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Reality appeareth to man’s thought

as several links interdependent of a chain
that circling returneth upon itself, as doth
the coil’d snake that in art figureth eternity.
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PREFACE

Since the dawn of human consciousness, man
has been in search of such ultimates which would
authenticate the purpose and meaning of life while
caught up in the ambiguities of existence in a world
of becoming. The ambinguities of existence express
themselves in such absences in which an  eschatological
hope gets obliterated in the fires of time. It is this
record of existential absences which compose as it
were, human history. |

If history is taken as a guiding-principle con.
cerning the meaning and puropse of life, we are
lost in the web of becoming, in that process which, . as
becoming, never ts. The meaning, therefore, must
reside somewhere else-it must transcend becoming,
and thereby absence. That which is beyond becoming
or absence has been referred to as the ultimate rea-
lity. That which is ultimate has to be beyond time,
beyond history and beyond causality. It is this ulti-
mate reality, this final resting-place, which is the
theme of mysticism. Mystics are the people who
know, while living a finite or historical mode of
existence, this infinite reality within.
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As far as the interpretation of this reality is
concerned, there are different viewpoints concerning
its nature. These differences. although important do
not obliterate the fact that beyond and behind this
finite becoming there is an infinite reality which
underlies all that which is finite and passing What
the non-mystic should learn from mysticism: is that
ambiguities of existence can be transcended provided
right perception, right intention and right attitude
arec developed.

- The confirmation by the mystics of a transcen-
dent reality establishes the fact that life is not a
meaningless play that struts and frets upon the stage
of history. The ultimate meaning of life is to realise

.and know this reality which is within us that is, we

.can discover presence where there is absence provided
we remove the evil of obscurity from our inner eyes.
By having right perception of reality, there is peace
within and' without, and thereby the resonance of
this prayer is.heard everywhere :- Let there be peace
eVErywhere ceseeee

There is strife, conflict and hate in the world.
among the people, among the countries because
majority . of people take that real which is but
absence, which is but passing. They cling, in the
words of the Buddha, to that which is pain-giving.
This clinging gives rise to beécoming, to the endless
chain of pain and pleasure. This clinging obscyreg
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the vision of man- Whether one clings to one's nation
or race, it ultimately results in strife. That which is
characterised by strife must necessarily result in
pain.

The mystics have shown us the way and the path
of peace They have shown how to eliminate thc
desire for clinging, and how to arrive at that herizon
whereby inner harmony within and without is ex-

perienced. By attaining this state of harmony, free-
dom from that clinging is realised which tethers man
to absence. And freedom lies just in right perception,
that is, to perceive reality as it is. And this freedom
is the ultimate goal and meaning of human life.

It gives me great pleasure to express my thanks
to the Academy of Comparative Philosophy and
Religion ( Belgaum ), and particularly to Sri. J. V.

Parulekar, for asking me to deliver the Gurudev Ranade
Memorial Lectures during the autmn of 1986. I chose
the theme of mysticism precisely because Gurudev
Ranade was not just an outstanding philosopher;

he was a mystic of repute. In these Lectures an
effort has been made to look at mystical spirituality
from various points of view. I have not tried to
answer the questions which mystical experience
raises. I have tried to point out the problems

which the non-mystics face when dealing with the
subject-matter of mysticism.
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- Finally, I would like to thank Prof. Johannes
Aagaard of Aarhus University. I have had the pri-
vilege of learning from him what he calls religions-
kritik. His dedication to scholarship, his love for
man, and his ecumenicity of spirit have been an
ideal to me.

New Delht Moti Lal Pandit.
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1.  THE ADVAITA VEDANTA
AND THE ABSOLUTE

‘It is generally believed by people, who have
peripheral acquaintance with Hinduism, or who derive
information from popular text-books on Hinduism,
that Indian religious or philosophical conscious-
ness is mainly oriented towards a monistic under-
standing of Reality. Such an understanding of
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Indian religious Jife or of Indian philosophical
systems of thought is not correct. Most of the
traditional Indian systems of thought or rellglous
traditions, whether Vedic or non-Vedic, have inter-
preted Reality in pluralistic terms. The reason for
indentifying the Indian religious or philosophical
vision with monism, that is, with the Advaita
Vedanta ( non-dualism ) of Samkara, is not far to
seck. The Advaita Vedanta, being the most compre-
hensive system of thought, has appealed to the leading
Indian intellectuals, and from the middle of the Jas.
century a concerted effort has been made to in-
terpret the Indian religious vision and spirituality in
terms of Advaita Vedanta. This has led (o a picture
of Hinduism as a religion of unity by relegating the
other viewpoints to oblivion. The other reason for
this state of affairs is the popularity of mysticism.
Mysticism, in general, has been interpreted in terms
of unity, and Indian mysticism, in general has been
seen as an exponent of a spiritual vision which
adhers to the viewpoint of §armkara. Because of such
misinformation, people are made to believe that the
entire gamut of Indian religious consciousness is
oriented towards non-dualism. Such a view of Indian

religious consciousness needs to be corrected

at
the outset.

There is another belief that Indian phllosophy is
basically characterised by a religious conciousness,
and therefore it lacks the scientific temper. In order
to grasp the significance of this .viewpoint, it jg
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necessary that the meaning of the rerm ¢ religion ™’
neceds to be clarified. The term * religion ” is very
compléx, as religion in diffirent cultural contexts is
understood differently. In some cultural -contexts,
belief in God is the main foundation of religion,
whereas in others it is not necessary. If, therefore,
by religion we mzan a dogmatic belief in a personal
being who is other ‘than cneself, then Indian philo-
sophy, more or less, may not be said to be religious.
Most - of the schools of Indian philosophy, whether
orthodox or non- orthodox, do not postulate such a
being. The Samkhya school does away with a belief
which demands adherence and submission to such a
being, wherzas Nyaya and Vaigesika do postulate
such a being, but he is more a creation of the intellect
than of faith. The Jains also do not affirm the exi-
stence of such a suppra - rationl being. As far as
Buddhism is concerned, it may be said that in early
Buddhism there is no such a being, whereas in later
M3zhzyana Buddhism we have an eternal Buddha, but
he is more of a metaphysical construct: than the out

come of faith.

If, however, by * religion ” we understand a way
of life, then the context and vision of religion com-
pleiely changes. [t 'is a vision which seeks in and
through religion a transcendent mode of existence, a
mode of existence which is free from the conditioning
of space and time, from causality, from unfreedom_
from pain, etc. This vision is borne out of an ex-
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perience in which the worldt is seen as a continous
process  of becoming, a constant flux, and life is
viewed as a painful episode in the midst of this flux.
The meaning of religion, in this context, is completely
al varianee with a conception of religion in which
belief ‘in a pcrsonal being of a supra - rational
character is a religious as well as logical necessity.
But such a belief in-a personal being is not a necessity
for a view in which religion is seen asa means to
liberation - from pain and sorrow, a means to a new
mode of being which is free from the contamination
of time and change. From this perspective Indian
philosophy in gcneral is to be characterised as a
philosophy whose orientation is basically religious.
The only school of Indian philosophy. which may be
termed -as irreligious or non - eschatological, is the
Materialist, Carvak, school. The general ethos of
Indian philosophy, therefore, may be said to be reli-
gious in the sense. that it is a salvation — philosophy.
Although engrossed with the question of liberation of
man from the trammels of samsara becoming, it does
not mean that Indian philosophy has neglected the
cultivation of the basic tools of human knowledge.
This can be seen from the fact that Nyzya developed
an elaborate logical system, whereas Vaitesika con-
tributed much to the realistic understanding of ele-
ments which compose the universe. The Samkhya
concerned itsclf with the cosmological questions. As
far as epistemology is concerned, almost all schools

of philosophy have given various theories of knoyy-
ledge.
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After these preliminary observations on lIndian
philosophy, our task will be to discuss the Vedanta
system of thought as such. At the outset our atten-
tion will be drawn to the Advaita ( non-dualism )
Vedanta of Samkara (A. D. 788-820) [1] Afterwards
we shall discuss the other schools of Vedanta tradition,
particularly that of Madhvicarya, in relation to the
Advaita of Samkara. All the schools of Vedanta are
orthodox, and therefore Vedic, in the sense that all
of them consider the Vedic scriptures as the ultimate
source of Truth. The Vedic scriptures consist of the
Sarhhitas, Brzhmaps, and the Upanigads. The
Samhitzs and the Brzhmapas mainly concern them-
selves with religious sacrifices and rituals. They do
not, in general, speculate in the philosophical sense
of the word. This dces not mean that they do not
contain philosophical ideas. They do contain philoso-
phical ideas but in a potential form. The Upanigads,
on the other hand, coacentrate mainly, in meditational
and dialogic form, on questions of human destiny.
The Upanigads, in a word, may be said to be medita-
tions on the human condition. The Upanigads, as the
¢« end of the Vedas =° (Vedinta), set in motion the
potential philosophical ideas of the Samhitzs and the
Brahmanas.

The Upanisads, which form the bed-rcck of the
Vedanta tradition, do notl represent one system of
thought; rather they are a repository of various
systems of thought. S. N. Dasgupta, in this context,
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informs us that ' we must “turn a deaf ecar to the
absolute claims of these exponents (those who believe
that the Upanigads represent a uniform system of
thought ), and look upon the Upanisads not asa
systematic treatises but as repository of diverse curre-
nts of thought-the melting-pot in which all later phi-
losophic ideas were still in a state of fusion™ [2] The
Upanigadic texts may be considered as meditational
anthologies; and these mediations contain the most
sublime insights on the question of freedom from the
human condition and the nature of human bondage:

As the Upanisadic texts contain a variety of
currents of thought, it became easy for a philosopher
to develop his system of thought in the light of the
scriptural support. This also meant that the philo-
sopher interpreted the various currents of thought
of the Upanigads in accordance with his own pre-
suppositions. When, for example, an Advaitin philo-
sopher maintains that the Absolute, Brahman, cannot
be spoken of in terms of discursive thought or con-
cepts, he can easily appeal to the Upanisads in support
of his assertion, and the scriptual support is easily
available. But the Upznigads do not only propound
the concept of Brzhmap as envisaged by an Advaitin
philosopher; they contain other viewpoints which do
not easily fit within the framework of Advaita. So
each philosopher interpreted, on the one hand, the
Upanishadic doctrines in the light of his own pre-
suppositions and, on the other, sought support for

the legitimacy of his presuppositions from the
Upani§ads.
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Samkara’s interpretation of the Upanisads is
determ'ved by his theory of the degrees of knowledge.
Sdamkara views the truth from absolute and relative
viewpoints.[3] It is with this philosophic technique that
Samkara interprets the Upanigads, and thereby attem-
pts to forge a unitary systzam of philosophy by divi-
ding knowledge into two categories, that is, absolute
know!edge and empirical knowiedge. Those portions
of the Upanisads which speak of non-dualism are
interpreted in terms of absolute knowledge, whereas
those portions which do not agree with Samkara’s
interpretation, are relegated to the sphere of empirical
knowledge. This is how Samkara is able to unify the
thought of the Upanigads in the light of the non-dua-
listic interpretation.

