming the Airs; and Intellect, becoming the Moon.
Observe that the cressing or translation is alsc a transformation.

19. As remarked by Siyana in comment on KV. v. 1g.1 sthitam paddrtham jitam:
ccnversely it is in the womb that the yet unborn ‘lie’, as in RV. v. 78, 9 dndaydnan
kumdro adhi matari, niraiin jtvah ‘the prince {Agni) that lieth in the Mother, may he
came forth alive’.

20. For the association of 1deas invaolved in our text, ct. AV. 1v. 17.7 "Death by
hunger, likewise defeas at dice . .. we wipe off all that'. When Devas and Asuras
gamble. itis ‘orstakes of life and death. Uf. Jeremy Taylor, cited in Oxford N.ED. 5.9,
throw, 11. 5, “They . . . casta dicz . . . of the greatest interest in the world, next to the last
throw for eternity”.

Very close to the thought of our text is that of CLL tv. 1. 6, ‘Even as the lower throws
of the dice are consummated in the highest throw (krtudn sumyanti), so w this man
whalever good thal beings do, all is consunmaled inhim’.

21. Krlam in 187 Up. 17, krtert smare 2ust be similarly understood; it is well known
what great importance is attached to the dying thought, as kaving a directive force,
end in view of the fact that the dying man is thought of as an espirant for passage
through the midst of the Sun (previous verse 15, and <f. JUB. 1. 3 5} it is inconceivable
that he should be asked to consider past acts, which cannot follow him thers; on the
other hand, it can well be imagired that he ig asked to consider chat (Atman] which
has been ‘done’, fulfillad, perfected and self-effected, to consider in other words that
very krfam vrhich in the tourth verse ot our text is the traveller’s goal.

22, It is very rurinus to observe the subtle adaptation of familiar Erahmanical
expressicns to the purposes of 2 specifically Buddhist edification. Loekanirodho means
the same as lokassaniam. but rather as the station of the putting an 2nd to the world, sv
far as the Wayfarer ‘s concerned, than as reaching its end in terms of the spelial
symbalism of the Brahmanical texts, which make use of such expressions as ‘end ol the
road’ (adhvenah piarom = visneh puraoen: padem, KU 1110 g), or ix terms of the
conresponding lemporal symbolisin (sedvatser asyo’ dreawe. JUD. v, 15). In the
Brahmanical texts the nirodlka is at Wo-ld's Znd, but is not so much an znding or
destruction of the world as it is the Sundoor itself, by which the aritat deparis, leaving
the werld >ehind him; which Sundoer is ‘2 forwarding for the wise, but a barrier @
the foolish’ (aditvam . . . lokadvarem prapadetam vidusim nirodho’ vidusam, CUL viL
6.5)

THIRTEEN

Mind and Myth

S OME recent discussions in this
journal [The New English Weekly] of instinct and intellect, together
with varicus articles on myth and folklore, have prompted me to
offer the fullowing reflections.

Instincts are natural appetities, which move us to what seem to
be, and may be, desirable ends; to behave instinctively is to behave
passively, all rcactions being in the strictest sense of the word
passions. We must not confuse these appelilive reactions with acts
of the will. The distinetion is well known: ‘Acts of the sensitive
appetite . . . are called passions; whereas acts of the will are not so
called’ (St. Thomas, Suir. Theoi. 1. 20. 1 ad 1); ‘the Spirit is wiliing, but
the flesh is weak’. Moreover, as Aristotle points out (De Animu, i1
1c) appetite may be right or wrong; desire as such always looks to
the present, not considering consequences; only mind is always
right.

In speaking of ‘mind’, however, it must be remembered that the
traditional dicta always presuppose the distinction of ‘two minds’,
the one “apathetic’ (i.e. independent of pleasure-pain motivation),
Lthe other ‘pathetic’ (i.e. subject to appetitive persuasion); it is only
the First Mind (in Scholastic philosophy, intellectis vel spiritus) that,
jusl because it is disintarested, can judge of the extent to which an
appetite (instinct) should be indulged, if the subject’s real good, and
not merely immediate pleasure, is to be served

‘So, then, Hermes (Lib. x11. 1. 2—4) points cut that ‘In the irrational
animals, mind co-operates with the natural-instinct proper to each
kind; but in men, Mind works against the natural-instincts . . . So
that those souls of which Mind takes command are illuminated by
its light, and it works against their presumptions... But those
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human souls which have not got Mind to guide them are in the
same case as the souls of the irrational animals, in wiich mind
co-operates (with the appetites}), and gives frec coursc to their
desires; and such souls are swept along by the rusk of appetite to
the gratification of their desires... and are insatiable in their
craving.” From the same point of view, for Plato, the man who is
soverned by his impulses is ‘subject to himself’, while he who
governs them is *his own master (Laws, 645, Republic, 431, etc.).

The instinctive appetites of wild animals and of wen whose lives
are ldved naturally (i.e. in accordance with human nature) arc
usually healthy; one may say that natural selection has taken the
place of Mind in setting a limit to the gratification of these appetites.
But the appetites of civilised men are no longer reliable; the natural
conlrols have been eliminated (by the ‘conguest of Nature’); and the
appetites, exacerbated by the arts of advertisement, amount to
unlimited wants, (0 which only the disinterested Mind can sel
reasonable bounds. Mr. Romney Green is only able to defend the
instincts (1) by forgetting that these are really appetites or wants and
{2) becausc he is really thinking of those degires of which his Mind
does, in fact, approve. Captain Tudovici, an the other hand, is
entirely right in saving that our instincts must be regulated by a
higher principle. If we are to trust our instincts, let us be sure that
they are not just any instincts, but only those that are proper to Man,
in the highest sense of the word.

I was much inlerested in Mr. Nichols' review of Waley's trans-
lation, ‘Monkey’. He is very right in saying that if is characteristic of
this kind of literature to ‘give the deepest significance in the most
economical everyday form’: that is, in fact, one of the essential
values of all adequate symbolisin. Where, however, he is mislaken
is in calling such a work “a mine of popular fantasy’. That is just what
it is not. The material of “folklare’ should not be distinguished from
that of myth, the ‘myth that is not my own, I had. it from my
mother’, as Furipides said; which is not to say that my mother’s
mother made it. What we owe to the people themselves, and for
which we cannot be too grateful in these dark ages of the mind, is
not their lore, but its faithful transmission and preservation. The
content of this lore, as some (though all too few) learned men have
recognised, is essentially metaphysical, and only accidentally cnter-
taining.
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In the present case the 'river, the ‘bridge” and the ‘boat’ are
universal symbols; they are found as such in the literature of the lasl
three millennia and are probably of much greater antiquity. The
episode quoted appears to be an echo of the Muhakapt Jatuxi (Great
Monkey Birth-story’), in which the Bodhisattva (not Boddhi-, as Mr.
Nichals writes) is the king of the Monkeys, and makes of himself the
bridge by which his people can cross over the flood of sensation to
the farther shore of safety; and that is an echo of the older Sambhita
text in which Agni (who can be equaled on the ane hand with the
Buddha and on the other with Christ) is besought to be ‘our thread,
our bridge and vur way’, and ‘May we mount upon thy back’) while
in the Mabinogion we have the parallel ‘He who would be your chicf,
let him be your bridge’ (A vo penn bit hont, Story of Branwen), with
reference to which Evola remarked that this was the ‘mot d’ordre’ of
King Arthur’s chivalry. St. Catherine of Siena had a vision of Christ
in the form of a bridge; and Rarmi attributed to Christ the words ‘Tor
the true believers I become a bridge across the sea’. Already in the
Ry Vedo we find the expression ‘Himsell the bridge, he speeds
across the waters’, with reference to the Sun, i.e. Spirit. And g0 on
for the other symbols; the Tripitaka is, of course, the well known
designation of the Nikgyas of the Pali Buddhist Canon, and here
statids for "Seripture’, taken out of its literal sense and given its
higher meaning. The floating away of the dead body reminds us
that a catharsis, in the Platonic sense, i.e. a separation of the soul
from the body, or in Pauline terms, of the Spirit from the ‘soul’, has
taken place.

Vox populi vox Dei; nol because the word is theirs, but in that il is
His, viz. the “Word of God’, that we recognised In Scripture but
overlock in the fairy-tale that we had from our mother, and call a
“superstition’ z¢ it is indeed in the primary sense of the word and
gua ‘lradition’, ‘that which has been handed on’. Strzygowski wrate,
‘He (i.e. the undersigned) is altogether right when he says, “The
Peasant may be unconscious and unaware, bhut that of which he is
unconscious and unaware is in itself far superior to the empirical
scienue and realistic art of the “educated man’, whose real ignorance
is demonsirated by the fact that he studies and compares the dala ol
folklore and “mythology” without any more than the most ignorant
peasant suspecting their real significance”.’ (Journal of tie Indign
Society of Oriental Art, v. 59).
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The truth is that the modern mind, hardened by its constant
consideration of ‘the Bible as literatuwe’ (I prefer 5t. Augustine’s
cstimate, expressed in the words ‘O axe, hewing the rock’), could, if
it would make Lhe necessary intellectual effort, turn to cur myth-
ology and folklore and find there, for example in the heroic rescues
of maidens from dragons or in (what is the same thing) the
disenchantments of dragons by a kiss (since our own scnsitive souls
are the dragon, from which the Spirit is our saviour), the whale
slory of the plan of redemption and its operation.

FOURTEEN

Symbols

SYMBOLS" and signs, whether
verbal, musical, dramatic or plastic, are means of communication.
The references of symbols are to ideas and those of signs to things.
One and the same lesm may be symbol or sign according lo ils
context: the cross, for example, is a symbol when it represents the
structure of the universe, but a sign when it stands for crossroads.
Symbols and signs may be cither natural (true, by innate propricty)
or conventional (arbitrary and accidental} fraditional or private.
With the language of signs, employed indicatively in profane
language and in realistic and abstracted art, we shall have no further
concern in the present connection. By ‘abstracted art’ we mean such
modern art as wilfully avoids representation, as distinguished from
‘principial art’, the naturally symbolic language of tradition.

‘The language of traditional art—scripture, epic, folklore, ritual,
and all the related crafts—is symbaolic; and being a language of
natural symbols, neither of private invention, nor established by
conciliar agreement or mere custom, is a universal language. The
symbol is the material embodiment, in scund, shape, colour or
gesture as the case may be, of the imitable torm of an idea to be
communicated, which imilable form is the formal cause of the work
of art itself. It is for the sake of the idea, and not for is own sake, that
the symbol exisls: an actual form must be either symbolic—of its
reference, or merely an unintelligible shape to be liked or disliked
according to tasle. The greater part of modern aesthetics assumes (as
the words ‘aesthetic’ and ‘empathy’ imply) that art consists or

f A df,-ﬁrivatiw: of sumballo (Greek) especially in the sensas “to correlate’, “to treat
things dilferent as though they were similar’, and {passive) “to correspond’, or “tally’.
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should consist entircly of such unintelligible shapes, and that the
appreciation of art cansists or should consist of appropriate emotio-
nal reactions. It is further assumed that whatever is of permanent
value in traditional works of art is of the same kind, and altogether
independent of their iconography and meaning. We have, indeed, a
right to say that we cioose to consider only the aesthetic surfaces of
the ancient, vriental, or popular arts; but if we do this, we must not
at the samce time deceive ourselves 50 as to supoose that the history
of art, meaning hy ‘history’ an explanation in terms of the four
causes, can be known or writiten from any such limited point of
view. In order to understand composition, for example, ie. the
sequence of a dance o1 the arrangement of masses in a cathedral or
icon, we must understand the logical relation of the parts: just as in
order 10 undersland a senlence, il is nol enough W admire (he
mellifluent sounds, but necescary to be acquainted with the mean-
ings of separate words and the logic of their combinations. The
merce ‘lover of art’ is not much better than a magpic, which also
decorates its nest with whatever most pleases its fancy, and is
contented with a purely ‘aesthetic’ experience. So far from ihis, it
must be recognised that although in modermn works of art there may
be nolhing, or nothing more than the artist’s private person, behind
the aesthetic surfaces, the theory in accordance with which works of
{raditional art were produced and enjoyed lakes il [or granled thal
the appeal to beauty is not merely to the senses, but through the
senses to the intellect: here ‘Beauty has to do with cognition’; and
what 15 to bc known and understood 1s an ‘immaterial idea
(Hermes), a “picture that is nat in the colouns’ (Tankavatara Sitra),
‘the doctrine that conceals itself behind the veil of the strange
verses’ (Dante), ‘the archetype of the image, and not the image itself”
(St. Basil). ‘It is by their ideas that we judge of what things ought to
belike’ (St. Augustine).

It is evident that symbols and concepts—works of art are things
conceived, as St. Ihomas says, per verbum in infellectit—can serve no
purpose for those who have nol vel, ln the Flalonic sense, ‘forgot-
ten’. Neither do Zeus nor the stars, as Plotinus says, remember or
even learn; ‘memory is for those that have forgotten’, that is lo say,
for us, whose ‘lite is a sleep and a forgetting’. "|'he need ot symbols,
and of symbolic rites, arises only wher man is expelled (rom the
Garden of Eden; as means, by which a man can oe reminded at later
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stages of his descent form the intellectual and contemplative to the
physical and practical levels of reference. We assuredly have ‘forgot-
ten’ far more than those who first had need of symbols, and far more
than they need to infer the immortal by its mortal analogies; and
nothing could be grealer proof of this than our own claims to be
superior to all ritual operations, and to be able to approach the truth
directly. It was as signposts of the Way, or as a trace of the Hidden
Light, pursued by hunters of a supcrsensual quarry, that the motifs
of traditional art, which have become nur ‘ornaments’, were orig-
inally employed. In these abstract forms, the farther one traces them
backward, or finds them still extent in popular ‘“superstition’,
agricultural rites, and Lhe molifs of folk-ait, the more one recognises
in them a polar balance of perceptible shape and imperceptible
information; but, as Andrae says (Die ionische Séule, Schlussworl),
they have been more and more voided of content on their way
down to us, more and mare denatured with the progress of
‘civilisation’, 30 as to become what we call ‘art forms”, as if it had
been an aesthetic need, like that of our magpie, that had brought
them into being. When meaning and purpose have been forgotten,
or are rememberad only by initiates, the symbol retains onlv those
decoralive values lhel we associale with ‘art’. More than this, we
deny that the art form can ever have had any other than a decorative
quality: and belore long we begin lo lake il for pranled thal the arl
form must have originated in an ‘observation of nature’, to criticise
il accordingly (‘That was before they knew anything about ana-
tomy’, or ‘understood perspective’) in terms of progress, and to
supply its deficiencies, as did the Hellenistic Greeks with the lotis
palmette when they made an elegant acanthus of it, or the Renaiss-
atice when it imposed an ideal of “truth to nature” upon an older art
of formal typology. We interpret myth and epic from the same point
of view, seeing in the miracles and the Deus ex machina only a more
or less awkward attempt on the part of lhe poel o enhance the
presentation of the facts; we ask for ‘history’, and endeavour to
oxtract an historical nucleus by the apparently simple and really
naive process of eliminating all marvels, never realising that the
myth is a whole, of which the wonders are as much an integral part
as are the supposed facts; overlooking that all these marvels have a
T%h'ict significance allogether independent of their possibility or
Impossibility as historical events.




FIFTEEN

The Interpretation of Symbols

TH:: scholar of symbols is often
accused of ‘Teading meanings’ into the verbal or visual emblems of
which he proposes an exegesis. On the other hand, the aesthetician
and art historian, himself preoccupied with stylistic peculiarities
rather than with lconographic necessities, generally avoids the
problem altogether; in some cases perhaps, because an iconographic
analysis would exceed his capacities. We conceive, however, that
the most significant element in a given work of art 15 precisely that
aspect of it which may, and often does, persist unchanged through-
out millennia and in widely separated areas; and the least signiti-
cant, those accidental variations of style by which we are enabled to
date a given work or even in some cases to atiribute it to an
individual artist. No explanation of a work of art can be called
complcte which does not account for its composition or constitu-
tion, which we may call its ‘constant’ as distinguished from its
‘variable’. In other words, no ‘art history’ can be considered
complete which merely regards the decorative usage and values as a
motif, and ignores the raison dire of its component parts, and the
logic of their relationship in the composition. It is begging the
question to attiibute the precise and minule particulars of a
traditional iconography merely to the operation of an ‘aesthetic
inslinet’; we have still to explain why the formal cause has been
imagined as it was, and for this we cannot supply the answer until
we have understood the final cause in response to which the formal
image arose in a given mentality,

Naturally, we are not discussing the reading of subjective or
‘fancied’ meanings in iconographic formulae, but only a reading of
the meaning of such formulae. It is not in doubt that those who

THE INTERPRETATION OF SYMBOLS 12§

made use of the symbols (as distinguished from ourselves who
merely Inok at them, and generally speaking consider only their
aesthetic surfaces) as means of communication expected from their
audiences something more than an appredation of rhetorical orna-
ments, and something more than a recognition of meanings literally
expressed. As regards the ornaments, we may say with Clement,
who poinls out that the style of Scripture is parabolic, and has been
50 from antiquity, that ‘prophecy does not employ figurative forms
in the expressions (or the sake of beauty of diction” (Misc. v1. 15);
and point out that the iconolater’s attitude is to regard the colours
and the art, not as worthy of honour lor their own sake, but as
pointers to the archetype which is the final cause of the work
(Hermeneia of Athos, 445). On the other hand, it is the iconodast
who assumes that the symbol is litcrally worshipped as such; as it
really is worshipped by the aesthetician, wha gaes so far as fo say
that the whole significance and value of the symbol are contained in
its aesthetic surfaces, and completely ignores the “picture that is not
in the colours’ (Lenkavaidra Silra, 1. 117). As regards the ‘more than
litcral meanings’ we need only point out that it has been universally
assumed that ‘Many meanings underlie the same Holy Writ'; the
distinction of litcral from ultimate meanings, or of signs from
symbals, presupposing that ‘whereas in every other science things
arc signified by words, this science has the property that the things
signified hy the words have themselves also a signification” (5t
Thomas, Sum Theol. 11, App. 1.2.5 ad 3 and 1.10.10c).”> We find in fact
that thoce who themselves speak ‘parabolically’, for which manner
of speaking there are more adequale reascns than can be dealt with
on the present occasion, invariably take it for granted that there will
be some who are and others who are nol qualified lo understand
what has been said: for example, Maif. 13: 13~15; ‘1 speak to them in
parables; because they seeing, see not; and hearing, they hear not,
neither do they understand . . . For this people’s . . . ears are dull of
hearing, and their eyes they have closed; lest at any time they
should see’ etc. (cf Mark, §:15-21). In the same way Dante, who
assures us that the whole of the Commedia was written with a
practcal purposc, and applies to his own work the Scholastic
principle of fourfold interpretation, asks us to marvel, not at his art,
but ‘at the the teaching that conceals itself beneath the veil of the
strange verses’.
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The Indian rhetorician, too, assumes that the essential value of a
poetic dictum lies not so much in what is said as in what is
suggesled or implied.? To pul it plainly, ‘A literal significance is
grasped even by brutes; horses and elephants pull at the word of
command. But the wise man (punditeh = doctor) understands even
what is unsaid; the enlightened, the full content of what has been
communicated only by a hint.”t We have said enough, pethaps, to
convince the reader that there are meanings immanent and causa-
tive in verbal and visual symbols, which must be read in them, and
nol, as we have said above, read into them, before we can prelend to
have undersiood their reason, Tertullian’s rationem artis.’

The graduate, whose eyes have been dosed and heart hardened
by a course o1 university instruction in the Fine Arts or Litcrature is
actually debarred from the complete understanding of a work of art.
If a given form has for him a merely decorative and ecsthetic value,
it is far easier and far more comfortable for him to assume that it
never had any other than a sensational value, than it would be for
him to undertake the self-denying task of entering into and consent-
ing to the mentality in which the form was firsl conceived. It is
nevertheless just this task that the professional honour of the art
historian requires of him; at any rate, it is this task that he undertakes
nominally, however great a part of ithe may neglect in fact.

The question of how far an ancient author or artist has under-
stood his material also ariscs. In a given literary or plastic work the
iconography may he at fault, by defect of knowledge in the artist; or
a text may have been distorted by the carelessness or ignorence of a
scribe. It is evident that we cannot pass a valid judgment in such
cases from the standpoint of our own accidental knowledge or
ignorance of the matiere. How often one sees an emendation
suggested by the philologist, which may be unimpeachable gram-
matically, but shows a total lack of understanding of what could
have been meanl originaly! How often the technically skilled
restorer can make a picture look well, not knowing that he has
introduced insoluble contradictions!