As and when th: various schools of philosophy
were established is difficult to tell. Before a school of -
philosophy camz into existence, a numberiof texts were
written, which were later commented upon. These
commentaries usually gave birth to a particular schools
of thought. In case of Vedanta, the first systematic
effort at bringing coherence to the Upanisadic thought-
systems was made by Badalayana (2nd century B. C)
in his Bralzmasuzfa This text was later commented up n
by the various thinkers, such as Samkara, Ramgnuja,
Madva, etc. As far as Advaita is concerned, it is be-
lieved that its birth was hastecned and facilitated by
the Karika on the Mapndukya Upanisad of Gaudapada
( 8th century A. D ). It is believed that Samkara’s
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teacher, Govinda, was the disciple of Gaudapada. It
may, therefore, be said that Gaudapada is indirectly
responsible for the birth of Advaita school of Vedanta
which Samkara, through his genius, systematised and
developed on a proper metaphysical foundation. Till

to this day Samkara’s genius has not been surpassed
both in teims of thought and influence.

O O O O

The popular understanding of Advaita Vedanta
consists of inaccurate assertions, such as, that it is a
system of thought based on negations in the sense that
the world of emnirical experience and perception is
seen to be false and untrue. Such a popular assertion
ficeds a good amount of rzctification Samkara in no
manner denies the historical authenticity or reality,
of the Many, thatis, .the world of our sence-per-
ceptions, in so far as our daily and mundane lives are
concerned. The world which we see and experience
the world of relations and of things, the world
of our waking conciousness is much more real
and authentic than the world we perceive in dreams
or imagination. If the world of our waking conscious-
ness is absolutely false, then it would be, on the one
hand difficult to distinguish a waking state of conscious-
ness from that of dream state and, on the other, even
in the state of waking consciousness it is not going to
be possible to distinguish that which appears from that
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which 2s. For example, if the world of our waking
consciousness is said 1o be unreal, then we will not be

able to differcntiate the rope ( which is real ) from the
snake ( which is unrcal ).4

Since the world of our waking consciousness is not
entirely false, it would mean that the perception of the
rope is not a mare subjective projection; rather the
rope is a datum, an object of experience. It is an irre-
ducible entity in itself, and cannot be sublated or
reduced to the subject. Even at the higher level of
knowledee where the subject-object is transcended,
there remains the fact that both the terms, that subject
and object, are correlative. Samkara is not a nihilist or
idealist in the sence of Buddhist philosopher Nagarjuna
or Asanga- As Sarmkara accepts the phenomenalentity
as it is, it may be said that hc is a realist,

Since the world presents itself to our conciousncss
in terms of the Many, the question: what is it that
constitutes harmony and orderliness in the midst of
diversity ?-is bound to be raised. Samkara opines
that the orderliness of the universe cannot be self-cau-
sed. An intelligent being is needed who can causc
harmony in the midst of dis-harmony. This harmonio-
usness of the many is sufficient evidence for an intelli
gent Creator. The Many in the world cannot exist by
themselves ; they need a source for their existence,
as they cannot be cause of their own existence. The
source has to be an intelligent being—and this bcing
can only be Isvara, the Lord[S]. 1§vara, therefore, is
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said to be both the cause and preserver of the world-
The Lord is not simply an efficient cause of the world;.
He is also its mraterial cause. Since the Lord is both
the efficient and ntaterial cause of the world and of
its beings, it nteans that everything issues forth from
the T.ord and is re-absorbed in Him.[6] Thus Samkara
maintains that ‘‘the omniscient Lord of all is the cause
of ithe origin of this world in the same way as clay is
the material cause of jars and gold of golden orna-

ments.”’[7] “There is no other substance from which the
world could originate.’ 8]

The concept of f4vara. in Sarhkara’s scheme of
things, needs some ansplification. We speak of f[é§vara
when we categorise the Absolute in ternts of Subject-
Object through the proccss of discursive thing.[9] Dis-
cursive thinking without the subject-object distinction
is not possible. The monent we try to think of the
Absolute, that very moment we try to objectify it. The
objectification of the Absolute results in the subject-
object differentiation, as we think of the Absolute as
distinct from ourselves and from things around us, and
thereby give birth to religious consciousness in terms
of religious devotion. Thus the Absolute, when objecti-
fied, becomes God for religious devotion. God as an
object of religious devotion is seen as Saguna-Brzhman
(qualified Brahmay). Therefore, to accuse Samkara o.f‘
agnosticism is both unfair and false. God is but an
objectification of the Absolute, that is, of Nirgupa-
Brahmap (unqualied Brahmap). In other words, jt
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seems that the Absolute, when seen frcm a religious
perspective, becomes God in that the religious con-
sciousness needs a subject differentiation for its
devotion. The believer, while worshipping God, is not
worshipping nothing. f

In so far as man operates within the framework
of the subject-object dichotomy, the highest reality
human consciousness can conceive of is hat of f4vara
(God). But the Upanishads, particularly in the light
of Samkara’s interpretation, maintain that Atman
(self) is incidental with the absolute. The Upanishads,
as we have already pointed out, do not represent one
line of thought. There are quite a number of passages
in the Upanishads which maintain the identity of the
Atman with Brahmap. The stalements, which express
the identity formula, are known as the Mahavakyas,
that is the great sayings.[10] It is on such statements
of the Upanishads that Sarhkara builds up his doctrine
of the identity of Atman-Brahmanp.

Samkara’s conception of Ultimate Reality as
differenceless Brahmap, closely resembles the Buddhist
Nagarjuna’s idea of reality as Void ($uyna) [11] The
Void, like the fBrahmilg of Sar kara, is beyond the
realm of discursive thought; it is a matter of super-
sensory intuitive experience. However, the difference
between the two - that is, Nzgarjuna and Samkara-
lies in this: that for Niigarjuﬁa Ultimate Reality is
purenegation, whereas Sarhkara conceives of Brahman
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as consciousness and bliss.[12] From a logical view-
point, Nagarjuna may be more consistent in his ana-
lysis of Ultimate Reality than Samkara: But, then,
the aim of Samkara is not to establish a logical con-
sistency; he, while defining Brahmap as being - con-
sciousness - bliss, is following the footsteps of the
scriptures, namely the Upanishads.

There is another thinker (of course, from the
West) who is very close to Sarhkara, and he is Spinoza.
When Samkara speaks of identity of the self with
Braghmap, he is not saying that the identity has to be
achieved or accomplished, or that, before the reali-
sation of identity, Brahman and Atman are
Separate entities. It isnot an ontological identity which
has to be achieved. The identity of Atman - Brahman
is a given reality or fact. What is needed is its reali-
sation. The realisation of identity takes place by
transcending ignorance through the scriptural know-
ledge. The same is the case with Spinoza. For Spinoza
man is already, although externally in a finite condition
a mode of infinite Substance; there is no question of
becoming an infinite Substance. The only thing needed
is to become aware of existing ontological Reality,
that is, man is a mode of infinite Substance. Both

these philosophers are very close to each other in their
understanding of Reality.

The theory of identity of Atmap and Brahmap

needs little more clarification. Samkara, while
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«commenting on the Brakmasitra i.1.1, maintains thal
~<everyone is conscious of the existence of (his) Self
:zand nrever thinks ¢<I am not,’’. This means that the
-existence of the Self is self-evident, and therefore can-
“not be doubted. Even if its existence is doubted, this
very doubt, however, indicates an implicit affirmation
of the existence of the Self, that is, thercis a doubter
who doubts his doubt. The difficulty, indeed, arises
'whep'itf comes to the question of the nalure of the
Self.{fi'}] The self: which is known to our nerimal and
ordinary consciousness, the self which reflects and is
reflected upon, the self which is under the influence
of change, is not the true Self; it belongs to the realm
of appearance. The true self is beyond - reflection,
change and-appearance; itis not an object of reflection
or for reflection, and it does not reflect. That thing
changes which is ephemeral, whereas the Self, being
eternal and permanent, is changeless. ““Extra personal
attributes’, according to Samkara, ‘““are superimposed
upon the Self if a man considers himself sound and
entire, as long as his wife, children and so on are
sound and entire. Attributes of the body are super-
imposed upon the Self if a man thinks of himself (that
is, of his Self) as stout, lean, fair, as standing, walking
or jumping. Attributes of the internal organs are
superimposed upon the Self if he considers himself
subject to desire, intention, doubt, determination, and
so on. Having superimposed, the producer of the
notion .of the ego upon the inner Self. .. one super:
imposes again the inner Self upon the inner organs etc.
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Thus is the nature of the original adlyzsa (superimpo-
sition),’ beginningless and endless (anadiranania),
having the fornt of an erroneous notion (mithyz pratya-
13 pa), cause of the fact that the individual souls are
enjovers and agents, observed by

everyone
(sarvalokafratyapaksa)™.[14] -

Theic are certaiit questions which need to be
tackled. It is maintained that in the supersensory
mystical experience the awareness of the subject -
ohject distinction vanishes. If this be the case, it
would mean that within' the  mystical intuition the
awareness of the world.of plurility too disappears.
A self completely immersed in the Absolute is said to
be in a state of experience in which there is no aware-
ness either of onesef as an iidividual entity or of
objects outside of consciousness. Does the non-aware
ness of oneself as well as of the world mean the-
negation of an individual and of the world ? Or does

it mean that the "awareness itself ceases to be an
awareness ?

While confronting such questions, $amkara main-
tains that the world of plurality does not cease to
exist in the supersensory mystical experience. The
world of plurality, as appearance of the Absolute,
continues to exist as appearance. We cannot main-
tain the non -existence of external things precisely
because ““we are conscious of external things.In every
act of perception we are conscious of external things
corresponding to the idea, whether it to be 3 post or
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a wall or a piece of cloth or a jar, and that of which
we are conscious cannot but exist’’.[15] The existance
of the world as appearance is not at all negated. The
world continues to exist as an appearance of the
Absolute. In so far as man is in ignorance, he thinks
of the world as absolutely real. And ignorance is a
state, in the words of Hiriyanna, in which “‘suppression
precedes substitution™.[16] The state of ignorance
may be compared to that of a dream state. In so far
as man is in a dream  state, he thinks of dreams as
really real. But when he comes to the waking state,

the state of dream consciousness “is negated: In like
manner when a person gains knowledge of the identity
of the Self with Brahman, he realises the nature of the
“world as appearance of-Braghmayp. Thus we may say
that Sarhkara does no violence to empirical reality or
experience. What Sarmkara aims at is not to contradict

the ordinary level of experience; rather his aim is to
reach the higher point of knowledge. Hence we may
say that, in the context of Advaita, the empirical
world is real empirically, but appeatance from a

transcendental viewpoint. '

O © O O

Although Advaita has had an upper hand 1
terms of influence on the philosophic scen¢ of India,
does not, however, mean that it femained unchallenged.