In many cases, however, the ancient author or artist has not in tact
misunderstood his material, and nothing but our own historical
interpretation is at fault. We suppose, for example, that in the great
epics, the miraculous elemenis have bheen ‘intraduced” by an
‘imaginative’” poet to cnhance his cffects, and nothing is more usual
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than to allempt to arrive at a kernel of “fact’ by eliminating all
incomprehensible symbolic matter from an epic or gospel. What are
really technicalities in the worx ol such authors as I lomer, Dante, or
Valmiki, for example, we speak of as literary omaments, to be
accredited to the poet’s imaginalion, and lo be praised or con-
dernned in the measure of their appeal.® On the contrary: the work
of the prophetic poet, the texts for example of the Rg Veda or of
Genesis, or the logio of a Messiah, arc only ‘beautiful’ in the same
sense that the mathematician speaks of an equation as ‘elegant’; by
which we mean lo imply the very opposite of a disparagement of
their ‘beauty’. From the point of view of an clder and more learned
aesthetic, heauty is not a mere effect, bul, properly belongs to the
nature of a formal cause; the beautiful is not the final cause of the
work to be done, but “adds to the good an vrdering Lo the cognilive
faculty by which he good is known as such’;” the ‘appeal’ of beauty
is not to the senses, but through the senses, fo the intellect.®

Lel us realise that ‘symbolism’ is not a personal affair, but as Emil
Male expressed it in connection with Christian art, a calculus. The
semantics of visible symbels is at least as much an exact science as
the semantics of verbal symbols, or ‘words’. Distinguishing ‘sym-
bolism’ accordingly, from the making of behaviousislic signs, we
may say that however unintelligently a symbol may have been used
on a given accasion, it can never, sn long as it remains recognisable,
be called unintelligible: intclligibility is cssential to the idea of a
symbol, while intelligence in the observer is accidental. Admitting
the possibility and the actual frequency of a degeneration from a
significant to a merely decorative and ornamental use of symbols,
we must point out that merely lo state the problem in these terms is
to confirm the dictum of a well-known Assyriologist, that ‘When we
sound the archetype, the ullimale origin of the form, then we find
that it is anchored in the higheast, not the lowest"¥

What all this implies is of particular significance to the student,
not merely ot such heiratic arte as those of India or the Middle Ages,
but of [olk and savage art, and of fairy taleg and popular rites; since
itis precisely in all these arts that the parabolic or symbolic s:ylc has
pesl survived in our otherwise self-expressive environment.
Atrcheologists arc indeed beginning to realise this. Strzygowski, for
example, discussing the conservation of ancient motifs in mademn
Chinese peasant embroiderics, cndorscs the dictum that ‘the
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thought of many so-called primitive peoples is far more spirit-
nalised lhan that of many so-called civilised peoples’, adding that
‘in any case, it is clear that in matters of religion we shall have to
drop the distinclion between primitive and civilised peoples’.’ The
art historian is being left behind in his own field by the archeolo-
gist, who is nowadays in a fair way (o offer a far more complete
explanation of thc work of art than the aesthetician who judges all
things by his own standards. The archevlogisl and anthropelogist
are impressed, in spite of themselves, by the antiquity and ubiquity
of formal cultures by no means inferior to our own, except in the
extent of their material rescurces.

It is mainly our infatuation with the idea of “progress” and the
conception of ourselves as ‘civilised’ and of former ages and other
cultures &5 being ‘barbarous’* that has made it so difficult for the
historian of art—despite his recognilion of the fact that all ‘art
cycles’ are in fact descents from the levels attained by the primi-
tives’, if not indeed descants from the sublime to the ridiculous—Io
accept the proposition that an ‘art form’ is already a defunct and
derelict form, and strictly speaking a ‘superstition”, i.e. a ‘stand over’
from a more inlellectual humanity than our own; in other words,
exceedingly difficult for him to accept the proposition that what is
for us a ‘decorative motif’ and a sort of upholstery is really the
vestage of a more abstract mentality than our own, a mentality that
used less means to mean more, and (hat made use of symbols
primarily for their intellectual values, and not as we do, sentimen-
tally.> We say here ‘sentimentally’, rather than ‘aesthetically’,
reflecting that both words arc the same in their literal significance,
and both equivalent to ‘materialistic’; zesthesis being feeling’, sense
lhe means of feeling, and ‘matter” what is fclt. To speak of an
aesthet:c experience as ‘disinterested’ really involves an antinomy;
it is only & nuetic or cognitive experience that can be disintcrested.
For the complete appreciation or experiencing of a work of tradi-
tional art (we do not deny hat there are modern works of art that
only appcal to the feelings) we need at least as much ‘o etndenken as
ta efnfithlen, to ‘think-in’ and ‘think-with’ at least as much as to
‘feel-in’ and ‘fecl-with'.

The aesthetician will object that we are ignoring both the ques-
tion of artistic quality, and that of the distinction of a noble from a

decadent style. By no means. We merely take it for granted that
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every serious student is equipped by temperament and training (o
distinguish good from bad workmanship. And :f there are noble
and decadent periods of art, despite the fact that workmanship may
be as skilful or even more skiltul in the decadent than in the noble
pericd, we say that the decadence is by no means the fault of the
artisl as such (the ‘maker by art’), but of the man, who in the
decadent pericd has so much more to say, and means so much less.
More lo say, the less to mean—this is a matter, not of formal, but of
final causes, implying defect, not in the artist, butin the patron.*?

We say, ther, thal lhe ‘scienlific’ art historian, whose standards of
explanation are altogether too facile and too merely sensitive and
psychological, need feel no qualms about the ‘reading of meanings
into’ given formulac. When meanings, which are also raisens d'étre,
have been forgotten, it is indispensible that those who can remem-
ber them, and can demonstrate by reference to chapter and verse the
validity of their ‘memory’, should re-read meanings into forms from
which the meaning has been ignorantly ‘read out’, whether recently
or long ago. For in no other way can the art historian be said to have
{ul{illed his task of fully explaining and accounting for the form,
which he has not invented himself, and only knows of as an
inherited ‘superstition’. It is not as such that the reading of
meanings into works of art can be criticised, but only as regards the
precision with which the work is done; the scholar being always, of
course, subject to the possibility of sclf correction or of correction by
his peers, in matters of detail, though we may add that in case the
iconographer is really in possession of his art, the possikilities of
fundamental ervor are rather small. For the rest, with such ‘aesthetic’
mentalities as ours, we are in litle danger of proposing over-
intellectual interpretations of ancient works of art.

NOTES

1. Ci the Hasidic Anthology, p. yoy; ‘let us now hear you talk of your doeirine; you
speak g0 beautfully’. “May [ be stuck dumib sre | speak becutifully” As Plato
demanded, ‘About what is the sophist so eloequent? a question thal mlg-hl be put to
many modern artists. )

_12 Wf_‘_ need hardly cay that nothing in principle, but only in the materal,

cistinguishes tha use of varbal from viswal images, and that in the foregoing citation

representations’ may be snastituted tor ‘words”. ,
5 Pencatantra, - 44.
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4. Edgerton, Fr., ‘Indirect suggestion in poetry; « Hindu theory of literary acsthe-
tics". Proceedings of the American Philplogica! Secicty L. 1936. pp. 687 £

5. Tertullian, Docti rationent avtis fnselligunt, indocti wvoluptatem.

6. As remarked by Victor Emile Michelet, La Secret de In Chevalzrie, 1930, p. 78
‘L'enseigrment vulgaire considdre que le poéme épique; en verta de sa tradition ef de
la technique du genre, renforce le racit des expoits guerriers par dog inventions d™1n
merveilleux plus o1 moins corventionnel destiné i servir d'agréement of d*plement
decoratif.”

7. St. Thomas, Suinta Thecl. 1. 5.4 ad 1, and Comme o Thonysius, De Dig. Nom. v.

§. And thus, as recognised by Herbert Spinden (Brooklya Museum Juarterly, Oce.
1935), *Our frst reaction: is one of wonder, but our second should be an effort o
understand. Nor shenld we accept a pleasurable effect upon our unintelligent nerve
ende as an index of un:desrstancing .’

¢. Andrae, W., Die lonische Siule, 1933, p. 65. The readeris slios 1zly tecommended Lo
the whole of Andtas’s ‘Schlusswort’. Cf. Zoltan de Takacs, Francis Hopp Menoriol
Erxhinition, 1933 (Budapest, 1933), p. 4¢; The older and moxe generally understood a
symbol is, the more perfect and self-expressive ILis’ and p. 34; ‘the value of art forms in
(t1e) prehistoric ages was, Lherefore, determined, not simply by the delight of the eyces,
but by the purity of traditional retions con'ured by the representation itsclf”

10, Slizygowski, J., Spuren indogermanischer Clabens in der pildenden Kunst, 1936,
P. 154-

11. Gleizes, A., Vi et Mort de Uoceident chrétien, Sablons (2936), p. 6c Deutx mots,
barbarie et civilisaficn, sont & la base de fout developement historique. IIs donnent A la
notion de progrés la centinuité qu'on lue désire sur tous les terrains parti enliers en
éveillant I'idée dfinfériorité et de sumériorité. Tls nous cébarrassent de fout sotc
d’avenir, ‘a barbarie etant derriére nous et la civilisation s’améliorant chaque jour.”
[tzanslated by Aristide Messinesi as Life and Lenth of the Christian West, London, 1947 ]
[ cite these remarks not so much in canfirmation, as to call ztrention to the waorks of M.
Gleizes, himself a painter, bu: who says of hirnself “Mon art je Iai voulu métier . . .
Ainsi, je pense ne pas étre humainement inutile”. M. Gleizes’ most considerable work
is L.a Forme et ['Histaire: vers une Conscience Plastigue, Taris, zg32.

12. Despite the reccgnition of a typical ‘descent’, tae nwlivn of a meliorative
‘progress’ is 50 actractive and =0 comfortably suppurts an uplizuistic view of the furure
that one still end in face of al the evidence Lo the cortrary fancies -hat primitive man
and savage races ‘drew like that’ because they ‘could not' represert natural cffects as
we repzeseil them, and in this way it becomes possible to treat all ‘carly’ forms o art
as suivitg loweards erd prepering the way for a more ‘mature’ development; to
envisage the supercession of form by figure as a favourable ‘evclution’. In fact,
however, the primitive ‘crew like that’ becausge he imagined like that, and like all
art'sts, wished to draw as he imsgined; he did not in our sensa ‘observe’, hecause he
had not in view the statement of singular facts; he "imitated” natiire, not in her eifects,
but in ker manner of operation. Qur ‘zdvance’ has been from the sublime to the
ridiculous. Te complain that primi-ive symbeals do not Ipok like their referents is as
naive ae it wortla be to complain of a mathematical equation, that it does not reseble
the loeus it represents.

13. Tt is extraneous to the business of the ars histuriau ur caralor, as such, to
distinguish aoble from decade:: styles; the business of lhese persons as such is to
know what is good of its kind, exhibil, and explain it. At the same timz, it is not
enougll Lo be merely an art historian or merely a curator; it is also the business of man
as salron, lo distinguish a hierarchy of values in what has been made, just as it is his
business to decide what it is worth while to make now.

SIXTEEN

The Symbolsm of Avchery

‘Homage to you, bearers of arrows, and o you bowine, homage!
Homage to you, fletchers, and tu yuu, makers of bows!?”
T3 1v.5.3.2 and 4.2

: T—l E symbolic content of an art is
originally bound up with its practical function, but is not necessarily
lost when under changed conditions the art is no longer practiced of
necessity but as a game or spart; and even when such a sport has
been completely secularized and has become for the profane a mere
recreation or amusement it is still possible for whoever possesses
the requisile knowledge of traditional symbolism to complele this
physical participation in the sport, or enjoyment of it as a spectacle,
by an underslanding ol ils forgollen signilicance, and so veslore, for
himselt at least, the “polar balance of physical and metaphysical’ that
is tharacteristic of all traditional cultures.”

I'he position of archery in Turkey, long after the introduction of
firearms had robbed the how and arrow of their military value,
provides us an excellent example of the ritual values that may still
inhere in what to a modern observer might appear to be a “mere
sport’. Here archery had become alrzady in the fifteenth cenlury a
’a;_mrt’ imder royal patronage, the sultans themselves competing
V’f’]i’h otl_'lcrs in the ‘field’ (meidin). In the sixleenth century, at the
drcurncision festivals of the sons of Muhammad I, competing
archers shot their arrows through iron plates and metal mirrors, or
_shut at valuable prizes set up on high posts: the symbolisms
JII‘JC_JlVed are evidently those of ‘penetration’, and fhat of the
attainment of solar goods not within the archer’s direct reach; we
may assume that, as o India, the ‘doctrine’ implied an identification
of the archer himselt with the arrow that reached its mark.

Mahmid IT in the first quarter of the nineteenth century was one
.{;{1 lgfdi;e?t%t p‘at_ror_s of thel a.rche:.cﬁ" _g'ui.lds, zmd it was for him and
I o revive the Tradition (#hji" al sunna)—that is to say, in
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renewed ‘imitation of the Way of Muhammed’, the slandard of
human conduct—that Mustafa Kani compiled his great treatise on
archery, the Telkhis Resail er-Rumat,” in which the contents of a long
series of older works on the subject is rcsumed and a detailed
account is given of the whole art of manufacturing and using the
bow and arrow.

Kani began by establishing the canonical justification and legit-
imate transmission of the archer’s art. Ile cited forty Hadith, or
traditional sayings of Muhammad, the first of these referring to the
Quran (viiL 60): Prepare against them whatsvever thou canst of
Jorce’, where he takes ‘force’ to mean "archers’; another Hadith
attributes to Muhammad the saying that ‘there are three whom
Allzh leads inlo Paradise by means of one and the same arrow, viz.
its maker, the archer, and he who retrieves and retums it’, the
commentator underslanding that the reference is to the use of the
bow and arrow in the Holy War; other Hadith glorify the space
between the twn targets as a ‘Paradise’.? Kanl wenl on to ‘derive’ the
bow and arrow from those that were given by the angel Gabriel to
Adam, who had prayed to God for assistance against the birds that
devoured his crops; in coming to his assistance, Gabriel said to
Adam: ‘This bow is the power of God; this string is his majesty;
these arrows the wrath and punishment of Ged inflicted upon his
enemies’. From Adam the tradition was handed on through the
“chiain’ of Prophels (it was to Abraham that the compound bow* was
revealed) up to Muhammad, whose follower Sa’d b. Abi Wakkas,
“The Paladin of Islam’ (faris al-islirm) was Lhe first to shoot against the
encmics of Allah under the new dispensation and is accordingly the
‘Pir’ or patron saint of the Turkish archers’ guild, in which the
initiatory transmission has ncver (unless, perhaps, quite recently)
been interrupted.’

At the head of the archers’ guild is the ‘sheikh of the field’
{sheikh-iil-meidan). The guild itself is a definitely secret society, inlo
which there is admission only by qualification and initiation.
Qualification is chiefly a matter of training under a master (ustu).
whose acceplance of a pupil, or rather disciple, is accompanicd by a
tite in which prayers are said on behalf of the souls of the Pir Sa’d b.
Abi Wakkas, the archer imams of all generations and all belicving
archers. lhe master hands the pupil a bow, with the wards: ‘In
accordance with the behest of Allah and the Way (sunna) of his
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chosen messenger . . . The disciple receives the bow, kisses its grip,
and strings it. This prescribed procedure, preparatory to any
practical instruction, is analogous ta the rites by which a disciple is
accepled as such by any dervish order. The actual training is long
and arduous; the pupil’s purpose is to excel, and to this end he must
literally devote himsell.

When the disciple has passed through the whole course of
instruction and is proficient, there follows the furmal acceptance of
the candidatc by the sheikh. The candidate must show that he can
hit the mark and that he can shoot to a distance of not less than nine
hundred strides: he brings forward withesses to his mastery. When
the sheikh is satisfied the disciple kneels before him and takes up a
bow that is lying near him, sirings it, and fits an arrow to a string,
and having done this three times he replaces it, all with extreme
formality and in accordance with fixed rules. The sheikh then
instructs the master of ceremenies to take the disciple to his master,
from whom he will receive the ‘grip’ (kubzu). He kneels before the
master and kisscs his hand: the master takes him by the right hand
in token of a mutual covenant patterned on that of the Quran,
(xzvin. 10-18), and whispers the ‘secret’ in his ear. The candidate is
now a member of the archers’ guild and a link in the ‘chain’ that
reaches back to Adam. [Tenceforth he will never use the bow unless
he is in a condition of ritual purity; before and after using the bow
he will always kiss its grip.” He may now take part freely in the
formal contests, and in case he becomes a great master ot long
distance shooling he may establish a record which will be marked
with a stone.

, _The reception of the ‘grip’ is the outward sign of the disciple’s
initiation. He has, of course, long been accustomed :o the bow, but
what is meant by the ‘grip” is more than a mere handling of the
bow; the grip itself implies the ‘secret’. The actual grip, in the case of
the compound bow used by the Turks and most Orjentals, is the
middle part of the bow, which connects its two other parts, upper
and lower. It is by this middle piece that the bow is made one. lt is
Dlnly when one tries to understand this that lhe melaphyscial
51g1_1iﬁ-:ance of the bow, which Gabriel had described as the ‘power’
of God, appears: the grip is the union ol Allah withh Muhammad.
But Lo say this is to formulate the ‘secret’ only in its barest form: a
fuller explanation, based on the teachings of Ibn “Axabi is conununi-
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cated to the pupil. Here it s only indicated that what links the Deity
above to the Prophet below is the Kutb as Axis Mundi, and that this
is a form of tha spirit (a!-Rith).

The Indian literature contains an almost embarrassing wealth of
matter in which the symbolic values of archery are conspicuous. RV.
VI, 75.4 as understood by Séyana says that when the bow tips
consor: (that is, when the bow is bent), they hear then the child (the
arrow) as a molher bears a son, and when with common under-
stending they start apart (releasing the arrow), then they smite the
foe; and it is evident that the arrow is assimilated tc Agni, the child
of Sky and Earth, whose birth coincides with the separation of his
parents? In BD. L. 113, where all the insruments of the sacrifice are
regarded as properties of Agni, the two ends of the bow ar= again
correlated with Sky and Earth and other sexually conlrasted pairs,
such as the pesile and mortar; and we are reminded not only of the
Islamic interpretation cited above, but also of Heracleitus (Fr. LvI):
“The harmony of Lhe ordered-world is one of contrary tensions, like
+hat of the harp or bow’.? Lhe artow being the offspring of the bow,
‘he identification of the bow ends with the celestial and terrcstrial
worlds is clearly indicated in AV. 1. 2 and 3, where the ‘father” of the
arrow ig referred to as Parjanya, Mitra, Varuna, elc., and its ‘mother
is the Earth (prthivi)’; this is even literally true 1n the sense that the
reed of which the arrow is made is produced by the earth fertilized
by the rins from above and affords a good Illustration of thes
oxepetical principle that the allegorical meaning is contained in the
literal. In these lwo hymns the bowstring and the amow are
employed with epells tc cure ciarrhoea and strangury; the buw-
string because it constricls, the axrow because it is let fly: “As the
ar-ow flew off, let loose from the bow, so be thy urine released’
(yathesuka parapotad aoasystadhi dhanvenah, eva te midram mucya-

tam); here the relation of the flight of the arrow is to a physical .

release, but it will presently be seen how this flight, as of birds, is an
image equally of the delivery of the spirit from the body.

In AV. 1. 1 the archer is the T ard of the Voice (Vacaspaii) with the
divine mind; recalling RV. vI. 75.3, where ‘she is fain to speak’ and,
drawn to the ear, ‘whispers like a woman’, I is clear that thc
Lowstring corresponds o the voice (v2c) as organ of expression, and
the arrow to audible concept expressed. So in AV. v, 18.8 the
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Brahmans, the human representatives of the Lord of the Voice, are
said to have snharp arrows that are not spad in vain, the tongue
being their bowstring and their terrible words their arrows; while
in BU, u1. 8.2, penetrating questions are described as "foe-piercing
arrows’. This conception underlies the use of is (to ‘shool’). compars
isy, isukd (‘arrow’) and our own vernacular ‘shoot’ meaning ‘speak
out’; in AB. 1L 5, ‘impelled by the Mind, the Voice speaks’ (nanasi
v fsitil viy vadati); the voice indeed acts, but it is the mind that
activates (JUB. I. 33.4).

Thus an ‘arrow’ may be either literally a winged shaft or meta-
phoricall_v a ‘winged word": Skr. patatrin, “winged’, denoting either
‘bird” or “arrow” covers both values; for the swill and unhindered
flight of thought is often compared to that of birds and the
symbolism of birds and wings is closely connected with that of
arrows. The language of archery can, indeed, be applied to all
problems of thought and conduct. Thus sadh, whence sadhu as ‘haly
man’ and as an exclamation of approval, is to ‘go straight to the
mark’; saahit may qualify either the archer (RV. 1. 70.6) or the arrow
(RV. 11. 24.8), and il is not for the King to do anything or everything,
but only what is straight’ {sadhu, SB. v. 4.4.5); that is to sav, he may
no more speek at random than shoot al random. Rjui-ga, “thal which
goes straight’, is an ‘arrow’; and ‘as the fletcher straightens (ujum
kuroti) the shaft, s0 the wise man rectifies his will’ (Dh. 33, <[. 80, 145
and M. 1. 105); in the Mahdjanaka lataka, vi. 66) a fletcher at work
straightening (ujurht karot) an arxow is looking along it with one eye
closed, and from this the moral is drawn of single vision. )

Since the bow is the royal weapon par excelience and such great
stress is laid upon the King's rectitude it will not be irrelevant to
point out that the Senskrit and Pali words pju and uju, cited above
ar.ld mcaning ‘straight’, pertain to a common root that underliss
’nght’, ‘rectify’, ‘regal” (Lat. regere and rex and Skr. raja). From the
traditional point of view, a king is not an ‘absclute’ ruler, bul the
administrator of a transcendental law, to which human laws are
conformed.® More Lhan once Sankara makes the case of the fletcher
pi‘ufourl'ndly absorbed in his task an exemplum of contemplative con-
Efilzia:;n {on BU. . 9.28:;; and on Badqrayar_la, Siriraka Mimansa
e = i : nkp.?fo Elo. :Ina. eq,); and ag St. J:i.onayen‘hjtra rgma}“kcd:
SrZCm;z t; rf;:ﬁ; :g ; utm::;a.;hor:' artis rr:echlar:.tczze via _esi ud zlfummgtw}'ﬁsm
e ;ﬂ:ﬁ-‘.m a;{ i}t ni T1 est tn ea, quoa non praedice veram sqpientiam’

- art eclogiam, 14).
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Aparadh, the opposite of sadh, is to ‘miss the mark’, hence ‘g0
astray’, ‘deviate’, “fail’, ‘sin’: the two values can hardly be distin-
guishec in TS. VI. §5.5.2, where Tndra, having loosed an arrow at
Vrtra, thinks ‘I have missed the mark’ (aparadham); comparc IL 5.5.6,
wherc one who misses his mark (avavidhyoti) grows the more evil
(papiyan), while he who does nol [ail of it is as he should be. The
phrase is common, too, in Plato, where as in India and Persia it
pertains to the metaphor of stalking or tracking (iyvedw, mrg), the
origin of which must be referred to a hunting culture, of which the
idiom survives in our own expression to ‘hit (or miss) the mark’,
frupper le but. I'rom vyadh (to ‘picree’) derive vedka and vedhin
(‘archer’) and probably vedhas (‘wise” in the sense of “penetrating’).
This Tast word some derive from vid {to ‘know’ or ‘find"), but thcre
are forms common to vyadh or vid, notably the imperative widdhi,
which can mean either or both ‘know’ and ‘penetrate’; the ambi-
guity is conspicuous in JUB. tv. 18.6. Mund. Up. 11. 2.2 (discussed
below) and BG. vit. 6. A Brahman's verbal arrows ‘pierce’ his
detractors AV. v. 18.15). Comparison of an expert monk fo an
‘unfailing shot’ (akkhana-vedhin)’® is very common in the Pali
Buddhis! literature, often in combination with other terms such as
durepdtiv (‘far-shooting’), Sadda-vedhin (‘shooting at a sound’) and
valavednin (hair-splilling’) (A. . 284, 1. 170, IV. 423, 494; M. 1. 82,
cte). Mil. 418 describes the four ‘Jimbs’ of an archer that a true monlk
should possess:

Just, O king, as the archer, when discharging his arrows,
plants both his feet firmly on the ground, keeps his knees
straight, hangs his quiver against the narrow parl of his waist,
keeps his whole body stcady, sets up his bow with both
hands,** clenches his fists, lpaving no opening between the
fingers, stretches out his neck, shuts his mouth and eye, takes
aim (nimittam wjum karoti), and smiles at the thought T shall
pierce’;’? just so, O king, should the Yogin (monk) . . . think-
ing, ‘With the shaft of gnosis I shall pierce through every
defect...” And again, O king, just as an archcr has an
arrow-straightener for straightening out bent and crooked and
uneven arrows... And again, O king, just as an archer
practices™ ata target . . . early and late . ..
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Justas an archer practices early and late,

And by never neglecting his practice carns his waggs,

So too the Sons of the Buddha exercise the body,

And never neglecting that exercise, become adept (arhat).