The fifst Systematlc challenge came from Rimanuja
(A.D. 1017 - 1137). The strongest challenge, however,
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did not not come from Ramanuja, but from Mzdhva
(A.D. 1119 -119%). Madhva, being the strongest critic '
of Samkara, has to be taken more seriously in so far
as Advaita is concerned. It is for this reason that we

shall begin our discussion with the critique of
Madhva. '

Madhva’s school of Vedzamta is called the Dvaita
or dualist school. Madhva’s criticism against Sashkara
mainly centres on the, nature of experience.[17]
Madhva, inthis context, writes that ‘“‘perception is
the flawless contact of sense—organs. with their appro-
priate objects. Flawlcss reasoning is inference”.[18]
Mazdhva is not ready to accept the Advaitin contention
that their systent of thought in no manner does vio-
lence to emipirical experience. What Madhva aims at
1s to prove that the experience of plurality directly
stands against the Advaitin view of reality.[19] The
main datum of experience, though not the only one,
for Madhva is sense - perception. Although mistakes
may take place in our sense - perception, it is a fact
that the subject, through perception, apprehends the
object as a distinct entity.[20]

This kind critique of Madhva has its own limita-
tions. The Advaitins do not deny the fact that there
is such a thing as the experience of plurality. What
the Advaitins say is this: as the dream experience is
sublated by the waking consciousness, so the expe-
rience of plurality vanishes in the one who has reach—
cd the state of supersensory mystical intuition. This
kind of experience cannot be confirmed through the

The mystical gearch for the absolute 16



usc of empirical verification. The best testimony
for its authenticity are the scriptures.

This kind of response of the Advaitins does nc;t
satisfy Madhva. Whatever knowledge man has or 1S
able to achieve, according to Madhva, is (except the
revelational knowledge) through the operations of
sense-organs. It would, therefore, be fallacious and
outright dishonesty to deny the witness of sense-
experience as the source of knowledge. As far as scri-
ptural knowledge is concerned, Madhva accepts it to
be of supersensory character. He, however, opines
that it would be better to interpret the scripture in

light of what everyone considers to be true.

The criticism of Madhva does not square well
with the Advaita analysis of Reality. The Advaitins
do not deny the validity of sense-experience. Sense-

experience has its own reality in so for as one operates
within the empirical realm. But it is illegitimate to

apply empirical analysis to that which is beyond
empirical concepts or notions. As far as the relation-
ship between the sense-experience and supersensory
experience is concerned, the Advaitin finds no contra-
diction in his assertion that the latter supersedes the
foremer, as it is a case of degrees of knowledge.

Madhva reject the theory of degrees of knowledge
outright on the ground that a proposition is either
true or false; there is no such thing as degrees of truth
and falsity of a proposition. A proposition, therefore
cannot be a mixture of both. Take, for example, the
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proposition: there are many selves, and there are not
many selves. One of the proposition is either true or
false. It is fallacious to maintain that both the pro-
positions contain degrees of truth and falsity. On the
‘basis of his rejection of the theory of degrees of
knowledge, Madhva thinks that the Advaitic expla-
nation contradicts the witness of sense -experience
and of self-consciousness As far as the consciousness
of oneness with Brahmap is concerned, it is, according
to Madhva, contradictory in the sénse that the nature
of consciousness is such that it cannot function with-
out the subject-object distinctions.[21] It is, however,
true that when consciousness reflects upon itself
there is no distinction involved, as consciousness
Itself is both the subject, which reflects, and the object
~on which reflection is. directed. ““Though there is
generally a difference between the agent and the
object of the action, non-difference 1s also possible[22]
Even then there is no possibility of haviny self- awarz.-

ness without an epistemological distinction of
subject = object,

In this seemingly endless debate Ramanuja’s
viewpoint is supportive of Madhva’s interpretation of
consciousness- Ramznuja maintains that conscious:
ness cannot be “devided of objects; for nothing of the
kind is ever known’.[23] This analysis of econscious-
ness by Madhva confirms the modern phenomeno-
logical understanding of consciousness; that is
consciousness is always said to . be conscious of ar;
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object ,which means that consciousness is intentional
Madhva uscs the idea of intentionality of conscious-
ness as a mcans of attack on the Advaitin assertion
that the Self is identical Brghmayp. While using this
concept, Madhva is saying that there is no pbssibility
of having consciousness of identity with BrEhmar_l as
consciousness involves the subject’s distance from the
object of consciousness. What Madhva is aiming at
is the refutation of the idea of ‘‘pure consciousness”
in which the subject - object difference is transcended.

An objection can be raised with regard to the
phenomenologicol viewpoint of consciousness. It can
be said that it is one of the interpretations of con-
sciousness. The term ‘‘consciousness’ has various
levels of meanings, and therefore to assert a priori that
the word consciousness cannot be used in the manner
of Advaitins as an invalid objection. If there is a state
of mystical unity, it can be described only in terms
of experience. Therefore, the assertions of Advaitins
with regard to consciousness is as valid as that of a
Dvaitin, because the term is used at different levels
of meaning : one is on the level of mystical intuition
and the other is at the empirical level.

The above discussion may seem to be very tiresome
and hair-splitting. But the discussion throws some light
on the kind of problems one encounters if a mystic or
a philosopher assert that there is a state of experience
which is beyond the realm of discursive thought.
Whatever the nature of experience, it remains a fact
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that the content of experience has to be expressed in
terms of words and concepts. Both words and concepts
operate at the empirical level. Samkara realised this
situation. He felt one with the Upanisads when they
answered the question of Brahmap by maintaining
silence : ““Bhava, being questioned about Brahmap by
Vashkalin, explained it by silence. He said to him,
‘learn Brahmap, O friend,” and become silent. Then,
on a second question, he replied, ‘I am teaching you

‘ndeed, but you do not understand. Silent is
the Self."’[24] -

©C O 0O

Although Mahva was the most outspoken critic
of Sarhkara Advaita, there were other thinkers who
felt uneasy with the Advaita philosophy. Most of the
critics came from the bhakii (devotional) background.
They felt that the adherence to Advaita would lead to
the negation of religious' consciousness in terms of
loving devtion anad service is offered to God.

The earliest thinker who saw the possibility of
negation of religious consciousness in Advaita was
Ramanuja. It was Ramanuja who, within the Vedantic
tradition, gave a new life to the devotional religion
by infusing new metaphysical blood into it. The
Vedanta theory of Rzmanuja in contrast to Sarhkara,
postulates a theory of reality in which Br

ahmap is
seen as a dcterminate character, and Iy

ara is not
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viewed as an appearance of the Absolute; rather the
Absolute is viewed in terms of a personal God. As far
as the entological status of the world is concerned, it
1s seen as permeated by thc presence of God, and
not as an appearance of the Abcolute The personal
nature cf Absolute was later maintained by other
Vedanta thinkers such as Nimbarka (13th century),
Vallabha (15th century), Baladeva (18th century), etc.
All these thinkers came from a bhakét traditicn, and
therefore felt the need of asserting, in opposition to
Samkara’s differenccless Brahmap, the nature of
Ultimate Reality in terms of a personal being.

This new challenge, witnin the Vedanta tradition,
had its effect on the Advaita Vedinta philosophy,
particularly in our own times. In medicval India
Advaita and bhakti were wedded to each other by the
mystics in such a manncr that no opposition was seen
between the two trends of thought. The mystics
explained that without bhakii the Advaitic experience
is not possible; and we find this line of thought
clearly expreseed and advocated in such bakti-poels
as Kabir, Dadu, Gyaneshvara. etc. In modern times it
was the great Rgmakrishna (1834-1886) who combi-
ned in himself both the bhakti religiosity and t .
Advaitic vision of Reality. In our own times Radha-
krishnan (1888-1975) interpreted God not as an appear-
ance of the Absolute; rather God is scen as Absolute.
Although Advaita has triumphed over the bhckéz schools
of Vedanta in terms of influence, it cannot, however,
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be denied that the Advaita thinkers had to modify

and develop their philosophy in the light of the criticism
of bhakti inspired Vedanta thinkers.

Ramanuja, although critic of Sarkara, remained
very close to Advaita. He did not make a complete
break with the Advaita school of Samkara. His
philosophical school of Vedznta is called the qualified
non - dualism (viSistadvdita) although Radhakrishnan
would iike to refer to it as “‘the non-dualism of the
differenced’”.[25] Ramanuja conceives of Brahmanp
as a personal being, and of the wor'd as the body of
God. The sacred scripture, according to Rzmanuja
infcrm us that Brahmap is “the highest person, or
Narayana, " [26] “whose nature is absolute bliss and
goodness; who is fundamentally antagonist to all evil;
who is the cause of the origination, sustention, and
cissolution of the world; who differs in nature from
all beings ....".[27] It is God, who therefore, is
the creator and the sustainer of the world. After
creating the world, God enters into it in the same
manner as the soul enters the body. He also enter the
souls of men as their inner Self. “The world, inclusive
of intelligent beings, is the body of the highest Self;
and the latter the Self of everything’. [28] Although
God is present in everything and everywhere, yet he is
“different from all beings sentient and nop - sen-—
tient.”” [29] When it is said that the world is the body
of God, it does not mzan that God undergoes modifi-
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cation or is affected by change or by evil. The world
is non - different from Brahmap in the same manner
as cause is non -different from the effect. But this
does not mean identity. The soul of man, like the
world, is permeated by Barimanp.[30] Although the
inner Self of the soul is Brahman, the soul is not
identical with Brahman.[31] If the soul lives in accor-
dance with the law of God, it will ““‘attain to that
supreme bliss which consists in the direct intuition of
his own true nature.” ]32] It is a mode of existence
in which freedom from sam.ara is affected.

It appears that Ramanuja wants both the cake
as we!l as the plate. Although believing in Brahman
as a personal being, he is not ready to break the links
with the Advaita completely. The reason for this state
of affairs is simple, Ramanuja realised that the tran-
scendental knowledge of Ultimate Reality is entirely
based on the scriptural testimony. As we have noted
the Upanishads do not give us one line of thought;
On the one hand, we have passages where the qualitie.
of Brahmap are predicated, and predication is possible
when subject - object duality is maintained. And on
on the other hand, we have passages which maintain
the differenceless character of the Absolute. But it
must be said that the preponderance of the Upanishads
istowards non- dualism_ and Sarmkara bases his system
on such scriptural statements which affirm his non-
dualism, whereas Madhva develops his thought-system
on statements which support his idecas. As far as
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Rzmanuja is concerned. he has opted for a middle
position between the two giants ; Samkara and
Mazdhva.