The bow is the royal weapon par excellence; skill in archery is for
the king, what the splendor of divinity is for the priest (SB. xIIL.
1.1.1-2). It ig in their capacity as Ksalriyas that Rama and the
Bodhisativa can perform their feats of archery. Like the king’s own
arms, the two “arms’ of the bow are assimilated to MitrZ-varigau,
mixig persona of sacerdotium and regnum; in the coronation rite the
priest hands cver the bow to the king, calling it “indra’s dragon-
slayer’, for the king is the earthly representative of Indra, both as
warrior and as sacrificer, and has dragons of his own to be
overcome; he gives him also three arrows, with reference to the
terrestrial, aerial, and celestial worlds (SB. v. 3.5.27f, v. 4.3.7).

The how as svmbol of power corresponds to the conception of the
power of God, bestowed by Gabriel on Adam, for his protection, as
cited above from Turkish sources. Tt is from this point of view, that
of dominion, that we can best understand the widely disseminated
rites of the shooting of arrows to the Four Quarters; cf RV, VL 75.2:
‘With the bow let us conquer the regions’. In the Kurudhanima
Jataka, (1. 372) we learn that kings at a triennial festival “usad to deck
themselves out in great magnificence, and dress up like Gods.. . .
standing in the presence of the Yakkha Citiordja, they would shoot to
the four points of the compass arrows painted with flowers’. In
Egypt the shooting of arrows toward the four quarters was a part of
the Pharaonic enthronement rite.™ In China, at fhe hirth of a royal
heir, the master of the archers ‘with a bow of mulberry wood and six
arrows of the wild Rubus shoots toward Heaven, Earth, and the
Four Quarters’ (L Chi, x. 2.17);’5 the same was done in Japan.’®

The archelype of the rite that thus implies dominion is evidently
solar; that the king relcases four separate arrows reflects a supeina-
JL“.L‘lral archery in which the Four Quarters are penetrated and
v il":ua]lyr grasped by the discharge of a single shaft. This feat, known
as ﬂ:‘e Penetration of the Sphere’ (cakka-viddham, were cakka
“PPlles‘ the ‘round of the world’} is described in the Sarabhungu
Jataka, (v. 125), where it is attributed to the Bodhisatta Jotipala, the
Keeper of the Light' and an ‘unfailing shot’ (akkhana-vedhin).
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Jotipala is the king’s Brahman minister’s son, and although the bow,
as we have seen, is typically the weapon of the Ksatriya, it is quite in
order that it should be wielded by a Brahman, human representa-
tive of the brahma (sacerdotivm) in divinis, ‘Who is both the
sacerdelium and the regnum’ SB. x. 4.1.9), and like any avatara,
‘both priest and king’. Jotipala is required by the king to competc
with the toyal archers, some of whom are likewise ‘unfailing shots’,
able to split a hair or a falling arrow. jotipala appeared in disguisc,
hiding his bow, coat of mail, and turban under an outer garment; he
had a pavilion erected, and standing within it, removed his outer
garment, assumed the regalia, and stmung his bow; and so, fully
armed, and holding an arrow ‘tipped with adamant’ (vajiragga— lhe
significance of this has already been pointed out), ‘he threw open
the screen (sanim vivarifvd) and came forth (uikknamitva) like a
prince of serpents (naga-kwmare) bursting from the earth. He drew a
circle'? in the middle of the four-comered royal courtyard (which
here represents the world), and shooting thence, defended himself
against innumerable arrows shot at him hy archers stationed in the
four corners;*® he then offered to wound all these archers with a
single arrow, which challenge they dared not accept. Then having
set up four banana tranks in the four comers of the courtyard, the
Bodhisattva ‘fastening a thin scarlet thread (raita-suitakam) to the
feathered end of the amrow, aimed al end slruck one ol the lrees; Lhe
arrow penetrated it, and then the second, third, and fourth in
succession and finally the first again, which had already been
pierced, and so returned to his hand, while the trees stood encircled
by the thread.”®

This 15, cleatly, an exposition of the doctrine of the ‘thread spirit’
(=fifr@tman), in accordance with which the sun, as point of attach-
ment, connects these worlds to himself by means of the Four
Quarters, with the thread of the spirit, like gems upon a thread *”
The arrow is the equivalent of the needle’, and one might say that
in the case described above the quarters are ‘sewn’ together and to
their common centre; the [eathered end, or nock of the arrow to
which the thread is attached corresponding to the eye of the
needle.” In ordinary practice an arrow leaves no visible trace of ils
passage. [t may be observed, however, that an arrow with a slender
thread allached lo il can be shol acioss an otherwise impassable
gulf; by means of this thread a heavier line can be pulled across, and
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sn on until the gulf is spanned by a rope; in this way the symbcelism
of archery can be combined with that of the ‘bridge”. The principle
ic the same in the case of modern life-saving apparatus, in which a
line is shot, in this case from a gun, from the shore to a sinking ship,
and by means of this line a heavier ‘life-line” can be drawn across.

The Chinese, morcover, actually employed an arrow with an
attached line in fowling, as can be clearly seen on an inlaid bronze of
the Chou dynasty now in the Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore. The
Eskimo, too, made use of arrows with demountable heads and an
attached cord in hunting sea otter.”® In thé same way in the case of a
cast net with attached line, and in the case of the lasso; and likewise
in fishing, where the rod corresponds to the bow end the eyed
fishhook to the arrow of a needle. In all these cases the hunter,
analogous to the deity, attaches Lhe prey lo himself by means of a
thread, which hc draws in. In this sense Shams-i-[abriz: 'He gave
me the end of a thread—a thread full of mischief and guile—"Tull”,
he said, “that [ may pull; and break it not in the pulling”’.*?

A famous passage in the Mahdbhdarata, (1.123. 45f. in the new
Poona edilion) describes the testing of Drona's pupils in archery.
An artificial eagle (bhasa) has been prepared by the craftsmen, and
set up at the top of a tree to be a mark. Three pupils are askec: ‘What
do you see? and each answers: 'l see yourself, the tree and the
eagle’. Drona exclaims: ‘Away with you; these thiree will not be able
to hit the mark’; and turning o Arjuna, ‘the mark is for you to hit’.
Atjuna stands stretching his bow (vitatya karmukam), and Drona
continues; Do you also see the tree, mysclf and the bird? Arjuna
replies: ‘I see only the bird”. “And how do you see the bird?” Tsee its
head, but not its body'. Drona, delighted, savs: ‘Let fly’ (nuficasva).
Atjuna shoots, cuts off the head and brings it down. Drona then
gives him the irresistible weapon, ‘Brahma’s head’, which may not
be used against any human foe; and there can be little doubt that
this implies the communication of an initiatory martram, and the
‘secret’ of archery. ‘Lhe evident ‘moral’ is one of single-minded
concentration.
~ In public compet:tion® Arjuna performs a number of magical
feats using approprizte weapons to create and destroy all sorts of
appearances, and then from a moving chariot shoots five arrows
into the mouth of a mwoving iron boar, and twenty-one into the
opening of a cow’s horn suspended and swinging in the air.* In the
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great competition [or the hanc of Draupadi™ her falher has made a
very stout bow which no one but Arjuna will be able to bend, and
has made also “an artificial device suspended in the air and together
with it a golden target’ (yantras: vaihayasam . . . krtimairi, yantrena
sahitawm . . . laksyam kadicanam), announcing that ‘whoever strings
this bow and with it and these arrows pass it and pierce the target
(afitya laksyai yo veddhd) shall have my daughter’. When the
competing princes ave assembled, Draupadi’s brother addresses the
assembly:

Hear me, all ye children of the Earth: This is the how, this
the mark and these the arrows; hit the mark with these five
arrows, making them pass through the opening in the device
(yantruchidrenabhyotikronmya laksyari sawigrpoyadhoad Khagu-
mair dnsardhaih).?®

Whoever, being of & guod family, strong and handsome,
performs this difficult feat shall have my sister to wife this day,
I tell no lie. '

This unly Arjuna is able o do; his arrows penelrate the largel ilsell,
with such torce as to stick in the ground beyond it.

The language itself of all these texts expresses their symbolic
significance. The feat itsclf is cssentially Inara’s, of whom Arjuna is
a descent, while Draupadi, the prize, is explicitly $17 (Fortuna,
Tyche, Basileia). With hardly any change of wording the narrative
could be referred to the winning of a more eminent victory than can
be won by concrete weapons alone. This will appear more clearly in
the citation from the Mundaka Upanisad, below. In the meantime it
may e observed lhal muscasve (lel (y’) is [rom muc (lo ‘release’),
the root in mokss and mukti (‘spiritual liberation’, man’s last “aim’).
Karmuka (‘bow’) is lilerally “made of kymuka wood’, a lree (hal SB. vI.
6.2.11 derives from ‘the point of Agni's flame that took root on
earth’; thus the bow, like the point of the arrow™ participates in the
nature of fire. The primary meaning of yantra is ‘barrier’; the
suspended perforated yantra through which the arrows are to be
shot can hardly be thought of but as a sun symbol, that is, a
representation of the Sun door, through which the way leads on tu
Brahma: ‘Thereby men reach the highest place.”® That the mark,
whatever its form may have been, is ‘golden’ reflects the regular
meanings of ‘gold’, viz., light and immortality; and that it is to be
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reached through a perforated disk, such as [ lake the ‘device’ to have
been, corresponds to such expressions as ‘beyond the sky” (uiterai
divak®’) or “heyond the sun’' (parena adityam’*), of which the
reference is to the ‘farther half of heaven’ (divi parardha®3), Plato's
vinepovpdviog Ténog, of which no true report has ever heen made’*
and is nameless,?> like those who reach it. Kha-ga, “arrow’, is alsc
“bird’, and literally, "farer through empty space’; but kha is alsc
“void’ ?® and as such a symbol of Brahma—Brahmz is the Veid, the
Ancient Void of the pneuma . .. whereby | know what should be
known’ (kham bralma, Khum purinum viyuram . .. vedainena vedila-
vyam??).

It is, in fact, in the notion of the penetration of a distant and even
unseen target that the symbolism of archery culminates in the
Mundaka Upanisad (I 2.1—4). In the first two verses Brahma is
described as the unity of contraries, summun bortur, truth immortal:
‘That is what should be penetrated, penetrate it, my dear’ (tad
veddhuoyam, sontya viddhi). The third and fourth verses continue:

Taking as bow the mighty weapon (O} of the Upanisad,

Lay thereunto an arrow sharpsned by devotions (updsana-
niditan)?®

Draw with a mind of the same nature as That {tadbhiva-gatena
cetasa);

The mark (Igksyasi) is L'hat Imperishable; penetrate it (viddhi)?
my dear!

Om is the bow, the Spirit (#iman, Self}*° the arrow, Brahma the
mark:

It is penetrable** by the sober man; do thou become of onc
substance therewith (fanmayo bhavet), like the arrow.

Here the familiar equation, Atman = Brahman, is made. The
penetration is of like by like; the spiritual self represented by the
arrow is by no means the empirical ego, but the immanent Deity,
self-same self in all beings: ‘Him onc should exiract from one’s own
body, like the arrow from the reed’ (KU v 17); or, in terms of MU.
VI. 28, should ‘releasc” and “let fly' from the body like an arrow from
the bow,

In MU. the phrasing differs slightly but the meanings remain
cssentially the same: there are obstacles to be pierced before the
target can be reached. In MU. v1. 24: “The body is the bow, the arrow
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O, the mind its poinl, darkness the mark (laksyarin)*; and piercing
(bhitva)? the darkness, one reaches that which is not wrappad in
darkness, Brahma bevond the darkness, of the hue of the Sun (i.e.
“golden”), that which shines in yonder Sun, in bire and Light-
ning."# In VL. 28 one passes by, or overcomes (utikrumyu) the objects
of the senses (sensibiliz, 1¢ wolnzw), and with the bow of stcad-
fastnees strung with the way of the wandering monk and with the
arrow of ‘reedom-from-self-opinion (gnebhimanarmayena caivesuna)
knocks down (nitatya) the janitor of Brahma’s door¥—whose bow
is greed, howstring anger, and acrow desire—and reaches Brahma.

The penctration of obstacles is a common feat; it has been noted
abave in Turkish practice, and in [J@ieks, v. 131 Jutipala pierces a
hundred planks bound togcther as one (ckdbaddham vhalakasatari
vinijjhitvd). In Visuddhi Magga, 674 an archer performs the difficult
feat of piercing a hundred planks (phalakasatari nibbijjhanam) at a
distance of some fifty yards; the archer is blindfolded and mounted
on # moving wheel (cakka-yante athisi); when it comes round so
that he faces the target, the cue (sariria)*’ is given by the sound of a
hlow struck on the target with a slick; and guided by the sound, he
lcts fly and pierces all the planks. The archer represents the ‘Gnosis
of the Way’ (maggafidfa), while the given cue is that of ‘Adoptive
Gnosis’ (gotrabhi-fidna) and can be regarded as a ‘reminder’ of the
end to be reached; the hundle of planks signifies the ‘trunks ur
aggregates of greed, ill-will and delusion” (lobhadosa moha-
kknandhd); the ‘intention’ or ‘aim’ (@rammana) is Nibbana (Nir-
viana).”

Remarkable parellels Lo the foregoing texts can be cited from other
sources. lhus Shams-i-Tabriz: ‘Every instant there is, so to speak,
an arrow in the bow of the body: if il escapes from the bow, it
strikes its mark’.4® In what means the same he exclaims: ‘Fly, fly, O
bitd, to thy native home, for thou hast escaped fromn the cage, and
thy pinions arc outspread . .. Fly forth from this enclosure, since
thou art a bird of the spiritual world”;# and indeed: ‘itis as a bird
that the sacrificer reaches heaven.’* His great disciple Rami said:
‘Only the straight arrow is put on the bow, but this bow (of the self)
has its arrows bent back and craoked. Be straight, like an arrow, and
escape from the bow, for without doubt every straight arrow will [ly
from the bow (to its mark).”*
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In the same way Dante:* ‘And thither now (i.e. to the Eternal
Woerta as goal)™ as fo the appointed site, the power of that
bowstring beareth us which direcleth (0 a happy mark whatso it
doth discharge’.? With ‘Om is the arrow” may be compared the
Cloud of Unknowing, (Chap. 38): "Why pierceth il heaven, this little
short prayer of cne syllable? to which the same unknown author
replies in the Epistlz of Discretion: ‘Such a blind shot with the sharp
darl of longing love may never fail of the prick, which is God’.%*

In conclusion, I shall allude to the practice of archery as a ‘sport” in
Japan at the presenl day, making use of a valuable book compiled by
Mr. William Acker, the American pupil of Mr. Toshisuke Nasu,
whose own master, [chikawa Kojuro Kiyomitsu, ‘had actually seen
the bow used in war, and who died in the bow-house while
drawing his kow at eighty years of age’. The bouk®® is a translation
of Toshisuke Nasu’s instructions, with an added commentary. The
extracts show how little this ‘sport’ has the character of mere
recreation that the notion of spert implies in secular cultures:

The stance is the basis of all else in archery. When you take
your place at the butts to shoot, you must banish all thought of
other people from your mind, and feel then that the business of
archery concerns you alone . . . When you thus tum your face
to the mark you do not merely lock at it, but also concentrate
tpon it . . you must not do so with the eyes alone, mechani-
cally, as it were—you must learn to do all this from the belly.

Agpgain:

By ddzukuri is meant the placing of the body squarely on the
support afforded by the legs. One should think of onesell as
being like Vairocana Buddha (i.e. the sun), calm and without
fear, and feel as though one were standing, like him, in the
centre of the universe.5”

In the preparation for shooting, the greatest stress is laid on
muscular relexation, and on a state of calm to be altained by regular
breathing; just as in contemplative exercises, where likewise the
Preparation is for a ‘release’. In laking ain (reikomo, from miry, to
see, and komu, to press) the archer does not simply look at the target,
but “presses into’ or “forces into’ it his vision, as il were anlicipating
the end to be reached by the arrow itself. The archer's breathing
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must be regulated, in order to ‘concentrate onc’s strength in the pit
of the abdomen—then one may be said to have come to a real
understanding of archery’.®® In this emphasis on deep breathing the
‘Zen' (Skr. dhyana) factor is apparent, and on the stress that is laid
on the “spirit’ (kf, Chinese chi, Skr. dtrmgn, prana) in the same
connection, the Tacist factor. Mr. Acker remarked that all Japanese
arts and exercises are referred to as “ways’ (michi, Chinese iac), that
is, spiritual disciplines:

. . . one may even say that this is especially so in archerv and
fencing for there are archers who will tell you that whether or
not you succeed in hitting the mark docs not matter in the
slightest—that the real question is what you get out of archery
spitilually.”

The consummation of shooting is in the release ... the
Stance, Preparation, Posture, Raising the Bow, Drawing, and
Holding, all these are but preparatory activities. Everything
depends upon an unintentional involunlary release, effecled
by gathering into one the whole shooting posture . . . the state
in which the release takes place of itself, when the archer’s
breathing seems tc have the mystic power of the syllable
Orh . . . At that moment the posture of the archer is in perfect
order—as though he were unconscious of the arrow’s having
departed . . . such a shot is said to leave a lingering resonance
behind—the amow moving as quietly as a breath, and indeed
almost seeming to be a living thing . . . Up to the last moment
one must falter neither in body nor in mind... (Thus)
Japanese archery is more than a “sport’ in the Western sense; it
belongs to Bushido, the Way of the Warrior, Further, the Seven
Ways arc basced upon spontancous principles, and not upon
mete reascning—

Having drawn sufficiently,
Nolonger ‘pull’, but ‘drive’ it
Still without holding.”
Lhe bow should never know
Wheun the arrow is lo go.

The actual release of the arrow, like that of the contemplative,
whose passage from dhyana to samadhi, contemplatio to raptus, takes
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place suddenly indeed, but almost unawarcs, is spontancous, and as
it were uncaused. If all the preparations have heen made correctly,
the arrow, like a homing bird, will fing its own goal; just as the man
who, when he departs from this world “all in act’ (krtakytya, katart
karanT-yaw), having done what there was to be done, need not
wonder what will Eecome of him nor where he is going, but will
inevitably find the bull’s eye, and passing tlrough thal sun door,
ertler into the empyrean beyond the ‘murity” of the sky.

Thus one sees how in a traditional society every necessary activity
can be also lhe Way, and that in such a society there is nothing
profane; a condition the reverse of tha:t ta be seen in secular
cocieties, where there is nolhing sacred. We see thet even a ‘sport’
may also bc a yoga, and how the active and contemplative lives,
outer and inner man can be unilied in a single act of being in which
both selves coopcerate.

NOTES

1. This atticle, in ite original for, was to have appeared in the special number o:
Etudes tradilionellzs, to be cevoted to ‘Sport’, in the year 1940 OF this jonrnal nothing
has besn heard since the aceapation o Patis.

2. First printad at Canstzntirople in 1847 A.n. A detailed account of this work and of
Turxish archery has been published by Joachim Hein [‘Bogenhandwerk und Bogen-
sport bei den Osmanen’, Der Islem, <Iv, 1925, 28¢—36¢, and xv, 1926, pp. 1-78): my
accountis based on Hein's work.

3. I either direction the ‘Path’ leading directly from the archer’s place lo the (solar)
target is obviously an ‘equivalent’, in horizontal projection, of e Axis Mundi: and in
walking on this Path the archer is therelcre always in a “central’ and ‘paradisiacal’
position with respect to the rest of the ‘Field’ as a whale. It will be further observed
that in the alternate use of the two targets there is a shooting in two opoosite
directions, one from and ona toward the archer’s original stand; the shooting from a
stand beside the second target invelves a return of the arrow to its first place, and itis
clear that the two motions cre those of ‘ascent’ and ‘descant’ and that the ‘Path’ is a sert
of Jacob's Ladder.

4. ‘Compound bows tirst appear in Mesopotamia in the dynasty of Accad (e
Lawventy-fourth century B.c.), W. b Albright and G K Mendenthzll, “The Ureation of
the Cumpourd Sow in Canaanute Mythology', journal of Near Easters Studies, 1(1942),
227~2g, ciling H. Bonnet, Die Waffen der Viker des alfen Crients (Leipzig, 1026). pp.
135-45-

5 A. N. Poliak, “The Influence of Chingiz-Khan's Yasa Upun the General Organi-
zation of the Mamlik State’, Bulf, Schoa! Oriental Studies, x (1942), p. B7z, note. 5, refers
ta Arabian lancers who formed an hereditary corporation and concealed ‘the secrets of
their professional aducation’ from the lay public, pointing out that the att of these
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rarmmizhe “was a conservative one, claiming descent from Sasérian and early Islamic
warriors”; these cata are derived from a work cited as Kitab fi “Im el-Furastse, ms,
Aleppo (Ahmediys).

6. Cf. ‘Anu shouled aloud erd spake in the assembly, kissing the bow’, in
Babylonian Legends of Creation {Lordon, t931), p. €7, siath tablet, 1s. 64, Gs.

7. Agui Antkevat, being its point (zrika), is the =ssential part of the divine arrow
that does not swerve and with which the gods struck the dragon in the beginning; and
50 virtually the whole of the arrow, sinec ‘where the point goes, thore the crrow goes’
{50.11.3.3.10, IL 5.3.2, 11 5.4.3.8; AB. 1. 25, etc.). It comes to the same thing thathe isalso
the point o7 the bolt (vajra) with whick the dragon was smitten (53. 111 4.4.24); foritis
from the point of this bolt as their etymon that arrows are ‘derived’ (T5. v1. 1.3.5; SB. 1.
2.4.1); and vajra meaning also ‘adamant”; we ofter. [ind that a solar hero’s arrows are
described as ‘tipped with adamant’. From the concept of love (kaina) as a five, and Agni
having ‘five missilas’, comes the iconography of K&madeva. the god of love, as an
archar.

§. Cf. Plato, Sympcsmim, 1875, anc Repuhblic, 43gR. That for any e’f cary there must be
a co-operation of contrasted forees 15 a basie princin’e of Tndian and all radiional
philosophy. [Without Contraries is no Progression’, Blake. ]

¢. See my Spirituzl Authority and Teriporal Power in the Inaior Theory of Government,
iNew Haven, 1242). note 12a, and passin. Law, cr justice (dharma) is the principle of
kingship (BU. 1. 4.14, ete.); and this justice’ differs only from the truth (safyam) in that
it is applied (Sarfikara o1 EU. L 4.15). Govertunent, in oGer words, is an arl. based o1
an immutable science; and as In tee case of otler arls, so hee, acs sine scentin nohdl.

10, The Peli Texl Sociely’s Peli dictionary explanations of akkafizize ave admittedly
unsalisfactory. The real equivelent is Skr. &khaya (‘target’), as in JUB. 1. 6o.7.6 and CU.
1.2.7.8. Cf. akha inTS. vi. 4.11.3, Keith's note, and Faniri nr. 3,125, varit. 1.

With sadda-vedhin (sabda-) cf. Mbh. (Poona, 1933), L 123. 12-18 where Ekalavya, the
Naisadha, who has acguired his skill (leghutea) in archery (isvastra) by maxing a clay
image of Drons and practicing before it as his master, shoots seven arrcws into the
mouth of a dog whom he hears barking, but daes not see.

11. Dwve hatte sandhitthanem grepeli (risunderstood by Rays Dav-ds) can only mean
‘setting, up the how', ie. putting its twao patts fagether, sandbi-ithanem heing the
junction and “grip’; ct. Jaiaka 111 274 and v, 253 dhanum adepham tatvana, ht, ‘making
the bow to be not-twofold”, Mht. viL 10 dhanith sandhdye, and Vil 352 cTpdropana,
‘breaking down and setting up the bow’ (as cne ‘breaks down’ a gun). Arcpet is to
‘meke fit tcgether’, ard can also be usad of stringing the bow, as in J@feka, v. 12y
dharwithi . . fiyam Gropetod; while sandaheti (smhdhid) to ‘join’ can also be used of
setling the arrow tu the string, as Lo J@leke, v, 298 wsen senufid u.

A glossary of archer’s terms, Skr. and Mali, would require a separate article, and I
have mentioned only some that have a bearing on the significance of archery.

12. Cf. [Gtaka, 1v. 258: ‘Thinking, “1 shall pierce him, and when he is weakened,
seize him” .’ Nimittam ujuin karoti could also be rendered ‘mekesa right resolve’.

13. Lipaza#i (Skr. upds) is ordinarily fo ‘cit near’, ‘sit under’, “wait upon’, ‘honour’,
‘worship’; Mil. 352 spesks of a hall, updsera-sald (= santhagira, 5. v. 453), in which a
skilled archer teaches his disciples (anfevasike, recident pupile, ef. A 1v. 423) I other
worcs, the practize of archery is Literally a ‘devotion’. In fataka, v. 127k Jotipala 1s cent
fo & Master in Takkasila to learn the whno e arf (sippent). A ‘ee of “a thousand’ is paid.
When the bay has become an expert, the master gives Fim a sword, and “a bew of
ram’s-horn and 2 quiver, both of them deftly joined together’ (sandiiyuttu-), a:d his
corselet and turban (thus estadlishing the pupil as a master in due succession).

‘Early and laie’ may mean by day and night, In Mblr. (Poona) 1. 125.7 Arjuna resolves
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to practice by abhyisa, of which the primary sense 15 a ‘shooting at’ {ef “intend’,
fipntention’, seli-direchon) and the derived meaning ‘exercise’, ‘Drectice’, or “study’ of
aay kind.

14. A Maret, T caraciére religigiyx de la veyaulé pharavnigue 1'P_ar'_:-i, 1402), pp.10s-a
(p-106, natz 32 T1 semkle que cettz cérémonie ait pour but de definir le pouvoir qu ‘a
Pharsen-Horus de lancer, comme e suleil, ses rayons dans les qualre parlies du
monde’). Tn the relief from Karnak (E. Lepsius, Cenkmidler [Leipzig, 1850-59], w, TL
3hh) Thothmes IIT is represenled thus shooting, guided by Horus and Seth; in the late
Telief of the twenty-fifth dynasty (E. Prisse d’Avennes, Monuments égypliens [Paris,
18471, L xxxuy; H Schifer, Agv-tischer und heutiger Kunst und Wellgebaide der alten
Agypter [Berlin, 1928], Abb. 54, and idem, ‘Konig Amenoshis Il als Meistcr Schiitz’, Or.
Literut. Zeiischr., [1929], ccl. 240-43) tha queen is shocting at circular loaves, which are
evidently symbols of the Four Quarters; the inceription states that she receives the
bows of tha Morth and South and that she choots toward the Four Quarters; this is in
the sed rite which, later in a reign, repeats the rites of enthronement ard deification,
apparently renewing the king’s roya power. This -ite is accompanied hy, or may
perhaps Icp.ace another in which four birds ars released to Hy to ke Foar Uunarters;
bird and arrow are aquivalent symbols.

In $B. 1. 2.4.15f. and TB. -1, 2.9.57., where the prizst brandishes the weoden sword
four times. howevsr, this is done to repel the Asuras from the Three Worlds and
‘whatever Hourth World there may or may not be beyond these three”. But in the
Hi:rparian coronztion rite the sword is brandished, as the arrows zrz shot, toward the
Four Quarters of this world.

SB.v. 1.5.13f. and v. 5.5.2y, 3¢ describe the ritual use of sevenleen arrows and that of
three arraws. The seventeen arrows correspond o e “seventeenfold Trajépati’, the
sevenieenth marking lhe place for the goal post about which the chariots ars to twrm in
the silual race (we know [tom other sources that tais post represents the sun); and it s
explicit that the shooting symbolizes and implics ‘the rule of onc over many’. The
three arrows, ona that penetrates, one that wounds, and one that misses, zorre spend to
the Three Worlds.

15. This was regarded by B. Karlgren {'Soma Fecundity Symbols in Ancient China’,
Bull. Mus. Far Eastern Anbiguities. 11, Stockholm, 1930, p. 51) as a fecundity ritual
perfaormed for Fhe sake of male children, reprasented by the arrows: O {1 Seligman
UBow and Arraw Symbolism, Enresia Sepfentrionaiis Antigue, 7€ [1634], 3571) erticizing
Karlgren, rightly pointed out that the prima-y significance of the rite 1s that of a
supreme assertion of powear’. Neither author, however, seems to rea'ise that the erctic
sigrificance of sheoting [still guite familiar) and that of shooting as a symbal of
dominion ate by nw means mutually exclusive meanings. Thus, the sun's rays, which
he shoots forth {cf. Thoebus Apollu) are at the same time dominam and progenitive (ol
T5. vir. 1.1.7, 5B, vin. 7.nabry, amd A K. Covinaraswauy, “The Sun-Kisy', Jouru.
Amer. Ovizntal Soc., 1x [1920], p. 50, note 13, 14). Ir. the same way Skr. 51, :a et fly’, can
apply either to the rclease of an arrow or to the act of procreation, and it is in fact thus
that Prajapati ‘projecte’ (srjati) his offzpring, thought of as 'mys’.

16 Heice Monogatari (thirteenth cantury); sce A L. Sadler, “The Heike Monogatari’,
Trans. Asiatic Soc. fapan, xivi(1918), Pt 2, 120,

17. The printed text has mapdapa, ‘pavilion’, but the v.l. mandals is to be preferred.
That the archer stands with'n a circle and shoots thence ta the four corners of a square
_-fif]d hzs a meaning related tn that of a dome or a square strictate, heaven and earth
3_&i.ng typically ‘circular’ and square; it is true that the earth can zlso be regarded as a
eircle, enc the douted structure mey be circular also in plar, still the earth is square in
the sense that there are four ‘Quactess’. The archer’s posilion relalive Lo the ur langeis
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is quintessential, and virtually ‘elevated’; the “field’ correspunds (v al that is ‘vtrder
the Sur’, the ruler vf all i surveys.

18. The Budhbisalle's invulnerabilily corresponds to that of the solar Dreath (praga)
of JUB. 1. .78 and CU. 1. 2.7-8.

19. This mention of a second penetration of the first target snould be noted; without
this Lhe circle would have been left “open’. Onc could net ask for better oroef of the
me.aphysical content of what many would think of as mere story telling. The serious
student will soon learn hat all t-ue folk and fairy talz motifs have such a content; and
that it weuld be idle to pretend that the most primitive peoples lacked adequate
idioms for the expression of the most abstract ideas, whether in verbal cr visual arts. Tt
is our language ‘kat would be impoverished :f their idiome were forgotten.

a5, 5B. vi. 7.1.17, WIIL 7.3.10 (the Sun is the fastening ‘o whirh the Qnarfers are
linked by a prieumatic thread); BU. 111 b.2; B VIL 70 Hiad, wTTT8f; Plato, Theatefus,
1532, O; Laws 6448, “Une Golden Cord": Dante, Paradise, 1, 116 questd la terra in sz
sfn'nge; W. Blake, | give yoir the end of a golden string’: ete.

‘At a plare in Gilgit there is said o be a golden chain hanging down to earth from
the sky. Any persons suspected of wreng-doing or falsehood were taken to the place
and forcec to hold the chain [as in Platc Laws, 644:] while they swore that they were
innocent or that their statements were truz. This suggests the Homeric reference (Iud,
vILL 18 er sery.), and the Catena Aueiea Howerl, which was handed down thurough the
Neo-Platonists tu the alchemists of the Middle Ages’ (W, Crooke, Folklers, xxv [1914].
3a7)-

" 2¢. “Tis Uhe thread thas is connected with the needle: the eye of the needle is not
suitable for the camel’, i.e. spal-and-body (Rimi, cd. by R. L. Nicholson, Maihmaut, 1.
3065: cf. L. 349, cords of causation; . 1276, rope and well).

z2. 0. T. Mason, ‘North American Bows, Arrows and Quivers’, Smithson. Rept. 1893
(Washington, 1894), pp. 631—79. I am indebted to Dr. Carleton S. Coon of the
University Museum, Pennsylvania, for this reference,

23. In R A. Nicholson, Drwan of Shams—i-Tabriv (Cambricge, 130R), Ode 28 "Keep
tay end of the thread, that he may keep his end’ (Hafiz, 7. 386.2); ‘Fish-I'ke m a sea
hehaold me swimming, 'lill he with his hook my rescue maxetly (W, Leaf, Versicns from
Hafiz [London, 18¢8). x1. 2). Any full discussion of the Islamic symbo’s of the spirit
would reqaire a separate article. Far Eastern parallels could also be cited, e.g. the story
of ‘The Spider’s Trread’ in Tales Grotesqqe and Curipus, by R. Akutagawa, trans. by G,
Shaw (Tokyo, n.d.}, the threzd is broken oy the climbers’ egotism.

24 I MbR Gowzn2a, 22 we are Wld that Crooa himsell bad received (rom (Parasu-)
Rana his ‘weapous, logelier wilh Uhe secrzls of thelr use’ (estedn’ . . . saproyogarafa-
syini) and the ‘Book of the Bow' {dhanurvedan).

A Dhauurveda, dealing with the whole art of war ard arms “auch Gbor geheime
Walfen, Zauberspritcnae, Konigsweihe und Omina’ is attributed to the Rai Vidvamitrg;
and there are other Dhanurvecas extant in manuscript (M. Winternitz, Geschichie der
indischen Litzratur, Leip=ig, 1920, 111, 552).

M. Williame, Sanckrit Cietionary, cites the word karmukopanisat (‘secrat of the art of
shooting’) from the Balaramayana.

25. Mbh. 1125,

26. In the Mahavratz tite (a3 winter solstice festival) three arrows are shot by a king
or prince, or the bes: archer available, at a circular skin target suspended between twu
posts; the archer stands in a moving chariot that is driven round the altar; the acows
are 0o. 1o pass Lhrough, bul Lo remain sticking in the target. That is done to ‘breal
down’ {(avebhid) the sacrificer’s evil papran), as the target is ‘broken dowr’ by the
arrows TS, vin. 5.10). A skin is often the symbol of darkncss {for RV. see H. G,
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Grassmann, Worlerbuch, zum Rig-Veds [Leipzig, 1853], 5. v. lvac, sense y), and
derkiess, death, and sin o evil (pAvinan) are one and :ke same thing [Brafunanas,
passim). So il is to free the sun from darkness, and by analogy the sacrificer from his
vown darkness, that the rite is performed.

27. Mbh. 1. 27670

23. In 5.V, 453 the Buddha finds some Licchavi youths exercising in a gymnasium
(santhigare upasanam karonte) chooting ‘from afar through a vary small “keyhole™’
(durate va sukkumena t1la-chiggalena) and splitting an arrow, flight after flight without
missing (asanam atipatente ponchinupohiham aviradhitaw:. Tala-chiggala (= tila-chidda)
is here evidently not an actua. keyhele out the equivalant of the yantra-chidra of Mbi.,
&n aperture that may very well have been called in archer’s slang a ‘keyhale’, just 2 we
gpeak ot eny strait gate as a needle’s eye’; in this sense ane might have rendered
ynnim-rh:’dm in Mha. by ‘keyhole”. The term is, furthermore, most appropriate
inasmrh As the sun doo:, passing which one is altogerher liberated (atimucyste), is a
*hale in the sky” (divas chidra, TUB. L 3.5; childra ivadityo apsyate, AA. 111 2.4), whils the
arrow equared with the Atman or with Om (Mund, Uz, 11 2.4, v1. 24) could well have
been thought of as the pass ‘key’. In the same connecticn it may be obszrved that in
tracitional art actual keyholes are comnnonly omamenled with (be device of the sun
bird (ofzen the bicephalous Garuda or Hamwsa), iougly wlich the key must be passed
befure lhere can Le access to whatever is within. To this sun bird corressonds the
“suspended device’ of Mbi.

[n 5. {loc. cit.) the Buddha proceeds to ask the archers whether their performance, ‘to
shoot like that, or to pierec one strand of a hair, a hundred Hmes divided, with another
strand i the more difficult? The answoer is obvious. He conzinues: ‘That i just what
thev do, who penetrate the real meaning of the words. This iz grisf’ (atha ko .. .
pativijihanti ye IDAM DUKKHAM # ysthabhiitam pativifjhanti).

With afipatent: above, cf. M. 1. 8.2 Hriyam lalacchavem atipateyya ‘pisrces an
umhbragenis palm’; but in JV 130, 1.1, pafesi is “knooks down’. The more usual wore
for ‘piercing’ 18 ?ijjiat., 2s in the expression Vala-vedhi, ‘splitting a hair’. It may be
remarked here that in JV. 1302 kotthakam pankiipants oiya is misunderstond by the
translator (H. T. Francis); the Bodhisatta knocks down {patesi) his opponents’ 120,000
arrcws and “luuws round kimszlf a sort of house” of which the walls are the fallen
arraws, neatly slacked; it is from within this ‘arrow-enceinte’ (sara-gabbha) that he
afterwards rises into the air ‘without damaging -ke “house” .

29. Sec foomotz 7.

30. MU. v 30. The ‘path’ is that one of the suri's ‘rays’ lhal pierces Uuough his disk,
trdhvam ekahsthitas tesim yo bliifod sirya-mangalam brahmalokam alikramipa in MU. like
yanirackidrenabhyatikvamya in Mbh. cited above; cf. Hermes Trismegstus, Lil. xvL. :€
GKTIG EMIAGUTE M o3 ALiob.

] For a more detailed account of the sun daer and its form and significance see my
Sx'a}fanjarrr.na: Tanua Coeli’, Zalmoxis, 11 {1g39], 3-51. [Ror. SF 1, pp. 465-520.]

. AV. X 7.3.

3z. JUB. 1.6.4.

33. RV. 1 162.12; B, x1. 2.3.3, €te.

34. Phaedius, 2o/,

35. Nyasalp. 2.

36. Cf my 'Kha and Other Words Denoting Zero . . ., Budl, Sckool of Oriental Siudies,
VII(1634), pp.437-97. [Rpr. SP2, pp.220-230.]

37. BU.v 1.

] 38 InRV. V1 7515 artows are ‘sharpencd by incantations’ (brahmasariila), just as
in 5B. 1. 2.4 the wooden ritual sword is sharpened by and hcld to particivate in the
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nature of the cutling Gale. Updsana has been remarked abovs (Note =3) as ‘exercise’; in
the present convext the ‘exercise’ is contemplative; as in BU. 1. 4.7 dtmety evopasita,
“Worship Him as Spirit’, or ‘thy Self”.

59. Viddii, as noted above, is the commen imperative of wyadir or vidk tc pierce or
penetrate, and vid to know or find. Cf. BC. vit. 5 prakytirs viddhi me parim, ‘penstrate
{or know] my higher nature’, i.e., the 'thai-natura’ of the Mundaka verse. In the samg
wey JUB. 1v. 18.6 (Kexna Up.) 'tad eve brehma tva viddhi ne'dam yad idam upieaty’,
“Know (or penetrate) only Brahma, not what men worship here’. The ambivalence
recurs in Pali; thus, in Ucana ¢, attand verdi ic rendered by Woodward as ‘of his own
self hath pierced {unto the truth)’ ['in’, or “with tha spnTit’ wonild he equaally legrhmate],
the commentary reading: sayam eva aiiatl, natrddhs knows or denetrates’. Tn 514
patimdhitalv.L-wafnta) 15 interpreted as fansma patividdha, ‘those who have by gresis
peneatrated’, and this can hardly be callad with Mrs. Rhys Davids an ‘exegetical prn’,
tor we do not rall the double enrendre in our word “penetrating” a ‘pun’. The fact is that
the 'puranit’ of truth is ar. art of hunting: one tracks it dow= (mre, Urveuw). aims at it,
hiks the mark, and penetrates it. Cf, Jataka, 340, 341, pucceka-bodhi-finam poticijhi, ‘he
penetrated the gresis of a Facceka Buddhia', and Vis. 288 ikhuna-putisuozdhenu, i,
“by penetration of the mark’ but here by penelration of Jhe chavacleristics” (of a stale
of contemplation). In KB. xv. y murmad preva vidhyel is "with his mind, as it were, lel
him piene’; ¢/ MU, vi. 24, where the mind is the arrow point.

An analogous symbclism is employed i Visuddh! Magga. 1. 284, where silci-
pasavediaram is a ‘needle’s eye borer’ used by the needle maker: the necdle stands for
recollection (sa% = smyk) ard the borer for the proscience (paitfia) = prajii) connected
with it

On perctrabilia and peneiralia of. leodorus, Diff. r43n (Migne, vol. 83, col. 54)
penctralia autem sunf qomorum secreta, ot dicta ob co guod est penitus (peniius is “within’,
and not to bz confused with ‘penitent’): Mellifluus (ca. 52c a.p.) ad regm superni
peretrabilia non pervenit quisquawm wisi egeri paenttenfiom; cited by K. | Getfy,
Penetralin and penetrabilia in Post-Ulassical Latin’. Amer. Jouwmm. Pt LTI (1936),
P 233~ CF also RKumi, Mathrawi, ed. B. A. Nicholson, 1.3503, “As tha point of the
spear passes through the shield’.

40. Cf. Udana g attana vedi cited in the preceding note. The cendition of entry is
that one should realise * “That” is the truth, “That” the Spirit (or Self. the real self of all
beingsi, “That” art thou' (CU. vig.g; cf. TJB. 11 133 and my ‘The "E7 at Delphi’,
Review of Reiigivn, v (1941), pp.a8—1g. [Ror. SPT, pp.23—5.]

41. CI. BG. vi. 54 sakyo hy aharh ziddiah, "1 can, indeed, be penelrated {or knowal.

4z. Nol here, of course, lhe ultimale meark, bul the obsiace.

43, As in MU, v1. 30 sawers dvéram bintvd, ‘piercing the Sundeer’. All this
symbolism i3 paralicled in that cf the roof; the expert monk, ricing in tha air, breaks
‘hrough the roof plate of the dome (kannilsa mandalam bhinditva, DhA. 1166, efe.); cf-
my "Symbolism of the Dome’, Indian Higt. Quart. >av (1438) Pt idi. [Rpr. SF1, pp.
415-458.