Madhva's general dispesition tcwards Advaita
may be represented in terms of choice. If the Advaitinss
according to Madhva, accept the world as real and
Bréhma;n the sole rezlity, then they have to give up
the idea of Brahniz i) as transcendent. If they think
tre werdd is cCifferent from Branman and Brghmap the
ceic crlity, then they have to accept, in the loglcal
ceite of the word, the falsity of the world. Advaitins
contends Madhva, cannot have it both ways. Madhva
Is not content with Rimznuja’s interpretation of
of reality. For Madhva God as Brahmap is the ulti-
mate reality, whereas the world and its creatures airc
cntologically dependent up~n God. He thus trics to
interpret scriptures theisticaily, Whether his interpre-

tation and exegesis fcllc w scriptures strictly is altoge-
ther a different matter.

The aim of NMadhva's critique is to establish that
the bhakti-religion is the highest road to liberation.
Samkara did not undervalue the importance of devo.
tion, and his devotional hymns are a testimony to
this [33]. But within the general framework of Advaita,
Samkara eould not accord the same importance to
blakti which he bestowed upon the supersensory my-
stical intution. [34] For Madhva devotion is a means
of forging a close relationship with God as well as a
means for attaining liberation Ramanuja's thought
tco coincides with that of Madhva on this point.
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Madhva’s apprehension that Advaita is a thicat
for the existence of religion may be justified to some
extant. If religion is seen in terms of beliefin a pers..nal
God, then Advaita can be seen as a threat to religion
in the sense that God is seen as a mere appearance
of the Ab-~olute. But §amkara never aimed at the
destruction of religion, nor did he undermine the role
of bhckti. Sapmkara recognises devotion as a valid
means to salvation. Samkara saw religion as a move-
ment from God to God, that is, he desired to transcend
the purely human conceptious of reality, and empha-
sised the need for a mystical intution of Reality. At

the mystical level, language fails in experessing the
depth of experience. It is in this context that $amkara

has to be viewed.
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1. THE ABSOLUTE IN
WESTERN PHILOSOPHY

-

The vision of Greek philosophy, in its earE_c:_g_i:
phase, was more oriented towards what one may call
an objective analysis of the world. The religious
ethos of the Greeks did not get incorporated in
to the philosophical search for truth to the same
degree as it happened in India. Philosophy for the
Greeks remained an intellectual pursuit for obje-
ctive forms of knowledge. Religion and philosophy
pursued their respective chosen routes, without trans-
gressing each other’s realm. It is because of this trend
and outlook that the ethos of Greek, and thereby of
Western, philosophy has generally been analytical.
Philosophy, as in the case of Indian thinkers
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has not been seen ffom an existential viewpoint,
that is, philosophy has been treated as a dispassionate
search for objective modes of knowledge. Having such
an attitude, it is but évident that most of the Greek
philosophical thinking does not lay emphasis on reli-
gious experience, that is, on intuition. In the context
of India; philosophy and religion have had, more oI
less, identical - goals, and theréfore have walked
together concerning the search for truth. Religious
experience has provided the basis datum of reflection
for philosophy. Since religious experience is the base
for philosophy, it is but evident to fiad that the
general orieatation of philosophy has bz:a towards
a religious vision of truth. It is the basic link between
philosophy and religion which we do not find in the
Greek philosophy. : : !
" Thé earliest western attempt in which philosophy
has been seen in terms of religious vision, and in
which mysticism plays a4 major role, is that of Plotinus
of the ‘third -century A. D. Plotinus, like the thinkers
of the Upanishads, spsaks of the One, the Absolute,
as that reality which does not, being transcendent,
undergo any change or modification in the process of
its manifestation, and on the other hand, there isa
movement of ascent of the spirit towards the]JAbsolute.
This ascent of the -Spirit towards the Absolute
results in the mystical experience of identity. This
mystical experience is spoken by Plotiaus as ““the flight
of the alone to.the Alone’".[1] The mystical experience,
which is of & supersensory nature is not an object of
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mtellectual umos;ty Plotmus ‘hxmself seems to have

enjoyed the mysucal experlence of unity - several
times. [2] -

i S
iu.,As. to  'whether . Plotinus’ - myst1ca1 thought
received some external mfluences, particularly from
India, is difficult’to tell. .The mystlcal thought-system
of Plotinus may be seen, as further developement of
~Platonic and Heéllénistic traditions. However, as far as
. the Indian influence:isiconcerned, it cannot be ruled
out. Close contact developed between Greecs and India
as early as 4th centinry B. C. Magathenes (4th century
B.C,) was a Greek ambassador to the .court of King
Chapdraguptd. The infiuence of Indian thought upon
" the. Greek thought -system c¢annot, therefore, be
enurely ruled out. .Both Plato and Plotinus come very
.+ close to the Upanishadic vision of reality. Thus the
possibility of Indian influence upon.the mysticism of
. Plotinus' may not be an improbability. Whatever be
the truth as far as Indian influence is concerned, it is
however clear that Plotinus, like the Upanishadic

thinkers, thought of. philosophy as a means towards
a religious vision.of reality. It is because of this vision

that Plotinus made mysticism a'base for his theoretlcal
understanding of reality.

T,
‘

© o0 o
The Medieval Christianity presénts a different

picture from that of the Greek world, in that an
organised religion, namely, Christianity, had come
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into being. There was a centralised authority, namely
the Church. The Church, as a devine institution,
interpreted the religious truths in the light of its
understanding. The Church believed that it received
the depositum of faith in terms of" revelation; and its
task was to preserve and interpret this revelation for
the spiritual Uphftment of its adherents. In the'Greek
world, on the other hand no such centralised religious
authority existed. Thus there was scope for the
development of religious thought in terms of expression,
v hereas Christianity held that religious truths, -being
“of divine character, had been received once:- for - all,
and therefore there was hardly any scope: left for

' further search for truth. 3

This, however does not mean that Med'ie\al
Christianity did not take phllosophy 'in to serious
consideration. Having received the ultimate revelatory
truths about Reality, Chrlstlamty thought "of philo-
phy as a natural means, based on the principle of
ratiocination, at arrwmg to a point whereby a correct
-intellectual’ Z:onclusmn, in conformlty ‘to revelation,
could be formulated in the ‘form of propositions.
Thus philosophy played a secondary role to theology:
It was the task of theology to interpret the depositum
of revelation. In this sense the Me dieval Christians
thought of phllosophy as an mteheetual search for
God m so far- mans knowledge was not based
on revelatlon St. Augustine had already enwsaged
a role for’ Greek philosophy in terms of knowledge

L]
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of God. He considered that the . Greek philosophy in
general, and Platonic tradition in particular, presented
a picture which foreshadowed the Christién vision of
Reality — g vision ultimately disclosed in and through
revelation. Thus Greek philosophy-, was' considered as
preparation for the ultimate truth which found its
final expression and culmination in the Christian reve-
lation. In this sense the Medieval Christian thinkers
found phylosophy to be useful tool for interpreting
and undersatnding tke religious vicion of Reality.
Thus phylosophy was made to play a subservient role
to theology in the sense that philosophical reasoning
wa‘ € 1ployed in the advancement of theology.

Christianity, being the religion of revelation,
could not afford to give the same status to philosophy
which it accorded to theology for the simple reason
that theology was scen to be the only medium and
means of interpreting the deposit of faith. The datum
of faith was revelation was ultimate and final. That
which is final and ultimate cannot but have the final
say concerning the religious mysteries of life. It was
theology alone which was considered to be the only
competent science in so far as interpratation of reve-
lation was conceraed. Philosophy, therefore, had to
subject itself to the norms of theology on questions
of .religious truth. This understanding of religious
wheresy both eligon Gheataps) oLl o position

) 8Y) and philosophy were
accorded different roles. P.ilosophy by itself saald

The mystical search for the absolute
36



not attain tothe knowledge of Ged. It could, with
the help of reason, have some kind of glimpse of truth;
it could provide necessary tools of methadology to
theology. Understood thus, the role of philosophy
was finally reduced to mere analysis of propositions,
that is, the task of philosophy was, in the light of
reason, to find out the truth of a proposition. The
concern of religion, that is o_f' Christianity, was to
safeguard the truths of revelation, and this task’ was
handled, in the light of the Church’s self-undcrstan-
ding, by theology. The revealed truth were mediated
in and through the Church.

The Church as the ultimate authority concerning
religious knowledge of God understood itself, firstly,
as the final arbiter of religious truth,. and secondly,
as the final authority, it considered itself as the ultimate
receptor of the deposit of faith. This self-understanding
of the Church stems from the belief that it sees itself
as the divine creation of God. Having the deposit of
revelation in its possession, the Church "sees itself as
a concrete and historical medium of g.a"l\_ration through
revalation. The Church, as an act of God, is said to
be speaking to us the word of God. The Church,
therefore, is both the hearer and the speaker of the
Word.. In this way the believer is enabicd to hear the
Word-of God. Since the Church is considered to be
realm of grace, man thereby has no claim or power
over the Church. Hence the Church is seen as arealm
where the salvific grace of the hidden God, in terms
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of revelatior, is made accessible to man. This is how
Vactican II understands the meaning of the Church :

All the elect, before time began, the Father
‘foreknew and predestined to be conformed to the
image of his Son, in order that he might be the
first -born among many brethren’ (Rom. 8:29).
All those who believe in Christ, he planned to
assemble in the holy Church, which already pre-
figured from the beginning of the world, prepared
in a remarkable way in the history of the people of
Israel and in the Old Testament, established in the
last times, was made manifest in the ocutpouring of

the Spirit, and at the end of time will be gloriously
consummated . . ..

The Son, therefore came on mission from the
Father . ... To carry out the will of the Father,
Christ inaugurated the Kingdom of Heaven on
carth, revealed tous his (the Father’s) mystery,
and by his obedience brought about redemption.
The Church, or the Kingdom of God now present
in mystery, by the power of God grows visibly in
the world . . . . As often as the sacrifice of the cross
in which ‘Christ, our paschal lamb, has been sacri-
ficed’ (I Cor. 5:7) is celebrated on an alter, the
work of redemption is carried on. At the same time,
in the sacrament of eucharistic bread, the unity of

of all believers who form one body (of. I Cor. 10:17)
i1s both expressed and brought about.
called to union with Christ,

world, from whom we proce

All men are
Who is the light of the

ed, through whom we
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live, towards whom we tend. When the work which
the Fatheir had %wen the Son to do on earth (of, Jn.
17:4) was accompllshed the Holy spirit was sent on
the day of Penécost in order thuat he might forever
sanctify the Church, and thus all believers would
have access to the Father through Christ in one
spirit (of. Eph' 2:18). Heis the spirit of life, fountan
of water springing to life eternal (of Jn. 4:14; 7:39).
Thirough him the Father gives life to men who are
dead from sin, till at last he revives in Christ even
their mortal bodies (of. Rom. 3:1-11). The spirit
dwells in the Church.... The spirit guides the
Church into the fulness of truth (of. Jn. 16:13)
and gives her a unity of fellowship and service.