44. Three forms of Agni. Brahma iz ‘that ir. the lightning which flashes fo-th' (Keng
Up 7(’;)

45. Ablimine, arrogance, is the ego delusion, the nofion I am’ and T do”. To
overcome the janitor is to cpen the way in, eand is an equivalent of the ‘keybcle’
symoolism. In TUB. L5 <he sun (disk) is the janitor and he bars -he way to those who
expect to enter in by mezang of their good works; but cannot hlnder one who invokes
the wully, which is that his deads are not ‘his own’, but those of the sur. himself, one
who disclaims fhe notien ‘1 do', or as in JU3. 111. 14.5 denies that he is another than the
sun himself; of. Rami, Mathnaw, 1. 3056 65, the world door is a way in {or the wise,
and a barrier to the foelish (CU. v é.5; of. BV, 1x. 115.8).
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16. Safifid (smiifd) is also ‘awareness’; A, 1. 16y delines [uur levels uf cotstiousness,
of which *he first and lowest is renunciation (Adne, repudiation, repentance), the
second the taking up of a stand {#nts), the thard the transcending of dialectic {vitakia),
while the highest involves indifference (nibeida) and revulsion (viriga) end is the
matute of penetrarion (nibbedha = nirvedla). The stand (thik) corresponds ko the skilled
stanice of the archer; like the archer with his skill, the monkis a ‘man of skilled stance’
(thina-kusals) by his conduct (s7ia), a 'far shootay” in that in all phenomenal things he
recognizes ‘that is not mine, I am net that, that is not my Self’, onz “who hits the mark'
in that he understands the meaning of ‘grief’ (aukkham) ag it really is, and the ‘cleaver
of a greet mass’ in that he pierces the frunk of ignarance awvijja-khandham (A 11 171; cf.
1. 202). M. =. 82 compazres the perfected diseiple to an instructed, practicec, devoted
archer (dhariiggahc sikkhite catanaftho kafupacana), who can eazily, even with 2 lizat
shaft, pierce an umbrageous palm. {frriyass tolacchayam atipateyyr). The Bedhisatva’s
great fezts of archery (ky which, like Arjuna and Rama, he wins a bride) are described
in [itaxe, 1. 58 {where 1115 In he understood that he performed all those feats that were
pertormed by Jotipale in the Serabheriga jitakia) and the Lalits Vistara (Ch. x11), where
he pierces five iron drums, seven palm-ress, and ‘an iron figure of a boar, provided
with a (perforated) device’ (yantru-yukty, cf. yuntre-sakitam cited and explained above
from Mph.) with a single arrow which pesses through all £hiese and burizs itself in the
eart beyond therr, and when the assemoly marvels, the Gods explain (5. Lefmana,
Laifta Vistara, Halle, —yuz, p.156, verse omilied in P. E. TFoucaux's translation, Paris,
1384, o another edifion of the text) that “former Buddhas have likewise, with the
artows of “emptiness” and “impersonality” (SZaye-nair@tme-binail) switten the
enemy, depravity, and picreed the nct of (heretical) “vicws™, with intent te attain to
the supreme Enlightenment’; of. MU, vi. 28. The Buddha is, indeed, ‘o7 superlative
penctration’ (adivijjha) by his prescience (paing, 5. 1. 193, v. 225,

47. It was unneceszary for the purposes of the text to explain the symbolism of the
turning wheel, which must have been quite apparent to an Indian audience. This is
evidently the ‘whee’ of heceming’ (rhava-cokia), ‘the turming wherl of the vortex ot
becoming” (anrtte-cakvram ua semsara-cabram, MU v 2g), and, like "Thanot” and
“horse’, the physical vehucle on which the soirit rides: the blindfolded archar i the
incarnate and unseeirg elemental self (bfiatdtman, i.c. sarirg Trman, bodily s21f), caught
in the net, overcome by karam. filled with many things and “carted about” {rathite) MU.
nr. 1-2v. 4, the bodily self (kgyc = aitd, of. Dgha-Nikdhya, 1. 77 adde kiyo). unseeing,
OfCT_SP"eﬂd by lhe net, filled up and ‘ramried about on karma-car’ (kevaa-yantita), Th. 1.
507 t.

'Thlc stanoe upon a meving wheel curresponds to Arjuna’s, who shoos (rom a
maving car, az mertioned above, For the ecuivalznt of a tuining wheel and a car may
be cited TS. 1. 7.8 and 5B. v, 1.5.1. where the high priest (brahma) mounts a car-wheel’
(rtathacakran . .. rohati, TE. 1. 3\.6,1) and thers enacts & chariot racz. This carwhes] i3
mcunted nn the point of a post and made to ravelve, and is thus just what Vis. refers to
as a cakkayanta: and because a car is essentially the 'bolt’ (vajra), as arc 2lso arrows (scc
TS. v. 411.2, VI 13.45: $B. 1. 2.4.1-€), the operation implies a “victery over all the
Quarters’ (Syame on 15 1. 7.8), as in the case of sheoting toward the Quarters,
1111:11{]5)’1'1@:1 above. For the equation, car = flesh ar hodily self, KIT e 3, Jataka, vi.
252 will sulfice; of. Plato, Phaedrus, 227 Tn the same way the body ean be coraared in
the same cuntext to a chariot and to a petter's wheel icakra). MU. 11 6 (mark the
contrast of cokra-wurila, ‘spunt on the wheel’ and Cakraveriin, the ‘spinner cf the
'f‘l-'heel’}, AL these things, like the body itsell, are ‘ergines’ (yantry): well for aim who,
‘TOl.'I'. such z merry go-round, can hit the unseen mark!

On the general symbelism of wings of. RV vi. 9.5 ‘Mind is the swiftest of flving
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things’; JITB. 11, 15, 10 where the sound of Oth serves the sacrifcer as wings wth

which to reach the world of heaven; PB. x1x. 11.8, xxv. 3.4; Flato, Phaedrus, z46-56;

Tlante, Paradiso, XXV. 40-51.

48. Diwan. 1.162¢ a, cited by R. A. Nicholson, Diwdn of Shams-i-Tubriz (Cambridge,
1038}, p. 336. Cf. 'the mark of truth, that they may aim aright’ (Horailies of Narsai, xx11),

and ‘should hz miss, be worse [or him, but if le hils becowes Lke as (the ioak)’, TS.
11 4.5.6.

ay. Ibid, Odes xx1x, xLIV.

0. PB.v. 3.5, ¢f. TG. v. 4113,

51. Methaawi, 1 1384, 1385, Nicholson’s translation.

s2. The following is cited, ir. Voile d'Tsis, 1935. p. 203, fram an llahi of Yunis Emre (f.
thirteenth-fourtcensh century): ‘Ta vic est cowsme une fléche sur wn arch tendn & fond,
puisque Parc est bendu, povrquad rester sans mouvement? Supwose done que b ag lancd cette
fléche.

53. Paradizo, 1. 207

54, Ibid. 1.124-7.

55. ‘Blind shot' is not, of course, a shot at random, but at ar unseen mark.

56, Nasu and Aka (Acker), Toyo kywidn Kikan (lokyn, 1937). Now nhinable onby
from the author, breer Gallery, Washington. [ have not seer. Marun Filla, Grundlagen
und Wesen der affigpanesischen Sporikiinste (Wiirzburg-Aumihle).

57. All this implies an indentification of one’s (real) Self with the mark, as in the
Whopdaka Up. cited above (fadbhiva-gatera cetasd . .. tomaye bigvet). “If you do not
make yourself equal to God, you cannot know God; for like is known by like’ (Hermes
Trismegistus, k1. il 2ob).

58. Cf. CU. 1. 4.3,5 where, as in Ghanling, ‘su in other virdle acts such as the
production of fire by friction, running & race, or bending a stiff bow, one does these
things without breathing in and out’, i.e. without panting, getting out of breath or
exctement.

59. That is to soy that hitting the mark in fact should be a result of one’s state of
ming; ar. evidence, rather than the cause of his spiritual condition. "Thy concern is
only with the action (that it be “corract”), never with its results: neither let the results
of action be thy motive, nor refrain from acting” BG. 12, 47).

SEVENTEEN

Khwaja Khadw and the
Fountoin of Life, in the Tradition of
Persion and Mughal Art

I]\' India, the Prophet, Saint, or
Deity known as Khwaja Khizr (Khadir), Pir Badar, or Raja Kidar, is
the object of a still surviving popular cult, common to Muslims and
Hindus. His principal shrine is on the Indus near Bakhar, where he
is worshipped by devotees of both persuasions; the cult is however
hardly less widely diffused in Bihar and Bengal. In the Hindu cult,
the Khwaja is worshipped with lights and by feeding Brahmans at a
well, and alike in Hindu and Muslim praclice, by setting aflcat in a
pond or river a little boat which bears a lighted lamp. Iconographi-
cally Khwéja Khizr is represented as an aged man, having the aspecl
of a fagiz, clothed entirely in green,' and moving in the waters with a
‘fish’ as his vehide.

The naturc of Khwaja Khizr can be inferred from his iconography
as outlined above, and also from the Indian legends. In the ballad of
Niwal Dai, which is localized at Safidam? in the Pafijab, Niwal Dai
is the daughter of Vasuki, the chief of the Serpents. The Aryan
Pandava Réja Pariksit has encountered Vasuki, and forced him to
prouiise his daughter to him in marriage, though from Vasuki’s
point of view this is a disgraceful misallience. Vasuki is then
§U'icken with leprosy, owing to a curse pronounced by the Priest
SU? whose cows have been bitten by the Serpents. Niwal Del
undertakes to obtain for his healing the Water of Life (emrta), from
the closed well which she alone can open, but which is in the
domains of R&ja Pariksit.4 When she reaches the well, which is
covered over by heavy slones, stie moves these by her magic power,
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but the waters sizk down out of reach; this is because Khwija
Khizr, their master, will not release them untkil Niwal Dai, whom
nane but her own parents Vasuki and his queen Padma have ever
yet seen, permits hcrsclf to be seen; when Niwal Dai showed
herself, then Khwdja Khizr ‘sent the waters up bubbling’. R3ja
Pariksil, aroused by the sound, gallops to the well, and though
Niwal Da1 hides in her serpent form, forces her to put on her human
aspect, and afler a long argument at the well, convinces her thal she
is bound by the previous betrothal, and in due course marries her.

The srene at the well may also have been the original theme of the
composition represented in a number of scventeenth and cight-
teenth century Mughal paintings, where a prince on horseback is
shown at a well, from which a lady has drawn up water.® The motif
of a dynasty originating in the marriage of a human King with a
Nagini is widely diffused in India, and in the last analysis can
always be referred back to the rape of Vac, the Apsaras or Virgin of
ithe Waters whose origin is with the powers of darkness and whom
the Hather-Creator has not ‘seen’ before the transformation of
darkness into light, in principio; in this connection it is notewaorthy
that in the ballad, Niwal Dai has never scen the Sun or Moon, and
has been kept hidden in a whirlpool (?haufr) until she comes forth
to uncover the Well at the World’s End, in which are the Waters of
Tife.” That she assumes a human form is her ‘manifestation’. It will
be realised, of course, that just as in the European parallels, where a
mermaid, or the daughter of a magician, marries a human hero, so
in the later Indian folk tales and romances the redaclor may nol have
always fully ‘understood his material’.

Khwaje Khizr appears again in enother Indian folk tale of a very
archaic type, the Story of Prince Mahbub.® The king of Persia has a
son by a concubine, whe, in the absence of any other child, becomes
the heir apparent. Subsequently the true queen becomes pregnant.
The first prince fears that ha will be displaced, invades *he kingdom,
slays his father, and usurps the throne. In the meantime the true
queen escapes, and is cared for by a farmer; a son is bom, who is
called Mahbub, and the ‘Darling of the World”. Later he goes alonc
to court, and becomes the victor in athletic contests, particu_larly as
an archer. The people recognise his likeness to the late king. On his
return home his mother tells him of his birth, and both set out on
their travels in order to avoid the usurper’s suspicion. Mother and
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son reach a desert land, and there in a mosque beside a mountain
they meet a fagiv who gives them bread and water that are
inexhaustible, and two pieces of wood, vne of which can serve as a
torch, the other possessing this virtue, that within a radius of
fourteen cubits from the place where it is held, the deepest sea will
hecome fordable, and no more than a cubit in depth. As mother and
son arc then wading through the sea knee-deep, they meet with a
ruby-bearing currenl. They cross the sea and reach India, where
they sell one of the rubies at a great price. It comes inta the hands of
the king of that country. He finds oul ils source, and seeks the hero,
who has in the mcantime built a new and great palace by the
geaside. Mahbiih undertakes to procure more of the same kind. He
sets oul alone, Lights the torch (this shows that he is about to enter a
world of darknass), and aided by the rod traverses the sea till he
reaches Lhe ruby current. He follows it up until he finds its source in
a whirlpool. He jumps in and falls down the black watery chimney
until he touches solid ground end finds the waters flowing out from
an iron gateway of a conduit. Passing through this he finds himself
in a wonderful garden, in which is a palace. In this palace he finds a
room in which is a freshly severed head, from which drops of bload
are falling into a basin, and are carried out as rubies with the currenl
into the conduit and so to the whirlpool and up into the sea. Lwelve
paris? then appear, take down the head, bring forth the trunk, lay the
parts together, and taking up burning candles cxecute a dance
round the couch, so swift that Mahbib can see only a circle of light.
Then stooping over the bed, they wail ‘How long, O Lord, how
long? ... When will the sun of hope arise on the darkness of our
despait? Arise, O King, arise, how long will you remain in this
deathlike trance?*?

Then from the floor of the palace there rises up the form of the
faqir previously mentioned, and now clad in garments of light. The
parts bow dowr to him, and ask ‘Khwija Khizr, has the hour come?’
The fagtr, who is indeed none but the immortal Khwaja Khizr,
explains lo Mahbiib that the corpse is his father’'s, who had been
murdered by the usurper Kassab; Mahbiib’s ancestors have all been
magi'"; all have been buried in the under-water palace, but
Mahbub’s father has remained unburied, for none had performed
his funeral rites; Mahbab, as son, should now do this. Mahbib
accordingly makes praycr to Allah on bchalf of his father’s soul
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Immediately the head is joined to the body, and the dead king rises
up alive.”* Khizr vanishes, and Mahbub returns to India with his
fathier, who is thus reunited with the widowed queen. When the
king of India comes for the rubies, Mahbiib pricks his own finger,
and the drops of blood falling into a cup of water become lhe
requircd gems, for as Mahbub now knows, every drop of blood that
flows in the veins of the kings of Persia is more precious than
rubies. Mahbub marrics the princess of India. An expedition to
Persia dethrones the usurper Kassah, and his head is taken and
hung in the underground palace, but every drop of blood becomes a
toad.

The true nalure of Khiwaja Khizr is already clearly indicaled in the
two staries sunmmarised above, as well as in the iconography. Khizr
is at home in both worlds, the dack and the light, but above all
master of the flowing River of Life in the Land of Darkness: he is at
once the guardian and genius of vegetation and of the Water of Life,
and corresponds to Soma and Gandharva in Vedic mythology, and
in many respects to Varuna himself, though it is evident that he
cannot, either from the [slamic or from the later Hindu point of view
be openly identified with the supreme deity. We shall find these
general conclusions amply confirmed by [urlher examinalions of the
sources of the Islamic legends of al-Khadir.

In the Quran (Sura xvi, 59-81) occurs the legend of Musa's
search for the Ma'jma ‘ai-Bahrain, which is probably to be under-
stood as a ‘place” in the far west at the meeting of two oceans; Miisa
is guided by a ‘sexvant of Cod’, whom the commentators identify
with al-Khadir, whose abhode is said to he upon an island or on a
green carpet in the midst of the sea. This story can be traced back to
three older sources, the Gilgamesh epic, the Alexander Romances,
and the Jewish legend of Elijah and Rabbi Joshua ben Levi.’ In the
Gilgamesh epic the hero sets out in search of his immortal “ancestor’
Utnapishtim who dwells at the mouth of the rivers (ina pi narati),
Like Varuna whose abode is ‘at the rivers’ source’, sindhiinam
upodaye, Rg Vedu, vim, 41, 2; his object being to be informed with
respect to the “plant-life’, prototype of the Avestan haoma, Vedic
somu,’? whereby man can be saved from death. In the Alexander
Romances Alexander sets out in search of the Fountain of Life,
which is accidentally found, and significandy ‘in the land of
darkness’, but cannot be found again. A recension of this legend
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occuis in the Skah Nama, where Alexander sets out in search of the
Fountain of Life, which lies in the Land of Darkness beyond the
place of the setting of the Sun in the western waters; Alexander is
guided by Khizr, but when they come to a parting of the ways, each
follaows a different path, and Khizr alone accomplishes the quest.
Those of Alcxander's followers who bring back with them stones
from the Land of Darkness [ind on their retwrn that these are
precious stoncs.’® The storv is retold at greater length in Nizami's
Iskandar Nama, 1.xvii-1x1x; here Alexander learns from an ancient
man (probably Khizr himself in human form} that “of every land, the
Dark Land is best, in which is a Water, a life-giver’ and that the
source of this River of Life is in the North, beneath the Pole Star.'”
On the way to the Dark land, in every arid land the rain falls and
grass springs up, Thou wouldst have said: “The trace of Khizr was
on that road; that verily, Khizr himself was with the king”."*® They
reach the northern limit of the world, the sun ceases 1o rise, and the
Land of Darkness lics before them. Alexander makes the prophet
Khizr his guide, and Khizr ‘moving with greenness™ leads the way,
and presently discovers the fountain, from which he drinks, becom-
ing immortal He keeps his eye on the spring, while waiting for
Alexander to catch up with him; but it disappears from sight, and
Khizr himself vanishes, realising that Alexander will not succeed in
his quest. Nizami goes on to relate another version according to the
‘account of the elders of Ram’; here the quest is undertaken by
Dlyas*® and Khizr, who sit duwn by a fountain to eal their repasl,
consisting of dried figh; the fish talling into the waters, comes to life,
and thus (he seekers are made aware that they have found the
Fountain of Life, from which both drink. Nizami then proceeds to
the Kuranic version, and interprets the Fountain as one of Grace,
the true Water of Lifc being the Knowledge of God. A similar
Interprelalion of the ancient material occurs in the New Testament,
(John, 4). Nizami attributes Iskandar's failure to his eagerness,
whereas in the case of Khizr ‘the Water of Life arrived unsought’,
with reference to the fact that it is revealed indirectly by its effect on
the fish, wher Khizr has no suspicion that he has already reached it.
The finding of the Tountain by Ilyas and Khizr occurs in Persian
art as the subject of miniatures illustrating the Iskandar Nama.** One
of these, from a late sixteenth century manuscript belonging (o Mr
A. Sakisian, is reproduced in colour as frontispiece to his La
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Miniature persune, 1929, and in monochrome by L. Binyon, Persian
Painting, 1933, Pl. 1x1a; here the two prophets are seated by the Well
in a verdant landscape, two fish are seen lying on a platter and a
third, evidenily alive, is in Khizr's hand; it is clear that he is
pointing out to Ilyas the significance of the miracle. I'yas is robed in
blue, Khizr wears a green robe with a brown cloak. In another, and
unpublished versicn of the seventeenth century, belonging to the
Frear Gallery the arrangement is similar, but only one fish is seen on
the platter. A third example, in the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston,
and of late fifteenth century date, is reproduced in Ars Asialica, X111
[L w11, ne. 15; Ilvas and al Khadir are seen in the foreground beside
the stream, in darkness; Alaxancder and his followers above, as in
the Freer Gallery example, where the arrangement of the darks and
lights 15 reversed. The Freer Gallery example seems to be the more
correcl in this respect, inasmuch as the whole quest takes place
within the Land of Darkness, but the immediate vicinity of the
Fountain of Life is understcod lo be lighted up by the sheen of its
flowing waters. The Finders of the Well are both nimbate.

In the Svrian Tay of Alexander, and in the Qurianic version, the
fish swims awey, and in the latter is said to reach the sea. A
connection with the story of Manu and the ‘fish” may be predicated
in the Manu myth (Satzvatha Bramana, 1. 8. 1); the ‘“fish’ (fhasa) is
from the beginning alive, but very small, and precariously situated,
for it comes into Manu's hands when he is washing, and asks him to
rear it. Manu provides it with water, and after it has grown great,
releases il in the sea; and when the Flood comes, it guides the Ark
through the Waters by means of a rope attached to its hom. A
noteworthy variant of the Manu legend, with a closer parallel to the
Alexander and Qur'dnic versions with respect ‘o the dessication of
the ‘fish’ occurs in Jaiminiya Brihmanu, wi. 193, and Pafcavimsa
Brahmana, x1v. 5. 15; here Sarkara, the ‘§isumara’, refuses to praise
Indra, Parjanya therefore strands him on dry land and dries him up
with the north wind (the cause of the desiccation of the fish is thus
indicated). Sarkara then finds a song of praise for Indra, Parjanya
restores him to the ocean (as dees Khizr, though unintentionally, in
the Qur anic version), and by the same laud Sarkara artains heaven,
becoming a constellation. There can be no doubt that the constella-
tion Capricornus, Skr. makara, makarasi, is intended. Makaro, Jhasu,
and gisumdra are thus synonymous;** and this Indian Leviathan
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clearly corresponds to the kar-fish, ‘greatest of the creatures of
Ahuramazda’, who swims in Vourukasha, guarding the Haoma tree
of life in the primourdial sea (Bundahis, xviL; Yasna, XLIL 4, ete.); and
{o the Sumerian goat-fish, the symbol and sometimes the vehicle of
Ea, god of the waters (Langdon, Semitic Mythology, pp.1c5-6). Thal
in the late Indian iconography Khizr’s vehicle is an unmistakable
fish, and not the crocadilian makara, need not surprise us, for other
instarces of the alternative use of makarz and ‘fish’ could be cited
from Indian iconographic sources; in some early representations, for
example, the river-godess Ganga is shown supporied by a makar,
but in the later paintings by a fish.

In the Pseudo-Callisthenes (C) version of lhe Alexander legend,
Alexander is accompanied by his cook, Andreas. After a long
journey in the I and of Darkness, they come {o a place gushing wilh
waters, and sit down to cat; Andreas wets the dried fish, and seeing
that it comes to life, drinks of the water, but does not inform
Alexander. Subsequently Andreas seduces Alexander’s daughter
Kale, and gives her a drink of the Water of Life (of which he had
broughl away a portion); she having thus become an immortal
goddess is called Nereis, and the cook is flung into the sea,
beconing a god; both are thus denizens of the other world. There
can be no doubt that Andreas here is the Idris of Qur’an, Sura xix,
szl and Sura xx1, 8y, whom Islamic tradition identifies with Enoch,
llyas, and al-Khadir. From the account of Idris in Ibn al-Qiftr's
Tarikh al-Hukumi'a (c. 1o00) it appezars that he plays the part of a
solar hero, and is immortal.

Al-Khadir also presents some point of resemblance with Saint
George, and it is in this connection and as patron of travellers that
we meet with a figure which is probably that of al-Khadir in carved
relief over the gateway of a caravanserai on the road between Sinjar
and Mosul, of the xmrth century; the figure is nimbate, and is
thrusting a lance into the mouth of a scaly dragon.”

The figure of a man seated on a fish occurs apparently as a Hindu
work built into the bastion of the furt at Raichur, in the Deccan; it is
staled to have a ‘crown of river-serpent hoods’, and has therefore
beex_l called a ‘naga king’, but these hoods are not clearly recognisa-
ble in the published reproduction.** Mediaeval Indian art afords
numerous cxamples of Varuna seated on a mukuri. >4

A Drief reference mey be made to European parallels similarly
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derivative in the last analysis from Swmedan sources. Khadir
corresponds to the Creek sea-god Glaukos (Hriedlander, loc. cit. pp.
108Ff., 242, 253, etc., Barnett, loc. cit. p.715). Khadir belongs to the
Wandering Jew type. Parallels between Glaukos and Vedic Gand-
harva are noteworthy; the Avestan designation of Gandarva as
zairipasne ‘green-heeled’ tends to a connection of Gandharva with
Khadir. Gandharva, as suggested by Dr. Barnett may correspond to
Kandarpa, i.e. Kamadeva, and in this connection it may be observed
that the crotic motif common to Glaukos and Gandharva-Kamadeva
appears in cannection with Khizr in the Niwal Dal ballad, where
Khizr will not release the waters unless he has sight of Niwal Dai; as
might be looked for if we think of him as the Gandharva, and of her
as lhe apsaras or Maiden (yosd) of the Waters, or equally if we
correlate Khizr with Varuna, ¢f Rg Veda, vii 33 10-11 where
Milra-Varuna are seduced by the sight of Urvasi, as is emphasized
in the Sarvdmukramani, 1. 166 urvasim apsarasan drstod . . | reto apatai,
and Sayana, retus cuskands evidently following Nirukta, v. 13, The
same situation is implied in Rg Veds, vir. 87. 6 with respect to
Varuna alone who descends as a white drop (drupst) and is called a
‘traverser of spacc’ (rajasali viminah) and ‘ruler of the deep’

(gambhira-sansah), epithets that might well be applied to Khizr. It

remains to be observed that in Christian iconography the figurc of
the river-god Jordan,* commonly found in representations of the
Baptism of Jesus, bears a certain likeness to the conception of
Glaukes and Khizr. In some cases the Baptism was thought of as
taking place al the junclion of two rivers, Jor and Danus. Sometimes
there is found a masculine river-god, and a feminine figure repre-
senting the sea; both riding on dolphins, like the numerous lypes of
Indian dwarf Yaksas riding on makaras. All these types in the last
analysis may be referred back to prototypes of which our earliest
knowledge is Sumerian, in the concept of Ea, son and image of =nki,
whose essential name Enki means Tord of tha Watery Deep’. Ea
was the ruler of the streams that rosc in the Underworld, and flowed
thence to fertilize the land; precious stones are likewise his. In
iconography, Ea has the goat-fish, and holds in his hands the
flowing-vase, the source of the “bread and water of immortal life’. Ea
has seven sons, of whom Marduk inherits his wisdom and slcw the
dragon Tiamat. Another son was Dumuziabzu, the “Faithful Son of
the Fresh Waters’, the Shepherd, the Semitic form of whosc name is
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Tammuz, well known as the ‘Dying God’ of vegetation; comparable
in many respects with Soma, and as ‘Lord of the Realm of the Dead’
with Yama. The further Sumerian parallels are too many and (oo
close to admit of adequate discussion here® It suffices to have
demonstrated the wide diffusion and ancient origin of the [igure of
Khwaja Khizr as it occurs in Persian and Indian iconography. In
connection with Mughal art may be citad tha remark of H. Goetz,
who in discussing the sources of Mughal art speaks of a ‘teils
absolute ldentitit teils engste Verwandschaft mit solchen der
grossen alturienlalischen Kulturen, und zwar zu gut Teilen schon
der Klassischen sumerischen Zeit’.*7 That the figure of Khizr comes
into independent prominence precisely in Mughal art of the eight-
eenth century— all the Indian examples that | have seen are in the
‘Lucknow style’—when considered in connection with the adop-
tion of the fish as royal emblem by the rulers of Qudh, seems to
show that some revival of the cult tock place at this fime and in this
area.

NOTES

1. Inarcovdance with the meaning of al-Khadir, the ‘Green Man’

2. Safidam, probably a corruption ot sarpa-dawana, ‘Quelling of the Serpent’. For the
legend of Niwal Daisez Temple, |.egends of the Panjab, 1, pp-474, 415-19.

3. Usually Sanji (perhaps for Sk-. Sasjrg). This priest (Brahman) who serves

Vasukli, but acts against him, suggests Visvaripa who in Taittiriya Samhisd, 11. 5. 1 1s
called the Purohila of the Arngels, and Uganas Kavya who in Peflcavithsa Brakerana, VIL
3- 2013 the Purohila of the Titans, but is won over to the side of the Angels.
4 A lecation of the Well in ihe domeins of -he human Pariksit is hardly ‘correct’, (it
is v_eaﬂly on the borders of both worlds, in a forest equally accessible to Vasuki and
Pariksit), but it will be chaerved tha: e walers are nol merely protected by the heavy
St““_e rovering, but also subject to Khize's will, they ars not ‘flowing” Vedic
equivalents fo- the *heavy stone’ which hinders access to the waters are abundant, e.g.
V. 28. 5 apaitani asad, Vi 17. 5 adrint acyuten, 1v. 16. 8 apak adrim, 1v. 1. 15 drdbram
ubdham adrim, vv. 18,6 parichim adrim, and when the stony obstacle is broken, then “the
waters flow from the pregnant rock”, sppvantne apah . . . bobradvasya adreh, v. 41. 13
<. S'EIﬁpuf,"m Brihmanarx. 1 2 4 in connection with the saptism of the f'ir::-‘-z.lltar, which
begins ‘[ruin the rock’, because it is rom the rock that the watars come fortk, admano
f:y_ apehprabhavuati. Vasuki in the ballad carresponds tn A hi, smitten by Indra, but
still waxing in suniless gloom’, Rg Veda, v, 32. 6. .

5. In the theme condensed above it is easy to recognise the Vedic creation-myth of
the f‘-:‘i."l_ﬂl(.‘f: betwecr: Angels and Tilans (Devas and Asuras), Indra and Ahi-Vrtra; the
Elbd‘l_Jr“lon of Niwal Dai is the rape of Vac, (83 Veda, T 130, where Indra vucém
rusayat); Khwiaja Khizr, the master of the waters, the Vedicrivers of life, is Varuna.




166 WHATIS CIVILISATION?

6. E.G. Blochel, Peiniurzs hindoves de la Bibliothé que Natiorale, Paris, 1926. Pls. v and
XXILL.

7. The world under vrater, the hoxe of the serpent race (ahi, ndga), Varuna's "watery
origin’ (yorim apyam, Bg Veda, i, 38, 8), 'in the western gloom’ {apdcme tamasi, th. v, 6,
4), is not lighted by the Sun, itis ‘beyond the Falcon’ (Jaiminiya Brahinna, 111, 268), but
the skining of the Waters is everlasting (ahar-ahar yati cktur opdm, Rg Veda, .30, 1)

8. Shaikh Chilli, Folk tales of Hindustar, Allahabad, 013, pp 130 ff, with 3 modern
picturc of Khwaja Khizr as an ald man blessing Mahhbiib, Pl xxx11. 'The story of Prince
Mahkiib is essentially the relation of an achizvement of the Gra’l Quest by a solar hero,
the son of a widowed maother, and brought up ir. secusion and innocence of his true
character, as in the Percaval ~vele. Mahbab corresponds to Vedic Agni and Sirya;
Kasgab to Indra.

’ g. Apsarases; Lirail maidens.

10. 'I'he 'wailing women’ and ‘cCeathlike trance’ of the F.sher King are essenlial
features of the Grail myth.

11. Ecuivalen: wo Skr. mahin, ‘megician’, a designetion especially applicable to the
Titans and. secondatily ‘o the precmier Angels, particularly Agni, the ‘ancesters’
represent the solar heroes of forner orcles.

12. The Grail Quest is acliigved.

13. Bahrain, an island in the Persian Guli, has been identified by many scholars
witt, the Swnerien Dilmun, where dwelt tae gardener Tagtut after the flood: see
Delitzsch, Wo lag das Paredics, p.1758, and Lengdon, Sumerian Epic, pp. 8.

14. Tor Islamic legend, othar parcllels, and ‘further references see Encyclopedia of
Islam, 8. v. ldris, al Khadir and Xhwadje Khidr; Warner, Shak Nama of Hirdausi, VI, pp
74-8 and 153-162; Hopkins, "The Fountain cof Youth', ]AOS. xxvi; Barnatt, 'Yama,
Candharva, and Glaueus’, Bull. School Qriental Studies, v Grierson, Bikar Feasant Life.
po- 40-3; Garcin de Tassy, Mémoire sur dos Parficiiantés de I Religion M usalmane dans
inde, pp. $5—9; Wiinsche, Die hagen nam Lebenshaur und Liebenstwasser, Leipzlg, 1005;
Frisdlander, D> Chadhirlegende und dey Alexander-Roman, Leipzig, 1013.

15. Ctf Hammet, I oif., pp. 708-10.

6. Uf. Kg Veda, vo. 6. 4 and 7, wherz Agni is said to bring forth the Maidens (zivers
of life) eastward from the “westarn darkness’ (epitine iwrmis) and o bring badk
‘treasuizes of earth’ (budinyd vasini) “‘when the Sun rises” (udild siiryasya).

17. Al-Khadir's realm, knowi as Yol (also a name of the Sun), where he rules over
saints and angels, is situated in the far North; it is an Carthly Paradise, a part of the
huwen world which remained una’fectzd by the Fall of Adam and the curse (see
Nicholson, Studizs in Islanic Mys#cism, pp. 8z, 124).

18. According to ‘Umarah, Khizr is ‘Creen’ because the earth becomes green at the
touch of his fect.

1g. Khazrs, cither ‘verdure’ or ‘'sky’.

zc. The prophet Elias, with whom Khizris often identifies.

21. Cf. Iskandar Nima, Lx1x 57, ‘verdure grows more “txuiriantly by the fountain®
[kid. 22, the spring is described as a ‘tountain of light', anc this corresponds fu
Vendidad, Fargad xx, where l:ght and waser proceed from a common source; of. also
Vedic Soma 2s both light and life, a plant and a fluid (awria, the Water cf Life, <f.
Bamnett, loe. ¢it., D. 705, Note 1).

22. In Biagavad GRE, x. 31, Krsna is jhesinam mukuvuh, e makara is therefore
regarded as the foremost anongst the fhasas, or monsters of the deep. The word makara
oceurs (ist in VEjasaney Sarithita, xoav. 35; Simétandra in Bg Veda, 1. 116, 18. For a full
discussion of the makars in Indian iconography (especially as vehicle of Varuna and
banner of Kimadeva) sce my Yaksas, 193111, p. 4785 and further references ‘hera cited.
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The ‘fish’ vehicle, of course, implies the rider's independence of Inrzl mation 1n the
unbounded ocean of universal possibikity; just as wings denote angelic indepercencs
of local moticn in the actual worlds.

23. Sarre und Herzfeld. Archiologiscie Reise im Eupirat-und Tigris-Gehie!, Vol L, pp.
13, and 37-8, Herlin, 1912.

24. Annual Keport, Archazological Department, Nizam's Dosdrions, 1929-130 (1933),
p- 17and Pl 21 b.

24. See my Yoksas, IL

25. For example, in the Baplslry al Ravenna (Derchem and Clouzat, fgs. lii and
s20); Jordan hers hulds a vase from which the waters are flowing.

6. For the Swnerian deities see 5. H. Langdon, Semitic Mythelogy, Ch, z; for the
flowing vese elc., Van Buren, The Flowing Vase and the Cod witn Streams, Berlin, 1933,
znd as tewards India, my Yaksas, 1. For the iconograpaic link between the Asiatic full
vase and Christian Grail vessel cee Gosse, Recherches sur guzlgues représzniations du
Vusy Eucheristigue, Geneva, 1894

27. Bilderatlas zur Kullurgeschichie Indiens in der Grossmogmud-Z2if, 1930, p. 71. "Anin
part absclute idenity and an in part very close Xinship with the sources of the great
culturcs of the ancient East and even to a consicerable extent with the sources of the
classical Sumerian period.”




EICHTEEN

Eckstein

IN a remarkable hook, Cousider
the Hilies, how they grow (Matt. 6:28) published by the Pennsylvania
(erman Folklore Society, 1937, Mr Stoudt, whose interpretation of
Pennsylvania German art is based entirely on ‘the historical mani-
festations of muvstical religion’ (with speciel emphasis on Jacob
Boehme, Dante, St Bernard, and the Bible), was f(or a long lime
puzzled by the diamond motit; until finding a passage in the
writings of Alexander Mach where (in accordance with the Biblical
texts cited below) ‘“Christ was spoken of as the Ecksten... he
realised that the (German) word for diamond was the same as for
cornerstone’ (p. 75). The device occurs on stove-plates, and in this
connection Mr Stoudt appropriately cites the instruction by Clement
of Alexandria to the early Christians to place the accepted symbols
of Christ on their domestic utensils.

So far. s0 good. We can, however, go [urther, and enquire in what
senses Christ is thus referred to both as “diamond’ and as ‘corner-
stone,” or more literaly "angle (-stone)." InPs. 113:22 — Mall. 2142 =
Luke, 22:17, we have “The stone which the builders rejected, the
same is become the head of the comer” (xedalriy yuvidg, caput
anguli); in Eph. 2:20, ‘Himsclf the chief corner-stone’ (9vtog
axpoyoviaion dwton ypiaon Ineod. ipso summo angulari lapide
Christo Jesu) the text continuing: ‘in whom each separate building
fitly framed together (cuvvoppodoyopiévn, constructa = SKr. sufit-
skrta) groweth into a holy temple (gl vaov aylov) in the Lord, in
whom ye also are builded together (coedificamini) for a habitation
of God in the Spirit (§v Ilvetpom = Skr. dtmani). The cvident
intention of the text is to depict the Christ as the unigue principle
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upon which the whole edifice of the Church depends. The principle
of anylhing is neither one among other parts of it, nor a totality of
parts, but that in which all parts are reduced to a unily without
composition. The figure is parallel to tnat of membership in the
Mystical Body of Christ. But a ‘corner stone’ in the accepted sense uf
a stone at the comer of a building, however important, and cven if
an uppermost quoin be intended, is only one of four equal
suppotts; we cannal logically speak of the corner-stone; and any one
corner stonc rather reflects than is the dominating principle of a
building. We begin to suspec that the meaning of ‘corner-stone’
may have been misunderstood: that that in which men are ‘all
builded together” cannot be thought of as a corner-stone i the sense
of ¢ slone at the corner or angle of the building,.

‘f'o know what is meant by the evidently equivalent expressions
‘head of the angle’ and “chicf angular (-stone)’ we must ask first
what is meant by the ‘angle’ or ‘angular (-stone’). To speak of a
‘corner’ begs the question because, for us, a comer is always onc of
many, typically four; “angle’, which may imply either the corer or
the peak of a building or pediment, is intentionally non-committal.
1 "@viot may reter either to position, as being at an angle, or to shape,
as in ‘pulygort’, or when it means the ‘cutwaler of a bridge’”. T'ovia is
that which is prominent or stands out, and is used metaphorically in
this sense in lhe Sepluagint I, Saun 14.38); ‘all the chiel of the
people’, Vulgate angulos populorum; the Hebrew word rendered by
arigulos is pinkidp, plural of pinnnth (r39). Fnglish ‘quoin’ or “coign’,
the etymological equivalent of yovie, may be cither a comer stone at
any level, or may be coping, according to the context ®

The words meaning “angle’ or ‘angular” are combined with others
meaning ‘head’ and ‘extremity’. Kedair ‘head’, and architecturally
‘capital’, can only apply to whatever forms the summit of anything.
AKkpog Lmplies exiremity,? in whatever direction, as in “acrolithic’, a
statue of which the extremities, head, hands, and feet, are of slone,
}:ul often with special reference to the top or highest part, as in
acropolos’. ‘AkpotApov is the pedestal for a [igure or other finial at
the top ur corners of a pediment or on a coping (or scmetimes refers
to pedestal and figure logether). Sudi a pedestal or finial, in the case
of a stone structure, might very properly have been called an
fikpoyovicios Mboc.

What was the shape of the building implied or taken for granted
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by cur texts? It would be convenient to think of a domed or
tent-roufed building, but a rectangular building with a peaxed roof
is more plausible, in view of the probable derivation of the form of
Solomon’s temple (rom Lhat of the Tabernacle, also the traditional
form of the Ark. lhe gable end view of such a building states its
essentials in vertical projectiun. Il now we equate dxpoyowiaiog
nifoc with @xpotrplov it will surely be to the uppermost angle-
stone and not to either of the lateral angle-slones that the Christ
would have been comparcd. He is assuredly the peak of the roof
Qur view is accordingly that the real meaning of the texl could be
best conveyed in modern English by ‘is become the keystone of the
arch, or ‘roofplate of the vault”. We see him, in aother words, in that
position at the summit of a dome which is regularly occupiced in
Christian architccture by the figure of the Pantakrator, or a corres-
ponding monogram or a solar symbol, or even by an architectural
‘eye’ surmounted by a ‘lantern’.* He is the keystone, coping stone,
or roof-plate of the cosmic structure which is also his “Mystical
Body”, morument and dwclling place, and of which the individual
man is a microcosmic analogy.

We can row advantageously call attention to some rather impres-
sive Oriental parallels. In Jataka, 1 1. 200-1 and DhA. 1. 269 a rest-
hall’ (vissarauna-5Ela)® is being built. The building cannot be com-
pleted without a roof-plate, which cannot be made of green wood,
but only of seasoned. The woman Sudhamma, ‘Perfect Virtue’, has
prepared in advance a seasoned roof-plate. The builders, whe wish
to keep the merit of the work fur themselves, are forced to use this
kannika against their will: the celestial palace, for such it is in the last
analysis, cannot otherwise be completed. The rool-plate of hard
wood which the builders would have rejected becomes the keystone
of the roof. Because Sudhamma has supplied the crowning element
of the slructure, her name is given to the rest hall itself.” The name
sudhamma is manifestly that of a principle, and is identical in
meaning with the kusala dhamma (‘efficient powers of conscious-
ness, ie. ‘perfect virtues’, but not exclusively in an ethical sense) ol
Mil. 38 as cited in the next paragraph.

Ac we heve shown elsewhere, the roof-plate is the key piece of the
roof, as the roof itself is the most essential feature of the building,
which is above all a shelter” The roof-plate ar, in some cases, the
roof-ridge, becomes accordingly the subject of numecrous parables,
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for example Mil. 38, ‘Jusl as Lhe rafters of a peak-roofed building
move towards, rest upon and meet together in (samosarang) the
peak, and this peak is acknowledged to be the summit (aggu = ugru)
of all, just s¢ each and all of the efficient powers of consciousness
(kusala dhammi)® have at-one-ment (samddhi, etymologically and
semantically ‘synthesis’) for their head (pamukha), rest upon and
slopc towards at-one-ment’, or in terms of a further comparison, as
the four wings ol an army are related to the king, environing him
and depending upon him as their head.

Our roof-plate seen from below hangs in the vaull of the roof not
obviously supported from below, but it is nevertheless virtually the
capital of a central pillar; just as a king-post although supported by a
cross beam is virtually the upper part of a column cxtending
downwards to and supported by the floor. The central pillar thus
implied may be compared to the centre-pole of a tent or the handle
of an umbrella; the equation of roof with umbrella is explicit. Such a
central pillar corresponds also to the trunk of the Tree of Life and to
the vertical of the Cross, Gk, stauros, Skr. skambha; and it is the
central principle of the whole constzuction, which deparis from it
below and returns to it above, as can be readily seen it we consider a
building in its simplest aspect, which is that of a tepee or pyramid.
lhe actual employment of such a central pillar is implied in an
earlier form of the parable quoted above, viz. in AA. i1, 2.1, where
'Just as all the other beams (varnitsa, literally ‘bamboc’) arc unified in
(samghitik) in the hall-beam (§7/4-vasa), so in this Breath (prana)
the powers (indriyani) of eye, ear and mind, the body and whole self
(sarvu atmi) are unified’. Here, as usual, the ‘Breath’ in the singular
refers to the Brahman and Atman, the Spirit.?
ﬁkg:qi’tgiiflciﬁg{itself!is the cosmos in ‘a_lik?ness, and therefore a
! SS ¢ ‘body’ of the cosmic (okavalz, MU. v1. 6) Mar, lhe
1;?3}2:3 lzir:;iy cf)tf Christ "of which ye{ are members’:'” the roof plate
S iriaet L(al':l t}?rsl wllul.h are alsu lfeams‘ 1_:111 b(}th senses (ff the
L cimle- e .s?’lg_es Qf a Ryrarmd, or ribs of an umbrc]_fa,v or
) ‘the ‘nne?oiet inga pomt)’, is the Sim ')f Men .(5;1;_,1‘1;0 nyh, RV. L
jnplié;i x’.;bout ﬁlﬁlof Ehe sky’ (BU. VL 3_.6_#. '_I”hc pillar expressed or
G i;b s Cow ich 1hl? whole building is consin Irrf?d and of
e IMers or f:i_a_;arters (rcp‘rcsc%‘tted by ather pillars or by
R rimposed series of quoins) is ﬂje centre or "heart™* of

ng on any floor, circle (cakra, loka) or level of reference
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(however many the storeys may be): and cosmically, the Sun-pillat™
extending from the centre of the sky to the navel of the earth, and
pillar of Fire extended conversely from the navel of the earth to the
centre of the sky, the “pillar of life at the parting and meeting of the
ways’ (RV. v_ 5.6, v. 139.3, etc.], Branstock or fiery trunk of the Tree
of Life and Burning Bush, the Shaft of Light or Bolt that at once
divides and connects together heaven and earth, and with which
the Dragon was smitten in the beginning, the vertical of the Cross of
light—stauros and skambha. In this omniform pillar extending from
floor tu roof of the cosmos all things inhete in one [onm, the single
form that is the form of very different things: “I'here inheres this all,
there whatever stirs, whatever breathes . . . that concurrently (samb-
hitya, ‘assembled’, ‘combined’, ctc.) is onc simply” (ckam cva, AV. v.
8. 7—11) corresponds to Eph. 2:20 ‘in whom ve also are builded
together', and apocryphal Acts of Joln, g8—gg: “a cross of light set up,
in which was one form and likeness, and in it another multitude of
diverse forms . . . This cross, then, is that which fixed all things apart
and joined all things unto itself... and then also, being one,
slreamed forth nto all things.”™ Vajrz as ‘bolt’ coinciding with
Skambha as Axis Mundi, similar doctrine can be recognised in
Heraclitus, xxxvii, ‘the thunderbolt (kepuuvic) governs {oloxilgl)
all things’, or as might have been said, oixile, ‘builds all
things".”?