Thus the universal Church shines as ‘a people
made one with the unity of the Father, the Son and
the Holy spirit’. [3]

With such an understanding of the Church, the
Medieval Christianity would not engage in a kind of
search for religious truth which would contravene
the Church’s vision of Truth. Although the scope of
philosophy was restricted in so far as religious search
of man was concerned, the medievals however allow:d
philosophy to undertake the logical studies of propo-
sitions. In this sense the scope of philosophy was
somewhat comprehensive and extensive. Thus philo-
sophy included such subjects as mathematics, and
mathematics does not concern itself directly with reli-
gious questions. But this range of philosophy got
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restricted during the late Medieval period to mere logi-
cal studies. This we seein the case of the Ockhamist
movement. The Ockhamist engaged themselves, like the
contemporary positivists, with the logical anlaysis of
metaphysical propositions of earlier thinkers by redu-
cing the already restricted range of philosophy to mere
logical studies, the Ockhantists removed totally the reli-
gious concern from the domian of philosophy. Itis a
paradoxical situation in the sense that the Greek philo-
sophical tradition, whose origin was basically empirical
culminated in the mystical philosephy of Pletinus,
whereas Medieval philosophical thinking, which was
closely associated with theology, got restricted and
reduced to mere logical analysis of metaphysical
propositionis. The situation does not seen to be diffe-
rent frcm the contemporary philosophical scene in the:
West which, under the influence of scientism,

speaks
of non-empirical propesitions as useless.

Seeing the general scene of philosophy during
the Medieval period, it would seem that philosophy
did not relate itself to mysticism. As philosophy
approached the religious questions in terms of reasom,
it seems that the climate nmrust have beep quite unfa-
vourable to miysticism precisely becaus
basing itself on supersensory
attach much value to rational me

€ ntysticism,
Intuition, does not
thedology. However,

: kind of conclusion.
about the tenor of philosophy duri
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theologians developed, although under the influence
of Platonism, a number of theories with regard to
spirituality. Quite ,advanced theories on spirituality
may be found in the writings of Richard of St. Victor
(12th century) and that St. Bonaventure (13th century).
Generally speaking. the Medieval philosophers did
not consider the mystical writings in terms of philoso-
phical vision. They developed a separate branch,
namely, that of ascetical or mystical theology. It is in
the context of this development that Johan Gerson
(1363-1429) attempted to integrate the mystical doctr-
ines of prayer and praxis with theology, that is, asce-
tical theology. The purpose of this integration was
based on the belief that the ultimate goal of Christian
life was not so much in learning the theological prop-
osition as much in the vision of God. It issaid that
St. Thomas Aquinas, when he had the mystical vision
at the end of his life, asserted that what he had written
so far was a straw in comparison with the vision of
God he had. .

While speaking of Medieval Christianity, it is well
to remember the contribution of Meister Eckhart (1260-
1327). Meister Eckhart’s mysticism could not be unde-
rstood by the medievals who were mostly concerned
with a rational approach to religious questions. It was
the Aristotelian outlook which dominated the entire
breadth of Medieval period. In the context of Aristo-
telian vision everything, each question and problem,
had to be tested on the touchstone of reason. Supers-
ensory Intuition as a mode of knowledge was not
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given its due importance. It is because of this climate
that the medievals were not able to comprehend the
vision of Eckhart. His statements, for example, that
““All creatures are a pure nothing”, [4] or ‘‘Outside
God there 1s nothing’’, [5] have led many thinkers to
compare him with Samkara and Nagarjuna. His emp-
hasis that God alone isthe scle reality and apart from
him everything is naught, may also resemble the Per-
sian mysticism. whatever the nature of his mystical
statements may be, they basically stem from his own
personal experience. The fundamental concern of
Eckhart’s mysticim was to pave the way for the reali-
sation of God as the sole rteality. It is not Eckhart
only who emphasised that God alone is the sole real-
ity and everything else is naught. We find this assert-
ion in the famous Flemish mystic, namely, Ruysbro-
eck (1293-1381). Both these mystics-Eckhart and
Ruysbroeck-were not simply Platonists or speculative;
their mysticism had its roots in their personal experi-
ences. Later St. John of Cross would affirm this asse-
rtion of Eckhart. However, this kind of mysticism, as
advocated by Eckhart and Ruysbroeck, hardly falls
within the general Medieval ethos, which is basically
characterised by the belief in the transcendence of
God. Moreover, both theology and philosophy had
become arid and academic, and were far removed
from the spiritual concern of Christian life. The myst’
icism of Eckhart and Ruysbroeck has to be seen as @

strong reaction against the dry and unintelligent the€o”
logical and philosophical theories of the Universities”
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The question of the One and the many was not
one of the most important and central aspects of
Medieval philosophy- Most of the 13th century thinkers
maintained that the existence of the Many cannot
be established apart from the existence of the One,
namely, God. This question -of the one and Many
remained a burning issue from) the time of John Scotus
Erigena (9th century) to that of Nicholas of Cusa
(15th century), provided we accept Nicholas as aMed ie-
val thinker. Although the question of the One and Ma-
ny remained alive, the preponderance cf most of the
medievals was towards reason rather than towards
supersensory intuition. This bent of mind has to be
seen against the common background of the Christian
belief-system:. Almost the entire Western Christianity
shared a common outlook in terms of religious vision
and belief, and the Church was responsible for main-
taining this commonness among its adherents. This
commonality of outlook does not mean that no argue-
ments for or against this or that theolcgical theory
took place. Arguements occurred in favour of this or
that theological theory, but they were based on propo-
sitions rather than on mystical intuition.

As we pointed out, the medievals thought that
existance of Many depends on the One, that is, God.
They further envisaged this Ged in terms of infinity.
The Ockhamists included infinity as one of the attrib-
utes of God. The Ockhamists believed that faith alone
could lead to the knowledge of God, whereas philoso-

The mystical search for the absolute - 43



phy was incapable of this task. Since the One-God-was
seen as infinite, it was inevitable to think of creatures
as finite. Thisunderstanding of Reality led to a hiatus
between God and man which has been difficult to
bridge to this day. Both man and God, in this scheme,
stand on opposite poles : on the one hand we have God
who is infinite, and on the other, we creature who is
finite. That which is infinite cannot have any kind of
commerce with that which is finite. It is a problem

which has mystified the who issue Ged's relationship
with man.

If, however, God is conceived of as infinite, it
would mean that God alone is real, whereas creatures,
being of finite nature, are not really real or authentic.
Their contignecy turns out to be pure vacuity. That
which 1is sole reality, and therefore infinite, must
contain everything within itself. If so, then it mould
mean that ihe finite creatures are tut the states or
mcdes of infinite reality, which is Gcd. The assertion
of Eckhart-everything outside of God is not-being-is
thereby justified and validated. It is against this
understanding that we find the Reformers protesting.
Most of the Reformed churches of Protestantism have
tried to established, with an unmatched vigour and
zeal, the ctherness of God at the cost of man; and

in our cwn time Karl Barth is the best representative
of this stream of Protestantism.

Deriving their inspiration from the Ockhamists,
the Reformed churches were against any kind of
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philosophy, even theclogy, which thought of reason
as a natural ally in the search of God. The assertion
of the Reformers consisted in upholding the fallenness
of man to such a degree that man was incapable of
knowing God. The only cognitive tool available to man
was faith - and the source of faith was but revelation.
The reformer saw man in terms of deprivaticn, that
is, man, due to fall, is not oriented towards God (a Leo).
If man is not basically oriented towards God, then
how can reascn be relied upon? The reason or the
faculty of understanding must inevtably be also of a
fallen nature. It means that man’s entire being- if
taken to extreme logical conclusion -is not only full
of distortions, but is anti- God. This exireme fallen-
ness of man is seen by Reformers in that fact that
man’s so-called spirituality is nothing but an -attempt
at self-glorification and self sanctification. This Ockha-
mistic hostility towards reason runs through the think-
ing of most of Reformer, and a quite number of con-
temporary theologians have carried this tradition
without any hitch.

The Thomists, on the 'c_)lher hand, tried to rectify
this situation. Thcy upheld the position of reason.
They did not believe in the assertion that was totally
and absolutely fallen. They believed that reason is a
gift of God, and it can Icad to a partial knowledge of
God. 1t is revelation alone which can give us the full
knowledge of God, because revelation is a means
whereby God ‘discloses himself to man. Reason, on
the other hand, is a human attempt at understanding
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as to what constitutes the being of God. Reason fries
tounderstand God in terms of Concepts. What are the
tcols which man employs in understanding the infinity
of Ged ? The Thomists, for this purpose, postulated
the theory of analogy. The purpose of this theory is
to maintain the ultimate ontological status of God.
The theory of the analogy of being, in simple terms,
states that the being of creatures has not to be seen
in the same light as the being of God. If God is the
ultimate Being, then the finite crcatures are not seerm
as the states of the infinite Buing. Even before the
analogy of being was propounded, Duns Scotus had
spoken that the existence of G¢d cannot be proved
unless the concept of Being is viewed: as univocal,
and that the order of Being is thought of in terms of
analogy. Scotus accepted the analogical predication,
if based on the universal predication. The analogical
predication is, according to Scotus, meaningful in so
far as it is based on the universal predication. If
this universal predication is missing from thé realm of
the analogical predication, then the talk of God is
simple and pure waste of time. We can speak of
infinite and finite belonging to different orders of
the universal predication.

If the theory of the analogy of being is rejected,
then it would be difficult~-nay impossible-to maintain

that infinite and finite belong to differenit orders of
Being. It would have to be conceded, then, that the
One, being infinite, is the sole reality, and therefore
nothing exists zpart from the One. In this scheme¢
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there is a natural and inevitable movement from the
One to the Absolute. This movement ve see clearly
manifest in the thinking of Spinoza, who thought of
Reality as an infinite Substance and creatures as its
modes or states. From Spinoza onwards Hegel and
Bradley, for example, continued this tradition, that is,
there Is a clear movement from God (Isvara) to the
Absolute.

By the time of Hegel, Reformation had taken
place in the West. The common outlook in" terms of
belief had been shattered. Philosophy had freed itself
from the control and dominance of the Church, and
thus did not play a subservient role to theology. The
Church, was in no position to dictate its religious or
doctrinal norms -on an unwilling populace. It is in
such an atmosphere that Hegel wrote his philosophy.
Hegel, after Spinoza, may be considered to bz the
philosopher of the Absolute par excellence. Hegel's
approach to philosphy was comprehensive and exten-
sive. He included in his phitosophical reflection both
religion and art, and considered them as expressions of

truth in the context of the historical condition. A
particular religious doctrine expresses an in sight into
the nature of truth in the context of the particular
historical development of human consciousness. The
apprchension of truth, whether in terms of religion,
art or philosophy, depends on the level of historical
development. In other words, it means human under-
standing is determined by the historical situation. It
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is a kind of historical determinism. The most primitive
religion, for example, expresses as much truth as the
most advanced religior inh  their respectwe htstorlca!
contexts. Further Hegel did not disengage philosophy
from the religious quest; rather he thought their
subject matter coincided, . as both ~ concerned them-

selves with “God and nothing but God ~and the self- .
unfolding of God.” [6] v .

Hegel's assertion that philosophy and religion
have identical concerns may be viewed from
many sides. However, we shall ascertain what kind
of relation Hegel thinks there exists between philoso-
phy and mysticism. Hegel's philosophy, as we ‘know,
has many dimensions. It depends from -what aspect
an interpreter desires to approach Hegel’s philosophy.
The determining factor in one’s approach to Hegel is
the interest one has in mind. .One.,o_f-the approaches
could be to find out whether the infinite and finite
are antithetical, that is, opposed to each other, or
whether they are seen as complementary to each
other. If it is said that ¥ is infinite, it would mean
that 1 is not finite. That which is infinite cannot be
said to be finite, and therefore it may be concluded
they are antithetical to each other. In the words of
Duns Scotus, both these terms-infinite and finite-are
‘“/disjunctive attributes” of being. What it means is this:
that beings are either finite or infinite; they cannot be
both simultaneously. If beings are infite, then w¢€
cannot speak of thent as finite. For a mystic there is
no such opposition between the infinite and the finite-

- &
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The mystic transcends this quality or hiatus in hi3
upersensory intuition. A mystic, through his intuition,
does not attempt to reduce one to the other. 1t is the
mystic synthesis or reconciliation between the infinite
and finite which Hegel desires to achieve in his philo-
sophy of the Absolute, and for this purpose he quotes
Eckhart’s famous statements: “the eye with which
God sees me is the I with which I see him: my eyes
and his eyes are one . ... If God were not, I should
not be; i [ were not, he would not be either” It is in
the light of Eckhart that Hegel would relate the infi-
nite with the finite. In other words, finite is but the
expression of the infinite. It is this visicn which would
lead Hegel to assert that the mystic ~ theologians of
the past had for better grasp and understanding
““of this depth”’ than his contemporory philosophers.

Our way of interpreting Hegel in this manner is
not the only way. One can justifiably claim that the
central concern of Hegel’s philosophy is to overcome
the duality over thought and being. The most striking
feature, to our mind. in Hegel’s thought is characte-
rised by an orientation in which the concept of God
is completely transformed into a new understanding.
There is a movement from God to Absolute, and this
movement expresses itself in and through the parti-
cular. The One, the Absolute, is said to transcend
the particular in the sense that it cannot be
identified With ‘any set of determinate objects,
that is, particulars. = Although the Absolute in
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lerms of abstraction, can be said to be distinct from
particulars, it does not mean that the Absolute
exists by itself. The existence of the One depends so
much on the particulars as much the particulars depend
for their existence on the One. In other words, the
Absolute exists when it manifests itself through the
Many, that is, in terms of Nature and its history. It is
through the human mind that the One comes to know
itself. “God"”, in the words of Hegel, “knows himself
in the human spirit” [8]. Itis because of this vision
of Reality that Hegel finds himself in agreement with
the mystics like Eckhart. Hegel views Reality in terms
of essence. As essence, Reality expresses itselfin terms

of a process or development. The One, in the process

of its development, cognises itself as the One in and
through the human spirit.

Our interpretation of Hegel in terms of mysticim
may not be agreeable to everyone. There are people
who have interpreted Hegel in terms of theism. Those
who follow this line of thought think that the Hegelian
God, being self-conscious, is independent of the human
mind, that is, as a conscious reality, God does not
depend for its self-cognition or knowledge upon the
collective human sprit. But, as we have pointed out,
Hegel conceives of God as the totality of
and thereby moves from the God of th
Absolute of mystics. The Absolute gs Sprit (Geist) is a
self-thinking thought. The Absolute as essence realises
itself as Absolute in and through the process. The
extent of actualisation of the essence of the Absolute

particulars,
esim to the
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in terms of self-knowledge is determined by the kind
of degree of the development of human consciousness,
that is, the realisation of the Absolute is determined
by the level of development of human consciousness
in the context of historical development.

The Hegelian view of Reality closely resembles
that of Nagarjuna and Samkara, in that the Absolute
is seen in terms of the totality of the particulars. Like
Advaita, Hegelianism believes that the real penetration
into Being takes place through thought, and thereby
the realisation of unity is actualised. Hegel is one with
Samkara in thinking that the idea lets itself go into
space and time. The idea determines itself “as an
external Idea”. ‘“The absolute freedom of the Idea
consists in this, that it resolves to let the element of
its particularity go forth freely from itself as Nat-
ure’ [9]. It is like saying with an Advaitin that the
Absolute projects itself through the power of maya.

However, there are certain differences between
Samkara and Hegel. The Absolute, for Samkara, tran-
scends thought, and that which is beyond thought
inevitable indeterminate. Hegel, however, sees the
Absolute as that reality which is knowable, that is
knowability of the Absolute actually means the Abso’
lute’s self-knowledge. As a philosopher, Hegel atte-.
mpted to give a firm philosophical foundation to such
mystical intuitions which upheld the theory of identi-
ty-in-difference, that is, the One is seen as existing
in and through the Many. What Hegel attempted was
to conceptualise the mystical intuitions of Reality in
terms of philosophical apprehension.
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The Hegelian philosopy of the Absolute, it may
be said, undermines the role of religion. A philosophy
which conceives of the Absolte as a totality of parti-

Culars, is inno need of a God who is to be wor shipped
or prayed. Bradley, another philosopher of the Ab-
solute, clearly recognised this point when he said :

“Short of the Absolute, God cannot rest, and, having

reached that goal, he is lost and religion with

him”’ [10]. Bradley’s statement is quite logical, and if
we follow his logic, it would mean that the God of
religion, in an absolutlstlc philosophy, loses his posi-
tion. In other words, the God of religion, being per-

sonal in nature, has to be transformed into an all-
inclusive Absolute Once this transformatlon

Is acco-
mplished,

the need for religion disappears for the

simple reason that worship and prayer to that which
is non-personal.

This understaning of Bradley is true if religion is
understood in terms of Judaeo Christian terms In the
Semitic framework God is seen as tlanscendent and
as transcendent,.he. is other than his creation. That
which is totally other cannot be spoken of as all-in-
clusive. It is to this. transcendent that worship and
prayer is offered. Thisis one understandmg of religion.
But if the scope of the reli gion is widened, then
Bradley’s statement may not be seen as frightening.
If religion is seen as a mode - of life which aims at
finding solutions to human mysteries, then Buddhism,
Jainisim and, to a large extent, Hinduism have. to be
considered as religions. In this sense religion may not
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be restricted just to praver and worship. The kind of
religiosity which is undermined by an absolutistic
philosophy is such in which belief in a personal God
Is the pivot of religious life. The theistic religions may
find an attack in the philosophy of Hegel or Bradley,
but for Buddhism or Advaita Vedanta the question of
undermining does not arise.

The value of religion, even if understood in Semitic
terms, is recognised by Bradley when he says that if
religion is seen as an ‘“‘attempt to express the completc
reality of goodness through every aspect of our being;”
[11] if religion is looked at in this way, then it is ““at
once something more, and something higner than
philosophy.”” [12] Bradley feels a need for a kind of
religion which is ‘““founded otherwise than on metaphy-
sics, and a metaphysics able in some sense to justify
that need.” [13] From an ultimate sense, the term
religion, which presupposes belief in God, is seen, in
the absolutistic context, as an appearance. If religion
is but an appearance, that it has to play a secondary
role in so far as the apprehension of truth is concerned,
whether mystically or philosophically.

Bradley seems to be attempting an interpretatior
which is based on the mystical intuition in whicl
“the subject, the object and their relations arg
experienced as elements or aspects in a Onc
which are there from the start’. [14] This mysiical
vision, according to Bradley, is even available a:
the primitive level of consciousness, that is, at the pre -
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logical or pre-reflective stage when consciousness, as
it were, is “raw’ and apprehends things in totality. It
is a level of knowledge in which the distinction ol sub-
ject-object does not arise;it is holistic. It is an experience
of a ““felt totality’’. This primitive state of knowledge
or experience, which is totalisticin its orientation, is to
be found among all the human beings before the emer-
gence of logical knowledge. It is not only, contends
Bradley, mystical intuition which confiims reality
in terms of the Absolute, but even the primicive state
of knowledge is holistic and comprehensive.

Bradley’s philosophy concentrates on the Abso-
lute, because ‘‘Incompleteness, unrest and unsatisfied
reality, arc the lot of the finite. There is nothing which.
to spcak properly, isindividual or ‘perfect, except
only the Absolute’.[15] ““The plurality of souls in the
Absolute is, therefore, appearance and their existence
is not genuine’’. [16] The ultimate aim of the soul,
therefore, is to be transmuted into the Absolute.

If the aim of the soulis to be absorbed in the Absol-
ute, then what about the individual, his moral ende'av‘-
ours, and so on? This is as old a question as theism
itself. To this kind of objection Bradley tells us that
if, flying from the discord, religion keeps its thoughts
fixed upon harmony it tends to suffer once more.

The truth that devotion even to a finite object may
lift us above moral laws, seduces religion into false
immoral perversions. Because for it all reality is, in
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One sence, good alike, every action may become com-
pletely indifferent. It idly dreams its life away in the
quiet world of divine inanity, or, forced into action by
chance desire, it may allow every practice, however
corrupt, by its empty spirit of devotion™.[17]

O O O O

The aim of both eastern and western philosophers
of the Absolute is almost identical: it is to realise the
state of infinitude, a state in which the threat of finitude
as no-being does hover around Being. It is this com-
monness of goal which unites them with mysticism, in
that the mystic’s concern, tooO, is to transcend the
finitude. However, there are certain differences between
the eastern and western philosophers of the Absolute,
and these differences basically stem from the fact that
their respective cultural and religious melieus are differ-
ent. The cultural and religious melieu of both Hegel and
Bradley is largely, if not exclusively, influenced by the
Judaeo - Christian ethos. Their vision of religion or
religious truth is coloured by their vision of Judaeo-
‘Christian religiosity.