The ‘head’ of this pillar is the solar and man-regarding (nr-caksus)
Face of God, the omniform and omniscient Sun, who is also the
Spirit whose kiss endows all things with being (SB. vi. 3.2. 12-13),
and connects all things to himself in one con-spiration. His Orb is
moreover not only the roofl-plaie of the cosmos, bul the door of the
wortlds, through which one is altogether liberated, breaking out of
the cosmos—‘No man comelh lo the Falher save by me . . . Tam the
way ...l am the door' (John, 14:6 and 10:9). Architecturally, the
‘head of the angle’ is our roof-plate, coping stone, and acroter, the
capital of an axial pillar, which is really one of pneumatic light, and
if not structurzlly rezlized is nevertheless ideally present. Macro-
cosmically, this “hcad of the angle’ is the Sun in the zenith; and
whoever retums to this Sun, the Truth, as like to like, by an ablaiio
omnis qlteritatis, 4 becomes a Mover-at-will and for him it 15 ‘ever-
more day”.

In various countrics the hardest and brightest stone or metal
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known has been the symbol of indestructibility, invulnerability,
stability, light, and immortality. The North American Indian pre-
serves to this day what was probably already a Paleolithic use of
“flint’ in this sense,’ the Egyptian pyramidion was made of granite
‘polished like a mirror’; the adaman (diamond) of the c_las_si-;al
world was probably of Indian origin; the Chinese had their jade,
but alsc derived from India with Buddhism the symbolic values of
vajra, which they rendered by the character chin {Ciles 2032) of
which the primary value is metal, especially gold, and also weapon.

Skr. vajra is not vnly the lightning, thunder-bolt, shaft, or lance
with which Indra smote the Dragon in the beginning, and Axis
Mundi and Sacrificial Pillar, skembha and otaupdg (Skr. sthavarah,
“finn’), but also “diamond’, and in the latter sense with special
reference to the qualities of hardness, indestructibility, and intellec-
lual brilliance. We have, for cxample, such expressions as vajrasand,
'‘diamond thron2®® (on which the Buddha and all former Munis
have been seated at the Navel of the Earth), and wvaira kaya,
‘diamond body’, an immortal body of light. Skr. 9§17, angle, corner,
and uritsu, part, corner, edge, point, etc., are related to oxpog, acer,
acies.” 'I'he vapra as weapon or sacrificial post is constantly spoken of
as ‘angular’, for example ‘four-edged’ (cafier-gér) in RV, 1v., 22.2; in
AB. 11 1 and KB. x. 1 the sacrificial post (yitpa = oTupog) and the bolt
(vajre) are identified, and the one i3 to be made ‘eighl-angled’
(astasri) like the other.® It is cvident that vajra as ‘adamant’ or
diamond is a naturally eight-angled stone. In the same way, Pali
attansa, ‘eight-edged,’ 1s both ‘diamond’, and “pillar’, typically of a
heavenly palace (for references see PTS, Paii Dictionary, s.1.).
Chmese chin (Jap. kongd, Skr. vajra) in combination with other
characters gives 11s such expressions as ‘golden crow’ (Sun), and
'diamand pivot, or axis’ (Moon). The character for ‘axis’, shu (Giles
Looyz) implies also ‘centre’, and whatever is fundamental: Ten shu
is the pole or axis on which the sky turns; shu yii (Giles 13626) is
;011f:r0]1511g power, guiding mind, fiyepdv. Without geoing tarther
mto the analysis of these expressions it will be sufficiently evident
that the complex of ideac in which the notions of adamantine
quality and of the pelar or solar axis of the universe are inseparably
FOiUlECtP-d is part and parcel of a universal and widely distributed
radition, in the light of which our Biblical phrases discussed above
should be envisaged.
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We shall conclude with a reference to the notion of a corner-stone
or angular stcne which is alsn an extremnity in lerms of Egyptian
architecture. No architectural unit that can be thought of would do
better than a pyramidion (the crowning member of a pyramid) fit
the phrase ‘head of the angle’, or simply ‘angle’ as uscd in OT. to
mean chief or leader. Lhe pyramidia of Weserka-ra {tenth dynasty)
and of Amenemhat TIT (twelllh dynasiy) are described in Amn. dit
Service des Amtiguités, xxx, 105ff, and 11, z06ff. The characteristic of
these pyramidia is their solar symbolism. Of the [irsl, ‘une grande
pointe de pyramide en granit noir’, we are to.d that “Auhaut de
chacune des ses faces, le disque solaire étend ses ailes proleclrices’,
the four solar symbols being those of the ‘divinités des quatre
points cardinaux, Ra, Ptah, Anubis et les astres nocturnes’. The
second ‘est taillé avec une régularité singuliére et il a ¢f¢ poli &
miroir . . . La face est occupée par un beau disque aile flanque des
deux Uraeus; entre les deux ailes est gravé un groupe forme . . . des
deux yeux, des trois lutsh ct du disque non ailé’ (in which the centre
of the cirde is marked): ‘Chaque face, répondant & une des maisons
du monde, est consacrée a la divinité qui protége cette maison’. The
normal arrangement of a central point, surrcunded by four guard-
jans of the quarlers will be recognized immediately. The legends
engraved on the four sides of the pyramidion are dialogues hetween
the deceased or his priesl and the guardian deities of the respective
"houses’: on the East, for example ‘Sout ouvert la face du roi Nimari
(name of the king as child of Ra, the Sun) pour qu‘il donne au roi
Amenemhait dec sc lever en dieu maitre de I'Bternité et indestruc-
tible. Ainsi patle le prétre, et le dieu Harmakhis, guardien de la
maison est répond, “Harmakhis a dit: ['ai donné ["horizon excellent
au roi du Sud et du Nord qui prend I'heritage cex deux Lerres” —icl
il s'addresse directement au roi,—“pour que tu t'unisse a lui; ainsi
ma-t-il plu. Et I'horizon prend la parole 4 son tour. “L'horizon a dit
que lu le reposes sur lui; ainsi m‘a-t-il plu”.” Anc similarly on the
otner sides.

To this it must be added that the hieroglyph for ‘pyramidion’,
bnbn.t (also the ‘point of an obelisk’), in the combination brbn.lj
becomes an epithet of the Sun-god, ‘He of the pyramidion”.’

The deceased king is thus at the same time accepted by the four
faces or four-fold aspect™ of the Sun, and identified with the Sun,
while the two kingdoms, north and south, are analogically Heaven
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or Earth, of which hc reccives the inheritance; the pyramid itself
representing not merely the tomb, but at the same time the cosmic
embodiment or dwelling place of the resurrcected king, now
becomes a membaer of the ‘mystical body” of the Sun The apex of the

id, which is also the Sun, is architecturally the unique
principle in which, as one may say, all the rest is builded together
and exists mare eminently. I brba.t is also the ‘point of an cbelisk’,
which corresponds to the ‘Sunpillar’” of other traditions, even this
pillar may be said to be represented by the tenon which projecls
from the lower surface of the pyramidion and holds it tast when set
in place. And if now Christ is the ‘angle’ or ‘head of the angle’, it is
clear that this could have been stated in Egyptian architecturel
phrascology by saying instead of ‘is become the head of the corner’,
‘is become the bubat. It is not absclutely impossible that the
Hebrew expression itself was ultimately of Egyptian origin, and
ought to be thus restored.

NOTES

1. Cf. Wynkyn de Worde, Pilgr. Perf. 1831, The diemonde moost precyous fo
mankynde, thy swete sone Jesus.”
2. Just as in the typically Orissan architecture, where the @malaka form is repeated as
a corner-stune at various levels of the tall spire, 2rd also forms the coping-stone; the
comer-stenes being really quarter-gmulukas, and only the ccowniny stone exihibiling
!;hc whoale form. The crowning smaluka is here indezd tie “liead of the angle’, both
masm‘uch as the four angles of the spire converge upwards towards it, and inasmuch
as their form subsists in it more eminently, at the same rime more fully and on a higher
:Pv.r‘l ot teference. For an cxample see my History of Indian and Indonesian Art, [oy.
19€5] fig. 216,
3. Skr. agra 1s generally ‘top’, but can also mean ‘extremity’ in any direction; it is
also metaphorically ‘print’, “foremcst’, atc. - I
Ofﬁll-l ?Et‘ T? 'E:)ymbolml‘lzn of ':l”.e_Dome', [Rpr. STL pp.415—458.] Spacial mention is made
1€ fact that the roof-plate is ‘perforated’: there can be no cuestion that it is the
‘archltect!.:u'a} t:,'qu_.ivalent of the Sundnor thromign which one is nlf}_wggfhe-’ liherated; the
c'lFCl‘f();ﬁtlon s live “eye’ of the heavenly dome, cr in other words the Sun;: ‘1 am the
°‘“:C y me if any man enter in, he shall be saved,’ etc. {John, 14:9)
wl?..:we f_:-hzzfjjtulufa—;ghﬁuuJin S... 201, Comm., and vissamefi (causative), in ]. 111 36
e E;Pav ° la:{engjve; rest' o weary travellers. ‘Come unto me, .:_1]1 ye that labour and
Childfen :%n eth:}-’a(n\d I Wﬂ‘1 give you resl . .. HU\"\" UIL_EL} would [ have gathered thy
dIl':‘.gOg-ic 518'11'{--';—, 3 :%t{“ 11.2.3 and 2353;').. The 1:00{- is wi-sram, to ‘seasa from toil”. The
e ’labou%;' [.—;;- 1:;:9 ’s obwg-us ; for its is preciccly ':}_IC Wi‘lyfarr.::: [parivrajake, carsa)
:llmsm-:;n o 51 WIIT 1), anc Jl'te:nce the usual designation of the monk. zscetic,
+ €LC., A8 a "labomrer’ ($amana). The Rest House at the end of the road, at
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worlds’ end, where the burden is laid down, is then wvisramana in the sense that
whoaver enlers there s no longer a ‘Labourer’, no longer uncer a rule, bur altogether
ljberated’ (from himselfl. And just as in the Vedie rite the sacrificer in ‘building vp’
Agni is at the same time building up fer himeself a ‘hocy of light”, s0 whoever like
Sudhamma ‘builds up’ a rest-house is at the same time building up the heavenly
mansion, and laying up treasure in heaven-

A house was builling, and your bitter sighs
Came hither as wil-helping meledies,

And in (Le mortar of our gem-built wall

Your tears were mingled mid the risc and fall

Of galden trowels tinkling in thehands

Of builders gathered widc from all the lands.
—Is the house finizhed ? Nay, come help to build

(Wiliiam Morris)

6. Sudhamma is actually the wile of Magha (the soler Ind-a), in the same sense that
the Church is the bride of Christ, and the Sudharma Devazabha (ot which there is a
representation in relief 2t Bharhar, see Cunningham, Stipa of Bharaud, pl. xwi] is the
palace of Indra and analogue of the rest-hall for which “Ferlect Virtae® provides the
roofl-plae

v, A material shelter being nesded only =y thoss who are “under the sun'.
Liberation, a breaking out of the cosmos by the Sundoor, is often describec as a
Lreaking through :he rocf or roof-plate, and tha Fucdha as being thus liberaled is
often roferred to as vivam-ckada, 'he whese roof has been opened up’; of which,
morcover, -he abandonmert of the hnnsehold life emc adoption of the open-ziz lifeofa
‘Wanderer’ is already a prefignration.

8. These powers of consciousnass, Or Virtues or aus of the practical intcllect
(collectively dhamma, here nzarly equivalent lu fndrivéni, pré nah, and, devih) are
‘contact (of snbject with object), sensibility, recognition, will, awarcness, counsel,
habit’ (phassd, vedard, saRfa, cetuni, ¢iliane, vitakka, vicars). When these have been
vmified (ekatobhard), operation no longer involves a temporal sequence of acts, bt
becomes a single act uf beiug (Mil. 03).

9. For detailed discussion of all the architectural symbels discussed in the preceding
paragraphs see myv ‘Symbolism of the Dome’ (loe. cit.), Usnisz and Chatra’ (Poong
Orientulist, m, 1938, ‘Inverted Tree” [Rpr. SF2, pp. 376-404.] and ‘Svayamatrnné: Janua
Coeli’ [Rpr. 5I'2, pp. 465- 520.] René Guénen, ‘Le symbolisme du dome and ‘Le dbme
el la roue,” Ctudes traditioneiles, xun1, 1938, and P. Mus, Berahader, parts 1v and v.

to. CF. Mund. 1. 1.4. ‘Fire is his head; His fyes, the mocn and sun; the airts His
ears; His voice the revealed Vedas; the gale His hreath; His heart the all; frum 1Tis feet
the carth; He is inceed the Spirit immanent in every being' {sarrabhird!alnd).

11. The axial pillar of a Japaness pagnda (stipa), aroLT.c which llere winds a spiral
stair, is actually callad the "heart pillar’ (shinbashira) and thus distinguished from the
four ‘guardian pillaxs’ (siiten-ashira) of the ‘comers’.

13, AR V. 281, Adityah yi pak, prthivi vedili. AB. 111, vajro i ¥t pa.

13. For the skambia, Axis Mundi, as Brahman, and single form of all things, ser the
whole of AV. x. 7 and 8. The docirine is of fundamental impert in the whole of the
Vedicontelogy.

14. Fur Nicolas of Cusa, the condition of filiatic and theosis is thus defined. Cf. ‘Il any
fan e unte me and hate not . .. yea, and his own soul also, he cannot be my
disciple’ (Luke, 14:26); ‘The word of God . piereing even to the dividing asunder of
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soul from spirit’ (Heh. 112, cf. Dionysius, De dic, now 1x. 3). 'Whoso deavell lo God
becometh one spiritwith him ([ Cur. 6.27).

15. The Navajo conception of ‘Ainl armour” is the equivalent of Milten's ‘in a rock of
Diamond arm’d’ (Parsdize Lust, vi. 364, and Buddhist vajra Léiya.

16. 'Ag a rck of Diamorul, stedfast evermore’ (Spenser, Fairy Queen, 1. 6. 4). For
values of majra see also iy Llements of Swddhist Iecn ography., 1975, PP- 14-15.

17. Of the twe Indian (Tali) words kife and kanprike which dercte the peak or
roofplate of a house Lo whick. the rafters converge, the former is from a root kit to bend
(from an angle), whence also kiiti (cf. Eng. ‘cot’ and 'hut’), a small house with an edged
or domed rool, or even alarge shrine with a spire; and the laftera dimimative of karns
(Skr. kurnu), of which the primary meaning is ‘correr’, and related bath to ade, ete. and
to sriga, ‘hern’, and architecturally ‘'spire’ Thus the kanrika (the Toofplate’) rejected
by the builders in the Sudhamma story (p 171 ahave) would be gaite literally “corner
stone’ but for the fact that it is made rat of stcne but of hard woeoc; the symbolism is,
of coursc, unaffected by this material accident. .

18. Indian pillars n architectural use are typically (although not always) both
four-and eight-angled a* the same time, i.e. square ir. sectivn abuve and below, and
cometimes alzn in the middle, but for the rest chamlered so as o be eight-angled in
sectHon.

19. Ci. also in Gresce, ‘this earlier aspect of the Sun-God s a pyramidial pillar’
Arthur Evans, ‘Mycencan Tree and Pillar-calt’, Jowrnal of Hellenic Sfudies, 1301, p. 173-

20. On the ullimale significence of the four faces of God sce P. Mus, Has Brahma
four faces? in Journal of the Indian Sociely of Oriental A, v, 1937.
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Onod factum est wn 1pso vita evat

‘O véyovev v adtd Lo fv.

THE SE words,* taken from John,
1: 3, 4 are cited in the form in which they are given in nearly all of
the earlier codices, and in which they are gquoted by the Scholastics,
e.g. Mcister Eckhart in Expositio 5, Evangelii sec. [ohannem (ed. J.
Christ and J. Koch, Stuttgart-Berin, 1936, p.50), and by Origen in
Comm. in Ev. Joannio, w.16.> I render, ‘What has been made (o1, ‘has
become’, or “was begotten’) was life in Him’, or in Sanskrit Yud
Bhurtam (or jitam) tad svatmani jionr dsit.

Both Meister Eckhart and St Ronaventura, the latter in I Sent., d.
36, a.2, q.1 ad ¢ citing 5t Augustine’s res factae . . . in artifice creato
dicuntur vivere, recognise the analogy of the human and divine
arlificers; in both cases the pattern of what is to be made pre-exists
in the maker's living mind, and is alive in it, and remains alive in it
even when the fuctibile has become a fuchun or after it has been
destroyed. Our intention is to indicate the immediate and universal
background against which these ideas subsist.

This background is cssentially that of the traditicnal doctrine of
the ‘two minds’, or twa aspects of the mind, the une in act and the
other in action. Combining Aristotle’'s Metaphysics, x11.7.8, 1072b
20f. and x11. 9.5, 1074 a 34f. With De anima, 111 5, 430 a f, we find (hat
of these two the first, or Mind? ‘in act’ (dvepveiq)—‘in itself, (ko8
adtiv) in its own act of being—is “apart’ (ywpwotds) ‘from sen-
sibles’ (zdv alolntdv), ‘contemplative’ (Bewpnrikde), ‘impassiole’
(&moBric), without remembrancet and unmixed; ‘it does not think’,
or rather, ‘its “lhinking” is the “Thinking of thinking”’ (voTjce0g
vONo1c), 1.e. the principle and sine gua non, but not the activity of
thinking, In other words, ‘it thinks only itself’ (abtdv &pa vosi)
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‘throughout eternity’ (tov @novto aidbve), without distinction of
subject from object, for where both are immaterial ‘the thesis is both
the operation and the thoughtl’ (& Adyog 10 npdyuo ki 1] vdnoug),
‘thought end what is thought of are one and the same” (1} vonoig
20  voouvpfvep pial): Mind, ‘becoming everylhing” (ndvia
yiveafian), is what it knows. Furthcrmore, it is eternal and beautific
{Ai%otog) Life, the Life (L) of God himself. The second mind is
creative (mommkdg). and an ‘efficient causc (w0 oitov kol
roinrikéy) in that it makes everything”® (1@ nivta nosiv ); it is
passible (rofnmkos) and mortal, and thinks of contingent things,
not always of itself. It is on a plane still lower than that of its creative
activity that tfhe mind is ‘sensitive’ (wiotnTide — mebnTikdg).”

These two (or three) minds are the same as Plato’s two {or three)
parts of the soul, one immortel, and the other mortal, the Jatter in its
best part active and couragecus, and in its worst part passively
affected by and subject to emotions and reactions provoked hy
sensation {(ciolfiow). The two minds are thc ‘naturcs’ in the
universal doctrine of ‘one essence and twa natires’.* As three, they
correspond [o the contemplative and active lives and the life of
pleasure.

In these distinctions of the theorelical (rom the praclical mind,
and in the identification of the former (Mind) with the Life ({w]) of
Ged and of its Thinking with its Thesis, or why nol say "Word’
(Adyog)? there is 2 veritable prediction or fore-telling of 5t John's ‘In
the Firsl Principle (as the Scholastcs so often interpret in priacipio =
Skr. agre, not s0 much 'in the beginning’ as ‘at the top’) was the
Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God’. The
‘Word’ that, as Aristotle says, the First Mind thinks, when in its act
of being it thinks itself, is for St John the Christ, the Son of God,
‘through whom all things were made’ and whom 5t Augustine
the%-e.[ore calls “as it were, God's art’ (De Trin. vi.10)>—the art by
which all things were made. ‘"Word’ and ‘Mind’ (Adyog, volc) are [or
I’lato'urten interchangeable, while if for Aristotle the Word is what
the Firet Mind thinks, and the Thinker and the thought are one, it is
Cle_ar _Lhat one might safely paraphrace 5t John by ‘In the First
Principle was the Mind, and the Mind was with God, and the Mind
was God.1°

~Having so far outlined the immediate background and implica-
tions of vur text, it may be shown that these are also universal, and
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in particular, Indian canceptions; in saying which we are very far
from snggesling or implying that in their Hellenistic context they
are of Indjan origin. As before, and to simplify the presentation, we
shall combine the evidence of several texts, notably Brhadaranvaka
Upanisad, L.a 4.10, IV. 1.6, IV. 3.23, 30, 32, Kena Upanisaa, 1. 2 and 5
and Maitri Upanisad, V1. 34.6, with Sutapatha Brihmara, X. 5.3.1 ‘In
the beginning [{or rather, ‘at the top’)** there was just That Mind’
(agre . .. tan-mang evdsa); a paraphrase of Ry Veda, x. 129, 1 "There
was That One (tad ekam . . .asa), naught clse whatever’.