The religious vision of God of both Hegel and
Bradely is nourished by Christianity. When they
speak of God or religion, it is the Christian concept
of God or religion which they have in mind,
which means they view religion in terms of
historicism. Being bound by their historicism, they
tried to go beyond Christianity and the Christian
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vision of God, so that they could apprehend the
Absolute conceptually. In so far as the eastern philo-
sophers are concerned, they do not have to confront
such a problem. Their cultural religious melieu 1is
quite diffferent from that of Hegel or Bradley. Sam-
Nara, for example. operated in a religious melieu in
which religion is not viewed in terms of historicism-
Rather religion is seen as a mode of apprehending
cternal truths. This vision was provided to Samkara
by the Upanishads, and on the basis of the Upnisha-
dic insights he tried to build up a structure of m=taphy-
sical thought for an absolutistic viewpoint of Reality
Samkara, therefore, had no need to undermine religi-
on precisely because the seeds of Absolutism were
iound in his religion. Hegel's or Bradley’s philosophy,
on the other hand, poses a threat to the Christian
concept of God because they do not have such a
tramework within Christianity which would enable
them to formulate a philosophy of the Absolute. Fofl
this reason, they have to operate outside of Christia-
nity, and therefore outside of religion.

Both Hegel and Bradley conceive of the Absolute ag
Spirit, ““Outside of Spirt there is not, and there cannot be,
inv reality, and, the more that anything is spiritual, so
ii.uch the more is it veritably real”’.[18] If, however, the
Asolute is viewad as the totality of the universe, then
how can we think of it as spiritual ? But the way
Hegel or Bradley look at the universe is quite different
trom the way ordinary people understand the universe.
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However, if the Absolute expresses itself in terms of a
process, it would mean that the preceding stage of
manifestation is apparent. It is difficult to expiain as to
how the Absolute is identical with that which is appa-
rent.If it is argued that the tranformation of the universc
into an Absolute is not improbable, and therefore there
is Absolute, we are entering into an area which modern
science concerns itself with.In other wcrds, it means that
it is difficult to explain thc relation between that which
is real and that which is apparent, then people will
recognise the world as world in so far as science expla
ins it in terms of unity.In so far as the Absolute is con-
cerned, it is then better for metaphysics not to engage
in this onerous task. The task of metaphysics seems to
have stealthily slipped from the hands of philosophers
into those of scientists. In recent time Capara, the
author of The Tao of Physics, s:ems to have realised this
situation. According to Cipara, the western structure
of thought is incompaiible with modern science beca-
use the western assumptions are based on the principle
of diffierence. A thought-structure which sees everyth-
ing in termsof difference is of little help to science which
looks at the universe as a inter-related unit. The cos-
mic vision of eastern thought, on the other hand, acc-
ording to Capara, is holistic, and therefore compatible
with modern science. What modern science is saying
about the universe is basically the confirmation of
insights which the eastern thinkers and mystics have
accomplished through intuition. In other words we are
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arriving at a paradoxical situation: since the world
and the One of the mystics are cone, and science
confirms the unity of the world, it is but natural to
say that the kind of metaphysics cultivated in the
West is inappropriate in the context of modern science.

The philosophical thinking in the West has been
moving away from the religious questions, and meta-
physics has received a serious blow from both the
positivists and existentialists. Against this background
quite a number of thinkers, even some theologians,
spoke of the death of God , and therefore of religion.
The orthodox theologians revolied against this situa-
tion , and their revolt expressed itself in terms of
extreme orthodoxy. The best representative of this
reaction is Karl Barth. These orthodox theologians
assert that Christianity is not a religion, in that
Christianity is seen in eschatological terms. In the
revelation of Christ man’s opposition to his creator and
his sinfulness is nranifest. Religion is seen as nothing
more nor less than the human possibility of rebellion
against God. Thus religion fs said to be the sonsu-
mmation of a’l human possibilities. It is, therefore,
easy for these theologians 1o maintain that religion is
the child of human imagination and pride. As such
religion is the loftiest flight of human possibilities ir
the land of sin precisely because temporality is trans-
formied into eternity by pushing the possibilities be yond
the realm of death. Man, by pushing himself into
the realm of the divine, brings God down to his own
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realm, and, through self - deification, makes himself
into a god. Hence religion per se 1is nothing but actua-
lisation of human prcjections and possibilities , ana
thereby man tries to redeem himself through himself.

Lf this be the case, then what is the position of reli-
gion In the context of revelation? Barthnians, for exam-
ple, believe that in Christ religicns are negated for the
simple reascn that, teing the revelation of the Word
of God, Jesus’ life pcssesses the incomprehensible and
infinite actualities, fcr he is the realisation of those
divine possibilities which surpass all human thinking,
As the event of revelation is once-for-all, so the death
of religion took place once-for—-all at that point in
history when revelation occurred in terms of Incarna-
tion. As Christianity is nothing but the way of salvation
or redemption in Christ, it ca nnot be identified with reli-
gion. Christianity is the expression of God through tihe
Word, and no religion or philosophy can be compared
1o the Word, as the Word is the total and final revelation
in terms of Incarnation. Hence God cannot be known
in himself as he is in himself except through his own

self-disclosure.

This line of thought tries to explain that Christia
nity has not to be understood in terms of mere histo-
ricism , but in terms of revelation. What it amounts
to is that Christianity is affirmed as the affirmation
of the revelation of God in Christ. The God of reli-
gion , on the other hand , is seen to be incompatible
with the God of revelation. The revolt of these ortho-
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dox theologians in a way coincided with those thinkers
who opposed religious concepticns of God. Their view-
points seem to be indentizal in the seuse that both
fcel that the Ged of philosophers or that of religions
is false: therefore we must kill both religion and its
God. Inthe death of God theolgians maintain that the
God we speik about is a God borne out of primitive
superstitions of man, and these superstitions have been
codified in the form of religious doctrines. Christianity,
in so far her religious assumptions are concerned,
is the victim of these superstitious doctrines to the
same extent as any other religion. Since man has
come of age, he can live witha God who is supposed
to be living in an upper storey. As we do not need
such a God any more, Christianity must dis-engage
itself from all the religious assumptions, and thereby
transform itself into a religionless Christianity. 1t is at
this point that both orthodox and death of God theo-
logians meet with each other as well as with positivists
and existentialists.

In the midst of this upheaval we find Karl Jaspe~
rs speaking of reality in quasi-rcligious terms. The
One for Jaspers is Comprehensive, and sometimes this
comprehensive is identified with God. The so-called
Jasperian ‘“‘philosophical faith” hovers between agno-
sticism and religious faith. Having rejected the analy-
tical approch of western thought, Jaspers attempts to
transcend the movement of the mind in terms of
subject-object  distinctions. Through finitude and
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contingency, or what Jaspers calls the limit-situation,
man realises the ground of all finite existence not in
concrete or tangible terms, but in terms of presence.
This awareness, in and through finitude, is not that
of the One. but of the phenomenal world as a ““cipher”’
The awareness of the cipher is the symbol of Ul-
timate Reality. It is not an awareness which is direct
and immediate; it is an awareness in terms of philoso-
phical faith. Philosophical faith, for Jaspers, has to be
understood in the scnse that the existence of the One
can neither be proved nor disproved, and therefore
has to be distinguished from the religious articles of
faith which need assent. Religions, like metaphysical
systems, have to be considered as symbols of Divine
Reality.

Jasper’s philosophical thinking comes very close
to Advaita, in that the Absolute is said to transcend
the dichotomy of subject-object distinction. It is bec-
ause of this fact that Jaspers has been much admired
in the East, particularly in Japan, than in the West.
His philosophical methodology does not follow the
general pattern of the West, which is analytical in
oricntation. Jasper’s philosophical reflection concen-
trates upon the human experience the orientation of
which is towards transcen”ence, that is, of going bey-
ond the discursive modes of thou:ht. Jaspers’ philoso-
phy does not say so much abou: the nature of Reality
as much it maintains that Reality is unsayable. That
which is of the nature of mystery, cannot be spoken
of in terms of words, or analysed in terms of lozical
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dedictions. The Absclute is'not an empirical datumnt
of sense—-experience: it is not an object of thought.
Jaspers’ philosophy -has tried to point out that the
way western thinking has "beeh moving on is a path
which is self-destructive:” His philosophy represents
a movement towards transcendence.

O 0 O o

The state of metaphysics in the West Has beeit
dismal for quite some time. The greatest blow it rece-
lved was from science—inspired philosophers, particu—
larly from the positivists. The posiiivists declared a
war on metaphysics by reducing ihe role of philoso -
phy to mere logical analysis of crapirical propositions.

It were not only the positivists who fought against
‘metaphysics, but there were also a number of Clristian

theologians who debunked the role of metaphysics
as worthless.

Quite a number of Christian theologians feel that
metaphysics is not a helpful tool in so far as the kno-
wledge of God is concerned. This concern basically st~
ems from the attitude of philosophers themselves towa-
rds metaphysics. Theologians are also unhappy over
he fact that mztaphysicians have interperied Christia-
nity from the wrong side. Hegel, for example,consider—
ed Christianity as an exoteric manifestation of the Ab-
solute. It means that Hegel interpreted Christianity
in the light of his own philosophy, neglecting the
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Fa.t that Christianity does not allow iteslf to be inter-
preted in tnis manner. If both — Christianity and Hege-
llanism — express the same truth in different historical
contexts, it would amount to saying that affirmation or
rejection of Hegelianism is identical with the affirmation
or rejection of Christianity. In other words, the rejecti-
on or the affirmation means the affirmation or rejection
of the other. It is against this background that some
theologians have revolted against philosophy .as such.

If a number of theologians have reacted strongly
against metaphysics, it is because they feel that meta-:
physical problems are pseudo-problems, and in this
way they have the company of the positivists. More-
over, these theologians believe that man, being fallen,
is not oriented towards God. It is only revelation wh-
ich can save by lifting him up from the realm of sin
into the realm of redemption. It is not knowledge,
whether metaphysical or mystical which can lead man
to the presence of God. Even faith is not said to be in
the power of man. Faith is said to be itself a gratuitous
gift of God. Further, these theologians contend that
faith, being a pure divine gift, appears folly to most
people, particularly to those who pride intheir human
knowledge. These theologians would prefer, by wusing
the Wittgensteinian theory of autonomus language
games, to assert that the Christian language of
faith has its own realm of operation and it would be
understandable only to those who participate existen-
tially, wholly and completly in the Christian life. Thus
these theologians, in an extreme fashion, would deny
he assertion that the human spirit is basically oriented
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tc wards God. Tiais denial amounts to saying that out-
<ide of Christianity all expressions concerning God

and salvation are not true. Whatever judgement these
theologians may pass onreligion or metaphysics as
such, they would have, however, 10 accept the fact

that man’s spirit is basically oriented towards God. If
it were not, then man would not even engage himself

in the God-talk It 1s immaterial whether this search
expresses itself in terms of mystical experience  or

cognitive knowledge. The philosopher reflects on the
main datum of religious expericnce which is shared by
humanity in genera-l. However hard one may try to
eliminate philosophical reflection, it would be difficult

to do so in so far man engages himself in the search of
meaning.
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3. CHRISTIAN MYSTICISM