To the question, “what was it that Brahma knew, whereby he
became the All” it is replied, ‘In the beginning, verily, this (self)*
was Brahma. It knew just ltself {atmanam-evavef), thereby It became
the ALl (sarvam abhavat). And as o this Gnosis, ‘Verily, though he
(who can say, 1 am Brahma’) does not think (g marni fe) or know (na
vijanati), yet is he one who thinks and knows, albeit he does not
think or know (contingently). Forsooth, there cannot be a dissipa-
tion of the Knower’s knowing, becanse of his imperishabilily. It is
not, however, any second thing, divided from Himself, that he
should know . .. ‘That is his highest station, that is his Beatitude
(Ananda).

And “What is that Beatitude? Nothing but Mind (mana eva).
Verily, my King, it is by his Mind that He possesses himself of the
Woman (i.e. vdc, the Voice, Theotokos),”? a Son is born of Her, in his
image (prafiripah); that is his Bealilude. Verily, my King, the
Imperial, Supreme Brahma is just Mind.” As expressed in Thomist
phraseology, the generation of the Son is « vilal operation, #
priicipio conjunciivo.

Aristotle’s ‘Thinking of thinking’, i.e. non-discursive principle of
discursive hought, is the ‘Mind of the mind’ (manaso manas) of the
Kena Upanisad where, to the question “By whom (kena) impelled end
sent forth does the mind (Iy?"1 it is answered that is by ‘the Mind of
the mind’, and that “the Contemplatives, wholly relinquishing
{atimucya, sc, their own mind), when they depart from this world,
become immortal’. A subsequent verse says that ‘He has It in mind,
who does not think Tt; he who thinks It, does not know It; It 1s
unknown to thosc who “know It”, but known to those who “know
it not”’: and fhat is precisely the thesis of Nicolas of Cusa’s Decta
Ignorantia, while ‘wholly relinquishing their own mind’ corres-
ponds to Philo’s ‘He that flees for refuge from his own mind, flees
for refuge to the Mind of all thingg’ (1. 93)."
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And so, as the Maitri Upamisud says, The mind is said to be
twofold,*® clean and undlean: unclean, by admixture with desirc,
clean when separated from desire™ . .. The means of bondage and
release:*® of bondage, when it clings to the objective, of liberation,
when disconnected from the objective”.

s it not then true, as Jeremias said, that “in den verschiedencn
Kullurer: findet man die Dialekte der einen Geistessprache?

NOTES

1. In which the distinction is implied of esse um essealin, exislence from being,
vévem; from 10 Sviog dv.

2. Meister Eckhart quutes the gloss, Quod i mente est, vinit cum artifice, quod 1,
muatur Cu lempore.

3. Hemeloith [ use the capital when the First Mind is referrec to.

4. Jusl as for Tlotinus, Lmneads, 1v. 4.6, the Gods ‘never learn’ and ‘do not
remember’: and for the same reason, viz. that where there is ne forgetting, there is no
occasion for learning or remembrance. It is only for the sccord and variable mind, our
mind that has forgotien so many things, that to be taught and so reminded is
desirable. What it can be taught i¢ what it has forgotten (Meny, $0, etc., and also Indian
doctrine], and so, as Me:ster Eckhart says, "Not till the sou] knows all that thereis to be
known can she pass cver to the Unknown Cood’.

5. To restore “that original nature in which the knower and the known are alike” is

for Flato life’s highest purpose (Timasus, gop); 1t s the beautific *synthesis’ (samddhs)
for which the disciplinz of Yoga is undertaken, and in which it culminates.
: 6. CI. Mahwsvarananda, Maierthamafijart, p. 44, where “The suchness called Sada-
siva (sada, ‘eternal’} is prior with respect to the principle called “$vasa (Lord., xuptog),
w1_11ch !atfer,lbj.r the splecduur of its practical power becomes the demiurge of all
lI'm_'mgs in {'-heu' manifested Lkeness’, CL Joho, ‘Uneugh whom all things were made’,
anc Skr. Visvakarma, ‘All-maker’.

:?-ﬁﬂfﬁ‘llﬁ’s To t‘::i'wov kul noinrwdy (De anima 1rs, 430 12) reflects Phaedrus, g7c
\"C}U; A jr.qvm‘v aitwog. Cf. Hermes Trismegistus Lib 1. g ‘And the First Mind, which is
Life a‘nd :ngh_t, gave kirth to another mind, the maker of things’ (Spmovpyds).

s }féui:?sig?gn t;c;n'ipni;}r:t;’) is, p;rcp}:\rly speaki‘ng, the science of the feelings,
o i P g men. Art has t¢ do with the making of things for good
bﬁi.v:;‘it? Brhadirunyaka Upanised, 11.3.1 (dwe riipe); Muitri Upanisad, vintiz. (dveilf-
W%-' gﬁﬁ:{‘i fﬁi&iﬁgw}fnef aifer .nfing:_m in stem vater” (Pleiffer, p. 391). In the same
w0 orks per verbum in intellecty conceplum: (St thomas, Sum. Thenl

10. ‘The ji ras [ -

i ?;ifllfllse“(i;‘ﬁi:mff Satapathu Brihmana, X. 5.3.1 “Mind’ imanas) = Rg Veds

‘Minc is the male, Voice the female .
!:Sf’*“?ﬂﬂm Brahmana, 1.4 4.3, 4, v 1.2.8
itis the produce of a vital operation.

petation.

= He, by Mind had intercourse with [he Vilee'
); 50 we call a thought & concept, implying thal
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11. Racher than ‘in the beginning’, since it 's to a defore the beginnirg (axie
privci piwm) that the text refars.

12. Nat, as rendered by Fume, “this wotld’: for we ave told that He became, nut that
He was, the Al “This’ centrasted with “All’ can be only “Cne’.

13. Separated from Himself (Prajfpati, the Rather) as 2 mother of whom o be bow,
Paricaviméa Rrihmana, VIL 6; a5 Agni, Juimmiye Upenised Bralnana, 1, 51.5.

14. 'Mind 15 the swiftest of birds’ (Rg Vet vi.y5). L

15. "The Lord of Mind, the Lord of all minds’ (Gankaracarya on Veaditia Suira, .
‘“?é, “There are two minds, that of all, which is God, and that of the individual” {Pkilo,
1. 93). Hence the possibilily vla ‘repentance’, or rather, ‘changc t_)f mind’ {perdveia). CL
my “On Being in One’s Right Mind’, [see chapter 3 of prosent volume]. ) ‘

17. ‘Desire, fisst seed and child of Mind” (Rg Veda, x. 129.4). To be ‘minded to’ is to
desire, and when we 'mind’ things, then there is “wishful thinking’

18, 'By what (kena) ladder docs the sacrificer ascend to heaven?. .. by the Mind'
(Brhuddranyaka Upanizad, 1. 1.6). T am korn a new being of God, and | see now not
with the eye bu: by the Mind's act’ (Hermes Trismegistus, Lib. xmu. 11a)

1t will be urderstood that the First Mind, throughout, 1¢ infellertus vel spiritus. and
the other z purposeful and constructive mentality; tha First, or theoretical (speculative)
Mind ‘cares for nothing but the Truth’, the afher is pragmatic, and contented with fact.

i

RNC LT

‘-_'_1...-5... e

T Wi

TWENTY

Athena and Hephaustos

IN the production of anything
made by art, ur the exercise of any art, two faculties, respectively
imaginative and operative, free and servile, are simultaneously
involved; the former consisting in the conception of somne idea in an
imitable form, the latter in the imitation (mimesiz) of this invisible
maodel (paradeigma)* in some material, which is thus in-formed.
Imitation, the distinctive character of all the arts, is accordingly
two-fold, on the one hand the work of intellect (nous) and on the
other of the hands {cherr).* These two aspects of the creative activity
correspond to the ‘two in us’, viz. our spiritual or intellectual Self
and scnsitive psyche-physical Ego, working together (synergoi). The
integration of the work of art will depend upon the extent to which
the Ego is able and willing (o serve lhe Self, or if the patron and the
workman are two different persons, upon the measure of their
mutual understanding.

The nature of the two tacultics, which arc respectively the formal
and cfficient causes jn the production of works of art, is clearly
stated in Philo’s account of the building of the Tabernacle, ‘the
construction of which was clearly set forth to Moses on the Mount
by_divine pronouncements. He saw with the soul's eye the imma-
:terlal forms (ideai) of the material things that were to be made, and
llllﬂse forms were to be reproduced as sensible imilalions, as it were,
c;: the archetypal graph and intelligible patterns . . . So the type of
;fh];fﬁem was secrlctly impressed upon the mind uf the Prophet as

'3 secretly painted and moulded in invisible forms without
Ezt:;:jizfidm then the finished work was wroughl afler that type by
5 position of thase impressions on the severally appro-
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priate material substances,’ and in more general terms by St
Bonaventura, who puints out that “the work of art proceeds from the
arlist according to a model existing in the mind; which model the
artist discovers (excogitat = rintuyuti) before he produces, and then
he produces as he has predetcrmined. Mcreover, the artist produces
the external work in the closest possible likeness ol the interior
model”* _

The work of art is, then, a product at once of wisdom ar 1 method,
or reason and art (sophia or Iogos, and techne].” It may be noted here
thal the primary rcferences of the words sophia and episteme, cf.
Hebrew hochma and Sanskrit mdya,® are to the artist’s ‘cunning’ or
‘science’, from which the sense of ‘wisdom’ develops; and that
while “fechne’ can often be rendered by ‘art’ as opposed to ‘artless
Jabour’ (ulechnos tribe)? this distinction is the same as that of mere
industry’ (fribe) from ‘method’ (methodns) ® Tt amounls Lo the same
thing to say that in mallers of handicratt or manufacture (cheirotech-
nike) there is cne part more allied to science (episterne), and another
less, and that “without enumeration, measurerment and weighing,
lhe arts (fechnai) would be relatively worthless ... and a matter of
mere practice and toil’? or to dislingish art (‘echne) and mere
experience (emperia) from science (epistente), though the artist needs
both.* All these dicta provide a background for the medieval: Ars
sine scientin nihil and Scientia reddit opus prichrum.

Wa recognise that for anything to be ‘well and Lruly made’ the
rooperation of the hands as efficient cause and intellect as formal
cause is indispensible. The purpose of the present article is Lo call
the attention to the expression of this mythologically in terms of the
relation of Athena to Hephaistos, the former being the Goddess of
Wisdom who sprang from the head of her father Zeus, and the latter
+he Titan smith whosc wonderful works are produced with the help
of Athena as co-worker (synfechnos).”” Alhena and Hephaistos
‘Share a common nature, being born of the same father’ and live
together in a common shrine (hireon) or as il were in one and the
same house'”: she is “the mind of God’ (ke theou noesis, ox nous), and
called also Theonoe, and he ‘the noble scion of light”.™ [rom them
all men derive their knowledge of the arts, either directly oOr
indirectly; ‘Hephaistos, famons for his art (klytemelis),™ aided by
Athena of the gleaming eyes, taught glorious works to men O
earth’;'* or it was Prometheus who stole frum them ‘immancnt
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artistic wisdom (entechnon sophian) and fire’, and gave them to men
‘a5 a divine portion (moira) '

Here the words entechnos and moire imply that the human “artist
in possession of his art’ (erlechnos demionrgos)'? is such by partici-
pation  (methexis, metalepsis) in the Master __Archired’s c‘reative
powecr. Athena and Hephaistos, in fact, ‘agreeing .'m lhei; love of
wisdom and of craftsmanship (philosophia and philotechnia), both
together chose this land of ours as being naturdally fitted to be the
home of virtue and wisdom, and therein they planted zs native to
the soil good men, and set in their minds the structure of the art of
government’.®® All lhis means that the human artist—say, the
blacksmith at his forge—in possession of his art has within him
both z wisdom and a method, a science and a skill; and that as a
whole man, responsikle for both operations, free and servile, and
capable alike of imagination and ol execulion, is of the nature of
Athena and Hephaistos both: it is Athena who inspires what
Hephaistos effects So we have Phereclus ‘whose hands were
knowing (epistato} to fashicn all manner of wondrous works
(daidalg), because Athena loved him’,*® and the carpenter who is
called ‘a master of wisdom as to form, by the promptings of
Athena* In this relationship Athena‘s function, in that she is the
source of the formal cause or pattern of the work to be done, is
essentially authoritative and paternal rather than receptive or femi-
nine, we need not be surprised to find thal (he artist’s ‘inspiration’
(empmoia, empneusis), or ‘the divine power (dynamis — $akif) that
moves him’, is referred tu often as ‘the God', the immmanent
‘Daimon’, or Eros, that is to say the Spirit to whom the very word
‘Inspiration’ points,

On the other hand when the servile operation alone is performed
by the merely ‘productive mechanic® (banausikos) who does not
understand what he is doing, however industrious ke may be, then
hl.s service becomes a matter of only ‘unskilled labour’ {atechnos
trive)** and he is reduced to the condition of the mere slave who
earns money [ur a master,*® or mare ‘hand’ {chetrotechnes) rather
g;afhzﬂ al’chi?:ect or‘lovcr of wisdorg."—‘* This is precisely the position

modern chain-balt worker, in whom the industrial system

Wﬂetht?r capitalistic or totalitarian, has divided Athena from
Hephaistos .2
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NOTES

(. An imitation ‘for if it did not effect that, it [painting] would be held o be an
idle playing with colours’ {Philostratus, Vit. Ap. 1t 22) OF an invisible model—cf.
Platc, Timacus, J1E, 92, Rzpublic, 484C, 510D, E, 5308, Laws, 9314; Plotinas, Enneads, v.
a.11. ‘It s in imitation {amukrf) of divine forms that any human Zorm i$ invented
fwrc. .. [for instance]| this divine hamp, nf which the human harp is an imization’
(Aitareya Brilumana, v1, 27, Sankheyana Aranyeka. ‘1L, g). The pain_[er is to ‘put down on
the wall what has been seen in contemplation” (ted diyatanr, Somesvara,
Abhilasitdrthecintaman, 1, 3. 158).

Plato of course, by “mitation’ means an iconography of things uuseer, and
deprzcates the making of ‘copies of copies’, ot realism in lhe modern sense of the
word. It is in the same way cnly that Apollenias, in Philvsbiatus, Vi, Ap. ¥1. 19, calls
‘imagination (phentasia) a wiser artist (dernéourgos) Lhan imitation’, because the work
of the creative arist depends upun “Cie hmeginalion even of what has not been
seen’,—if, indeed, it is rot Letler lo make ‘no images of Gods atall. .. inasmuch as
the intuitive mind (yrome) can drall and represent (anagrephei . .. kel aratypoutai)
betzer than any atisl’. This lzst is what would be called in India a purely ‘mental
(rransi) or ‘subtle’ (sitksme) worship.

2. Philostratus, Vif. Ap. 1w 22, of. Satspatha Br. 11, 2. 4. 11: “Were it not ferintellect,
the word would babkle ‘ncoherently’, and Kensitaki Up, 111, é, 7: "When inzellectis their
rider ther. all things arc effected by the two hands ... for indead, withanr the
cooperatien of intellect the twe hands would make nothing intelligib e, ie. would not
know what they were doing.

3. Philo, Moses, 11, 74-76.

4. 53tBonaventura, Deved, artium ad thenlngiare, 12.

5. Homeric Hyrns, 77, 483, in connection with music, Otherwise expressed, in the
case of metalwork, i 1s by art and reason (ke tecltze kai ho fogos) that the ma.erial
canges, fire and steel, etc. are dominazed iFPlasarch, Mur. 430 a. B). CL relezences in
notas2,_and 1.

6. Mayd, “‘von sl = “man”, vgl. “melis” . . . geeliliche Kinat' (Crassmann, Woererbuck
zum Rigveda): of. Lidcell and Scott, 5. vv. seoo ancl rrefis.

7. Flato Phuzdrus 200E, cf. 2708,

8. Aristotle, Suph. Elench. 1, 18,

9. Flalo, Philebus, 550— 30a.

1o, Dlato, Republic, 4z2c, Ioir, 5322. 536C.

11. Plato, Staiesman, 274c. for an example of their cooperation of. Homer, Cypriac.

12. Plato, Critias, 106¢C, 1126-

13. Plato, Cratylus, so7e. For Theonoe as a type cf. Zuripides, Helen, passim, e.g. 530,
whare she 'knows all things truly’, Hephaistos is mora pronetly to be connactad with
Aph to kindle; fire being uhiox Hepharsto, liad, xvit, 88. Characteristic epithets of
Hephaistos zre klyiometis, ‘tamed for hs anl’, kKytotechues ‘famed for his craft’, and
Kiyta-ergos, ‘tamed for his work’. Athena is Chariergos, “she who—by her wisdom, or
science—gives the work its grace or beauty’ (Anth, Fal. vi, 205)—hers Js the “formal
cause’, or ‘exemplary cause’, o1 “art in the attist’ by which he works. “Noble’ (genmnaios),
characterising Hephaistos may refer to the cwunmnon palernity of Hephaisios an_d
Attena (Critiis, 1091), bl niay rather mean ‘“faithful’, by no means implying that his
function is not servile, of. Euripides, [Telen, 729, 1641, where gennaics goes with do:.'.fasl,
arc implies a freecom only of the mind [rous), in the cense of Prile’'s Quod nrnis
probus liber sit; cf. Aeschylus, Promethaut, 45, where Hephaistos warks tor s at 2
task that he “hates’.

ATHENA AND HEFPHAISTOS 18‘}'

je = miyé see note £ Cf, Ifiad, x. 19 syn metin . .. tektagaito end Pindar,
Olympian Oes, 1%, 7_8whene techngis = mi y_ubn:}_ft, Me.lm 485 4 e is "llEe first w1fcf 9f
Zeus, reborn from his head as Al‘l"_ena‘(H_EblUL.i A,hwgwt_ur, 8861; the Ibln.u,.-f lHl;{.)l_\'ltlg that
‘the chief god has Wisdom alv.fay'_-il wilhin him” (T1. ]. Rosc{ Grcerc(r‘\{yfho..ugy_, P 5a)
Meticta (for mehietes] as an epic l:'plLll:-':l ol Zeus -.:(‘Jrrcsp_'onc!mg to ..J-E!I'IS‘kT'lt mdlin; S0
that ‘if you would create an .mage of Zeus you must intuit, or cor_lcm-:'e ({‘I‘!fi(‘:f::r‘r =
excagitare, Skr. dhyai) encampments, art (ntehn]'_. arc the ﬂl’_tlﬁf]C skills (fechnas), almd
how she flowered fordi [rom Zeus himself’ (Philostratus, \*"n‘._ Ap. VL. 1g). Athena is a
~worker' (ergane, Suphocles, fr. 724), as in Latin operosa Mineroa x_wtn.\fulcgn_; and it
may be observed that eriergeia — ousin and iz contrasted v._uth irwle t_ATistode,
Metaphysics, V1L, 2. 1, and 6}, as logas and fechne are contrasted w1_th the material they
contrul {Flukazch, Mer, 4364, B). Jast as, also, for 5t Thomas, the artist works per werbian
in infelieciu conceptim, Suti. Theol. 1, 45.6.

15, Hemaeric Hymms, x; Plato, Crifins, 1og ¢ B,

:-Ew. Plato, Profagoerts, 3210 —3224.

1. Plato, Lzws, goac; cf Pharedrus, 277E, where to extecknon kal me are distinguished
acecording te an author's knowledge or ignorance of that of which he treats, and
Sympasivm, 2094, distinguishing “inventive’ (heurisfikol) from ather artists. For Aris-
tofle, Khetoric, 1. 1. 11. and 1. 2.z, the cistinctior. is that of one whose wark is cone
according to ‘the laws of ar:” (zrtechnus methodvs) rom goe who bs oot such an expest
(otzchnos). With enfeclinos of. enthevs, eaergen, ennota, "inwil’, ele.

18. Crities, wouc, D. For the art of government {poliicia) as tantamount to the arts in
general see Republic, 392—every art itzchne] being a ruler of and stronger than that of
wkich it is an art and for the sake of which it cperates.

1g. Hiad, v, 61. Herdly to be distinguished fzom the Scphia to Hephaistos is ‘the
Sophia of Daidalue’ (Plate, Exthypiro, 116); and the like must hold good for Regin,
Wayland and the other great mythical smiths.

2¢. Migd, xv. 410-412.

21. Oninspiration see my Figures af Thaught or Figrres of Speech, 1a46, pp 2528, and
5. v.in The Dictionary of the Arts.

22. Plato, Phaedrus, 260z, of, z70B.

23. Xecophon, Mewm. 1. 11.4.

24. Aristollz, Meruphysics, 1.1. 17; Xenophon, Vect. v. 4.

25. All this is, of course, perfectly well known. Validation of sucrcess in terms of
extel:nals has become the mark of our civilisation. In such a value-systermn human
relations take on the values of the salesmen ... Under such conditivns mmen every-
TN.hE'rE become nasty, brutish, and eruel . .. Unless Westerrs ten is able (0 releese
nimself from the degrzding tyranny of his enslavement to the religion of economics he
:5 as certainly donmed te self destruction as all the portents indicate thas he is” (M. E.
A:',hley_ Montagu n School end Society, vol. 65, no. 1696, 1947) ‘Today, under the
cer‘j“'“l“ﬁd eConomic order, we appear t¢ be descending belaw the level of the beast,
hating, expluiting and destraying each other on a world scale, and veducing the
;‘,"Q“Se! malt 1o a standardised autcmaton ireapable of thirking and acting for

imself (Bh_afatan Kumnarappa, Capitalism, Sociclisw, or Viltagism? =046, P- 294). There
;th:_‘:fslf‘:zlit:ff}?ﬁ ths[th the tradesman. that ‘howaver much .. . individnals sufer,
i C(-‘:] ) q'Ci:E;C.“-lt 1E1}= me_mufac'turmg emerpr%se of civilisation mu_r,l he allowsed
e o (_;n ge Watl, in lruhu:v; Art gt Dethi, 1912), and that of tha humanist,
SRR 2 g an eccrjcfnn: system may suceesd in bringing riches it will bz
@ and prove a failure if in the process it caiises human sufzling, ur inany way

hi - ; B 7 R
b:;i:;;ll—"‘tl‘sgf‘.‘ from a full life’ {Bharatan Kumarappa, ibid. p. 112}, Lel us cliouss

14. For nck