The text of Christian mysticism has to be seen in
the context of the relationship between God and man-
God, as ultimate reality, is conceived of as the basis
and source of existence. As the ultimate source of exi-
stence, he is the ground of existence. This is so preci-
sely because the existents are said to ‘¢ live and move
and are ’’ in God, Having its source in God, man refl-
ects the image of God, that is, man, as tmage of God
(image Dei) , participates in the divine life of God, As
the reflection of the One, man necessarily participates
in the nature of God, and in the words of the St. John
of the Cross : ““ All that is set forth here is in God
eminently in an infinite way, or rather, every one of
those grandeurs is God and all of them together are
God..... ”[1] A mystic, in the depths of his being,
experiences *“ all things to be God ’[2]. Creatures, as
creative reflections of God, manifest in their tempora-
lity that infinite reality ( that is, the Absolute ) which
is beyond temporality, and therefore *‘ inconceiva-
ble ”, “ incomparable ”’, and “unthinkable”’[3]. What-
ever positive good there Is in the created existence,
it is said to be from God. Man as a reflection of God
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L 1]

means that his actual being is nothing but the fruictifi
cation of the divine Idea. The divine Idea externalises
itself, and thereby expresses itself im.terms of created
existents. The divine Idea is not a concept; it is identil.
cal with the Being of God. As such, it iconstitutes‘the
being of creation. If this be the case¢, it means that
man is what he is in terms of his being in God. There
is, therefore, no unbridgeable hiatus to be bridged
between God and man, that is, that man is not apart
from God to the extent that no possibility of commu-
nion exists. Man is related to God in the same mann-—
er as a wave is to the ocean. St. John of the Cross
expresses the nature of this relationship is these terms

As St. John [ thatis, the Apostle ]. tells us, all
things in. him [ i. ¢ God ] are life, and in him they
live and move and are, ..... Hence itis, that when
this mighty Emperon movqs the soul ..... all things
seem to move together even as in the earth s motion
all the natural things thereon move, as if they had no-
thing ..... Nor do they only move. They also disclnse
the beauties of their bemg their virtue, beauty and
graces, and the root of their duration and life. The soul
now sees how all creatures both on high and here bel-
ow have their life, force and duration in him [God]. . ..

Although it is.frue that the soul sees things dis-
tinct from God, in that their being is created, and sees
them in him with force, root and strength, she also
K110WS that’God is in his being in an infinitely pre~cm-

-
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inent way . ....[4]

The soul, as the creative reflection of God, Tooks
at the very form of existence from the eyes of God,
that is, the soul finds God in creatures, nay, in the
world itself. As the beinug of man is constituted by the
Being of God, the fundamental orientation of the soul

is towards that vision in which everything is seen and
perceived to be permeated by the presence of God.
It means that the soul’s basic movement 1s towards
God [ @ Deo ]. And when consciousness reflects and
contemplates upon the mystery of the world, it expe-
Tiences, in the cavern of the heart, that the creation is
but the externalisation or projection of the divine ldea.
Through this vision the soul is enabled to experience
the divine participation in creation. Man experiences a
gap between himself and God in so far as he is bound
by space-tinie structures. To be a creature of space-ti-
me means to live within the imitations. However, the
moment space-timz structure is transcended, there
is a perception, which, in the words of Ruysbroeck
affirms the fundamental vision of the soul that the so-
urce of the created existence is God’s Being. Since it is
God who is the source of existence, it is evident that
God’s will alone activates the soul towards that which
is positively good and beautiful. The goodness within
man stems from the centre of the soul, which is consti-
tuted by the divine presence of God. ‘God,” says
Dame Julian, ‘““doth all things, be it ever so little....”’[5]
Every positive act of man is an act of God precisely
because man’s existence is grounded in God. As Crea”
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1ion is but an externalisation of the divine Idea, it is
but self-evident that creation or creature in itself is
ficthing. Creation is not absolute; it is contingent; it
is dependent;it is limited; it is not autonomous. Waen
compared to the Absolute, creation turns out o be
nothing. This nothingness of creation is explained by
St. John in these words:

.« the bride says that he, the Beloved, is all
things,both in himself and for her. For in that which
‘God is wont to communicate in such ecstasies the soul
feels and knows the truth of the saying uttered by
St. Francis : My God and all things. Since God is all
things to the soul and good of them all, therefore. ..
the communication received in this ecstasy is explained
by the similitude with the goodness of things... It
must be remembered that everything... is in God in a
most eminent way,or better stated: each of the glories
spoken of God is, and all of them together are, God-
For since the soul in this state is united with God,God.

is all these things in one simple being [6.]

Since the creatures owe their existence to God,
they have no value in themselves. They derive their
existence from God. ®‘All things of the earth and
heaven, compared with God, are nothing ... .. > ¢ in

this sense all creatures are nothiqg”[?] “All the being
of creatures, compared with the infinite being of God,

is nothing *".[8] The nothingness of creaturcs stands
stark naked when compared to the infinite being and
fullness of God. '

Christian mysticism 63



The mystical understanding of the creaturss
as nothing does not spring from a moral-ascetic prc-
pensity,or from an existential attittde.When the mystic
opines that creationiniiself is not absolutely real,he 1s
passing a theoretical judgement in the sense that every.
thing, when compared to the majesty of God, 1is
nothing and therefore fall short of the glory of God.
‘The mystic is not saying that creation or creature 1S
nol. He does not deny the reality of creation or

creature. They are something because their positivity
comes from God.

The things of creation in themselves are imperfect
and temporary. It is unjustifiable to make a compari-
son between God,who is perfect and full,and- creatures,
who are imperfect and transient. God as a transcen-—
dent reality stands, moreover, beyond comparisons.
It is not true to say that comparable things have to be
dissimilar. Things, as we shall sce later, are identical
with God in a certain sense. Since whatever is positive
in creatures is from God, there is, therefore, no possi -
bility of comparison. If things are compared with God-
then we have to have a relational term. This nothing-
ness of creatures has not to be understood in a negative
sense. It has a positive value in the sense that, that
which is nothing will not resist God, for “nothingness
~esists not at all’’[9]. Moreover,tiings being nothing in
themselives, will not oppose the man to desires to see
God in them, because “In order to possess God in
everything,one must possess nothingin everything”[10]
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When we speak of God,we can speak of him only
in terms of unity, that is,absolute unity. That which
is not Absolute cannct be source of anything;therefore

Absolute alone can be source of creation. From our
own experience we realise that the more a creatureo

the more unity is to be found in it. In the ascending
order of bcing, there is a corresponding scale of unity

of being. In other words, the higher the movement
of consciousness, the higher is the unity of being. As
God, in the order of beings is Absolute, he must of

necesssity possess the absolute unity. The nature of
the absolute unity, in the words of Bradley, * would
consist in an all-comprehensive content, unified with

full consequence and harmony into a-whgle” [11]. This
is what the Christian mystics desire to realise. Bradley

as a philosopher thinks that man, in so far as he is a
creature of temporality, may not be able-to realise the

content of the absolute unity. However, Christian
mysticism maintains that the knowledge of absolute
" unity is not merely a cognititive knowledge which
informs that the world is apparent; rather it is a know-
- ledge which enables the soul to realise its essential

nature. Empirical knowledge, on the other hand,being
confined to the sense-image, can never reach the level
of absolute knowledge of Reality. It is in this context
that the concept of the divine grace plays the most
important role in mysticism. As empirical knowledge
is unable to lcad man to the absolute knowledge of
God, it is God’s grace alone which elevates the soul
to the level of supernatural knowledge. Through grace
the soul is sanctified and thereby it is enabled to
experience the divine unity of God,
O O O (0]
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The created being, no doubt, is the projection oy
reflection of the divine Idea of God. But being placed
in the space-time continuum, the threat of finitude
threatens the very existence of the created existent. It
is the threat of finitude or non-being which distingui-
shes the creature from the infinity of thc Absolute,
that is, God God, being infinite, transcends finitude,
Finitude is the negation of Being, Human existence.
faced with the non-being of finitude, hovers between

that which is and that which is mot. To put this problem
in another way is to ask how we are to locate reality-

in-itself which is free from finitude and space-time
structure. That which is finite cannot be said to be

really real. The finite being, being dependent and
contingent, can be explained only in reference to

being-itself. The being of the finite being,being at the
borderline of non-being, is, in relation to its empirical

character, nothingness (i.¢;in terms of phenomenality)
and being-itself ( i.e; in terms of groundednessin the

being of God). The reality of the finite being cannot
be that which we know and experience. If we take
finitude to be real,then we can never know that which
is absolutely real, because that which 7s, must by its

very nature be outside of space-time. Since finite
being is contained in and by the finitude, its reality
cannot be explained in terms of that which is a given
existence, The answer to this question must be outside

the phenomenality in terms of which empirical exis-
ence itself can be explained.
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The problem can be tackled only from the poin?
of being-itself. Being-itself is grounded in-itself. Since
being-itself is its own ground, it is free from the histo-
rical causality. Further being-itself is transcendent, as
it is outside of space-time, and therefore the only
reference point for the finite being.As Absolute, being-
itself does not suffer from the defects and limitations
which history imposes upon the finite being. It is this
aspect of being-itself which makes it to be above every

mode of the given existence.

God, as being-itself , transcends finitude because
he is infinite. As infinite, God relates himself to the
finite as its cause and ground. God’'s relation with
the finite is not to be understood in terms of interde-
pendence, that is, God in no manner is dependent on
the created existence. Dependence is possible only if
there is a lack. Human beings depend upon each other

as well as upon God because they are incomplete.
God is full'and perfect, and therefore without any
lack. If God’s relationship with the created existence
is understood in terms of dependence, then it
would mean that God is limited and conditioned. But
this is not the case. It is man who, being on the
borderline of finitude, finds himself dependent upon
God. Man as a limited being needs God as his ground

and base.

Since God is transcendent, beyond the flux of
history, beyond the process of becoming, our know-
ledge of God can only be limited, or to put itin
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mystical terms, it will be sheer “ ignorance’™ OT
““darkness”. In other words, our knowledge of God
can only be negative. From pseudo-Dionysius onwards
there is a consistent refrain in Christian mysticism
that God as Absolute can be spoken of only in negative
terms. Bzing inconceivable, beyond the scope of dis—
cursive thought,we can speak of God only in teris of
what he is not. In other words, we can never know
what Geod is in himself. Dionysius, while explaining

the order of being, speaks of the negative in these
words :

W= say that Cause of all,which is above all..(has
neither)shape, nor form.nor quality,nor quantity.
nor bulk-norisin a place-noris seen-nor has sensibie
contacts—-nor perceives, toris perceived by the sen-
ses,nor has disorder and confuston as being vexed
by earthly passions...neither is It,nor has It change
or decay, or division,or deprivation,or flux-or any
other objects of sense...It is neither soul, nor mind,
nor has imagination, nor opinion, nor reason, nor
conception, neither is expressed, nor conceived:
neither 1s number, nor order, nor greatness, nor
littleness; nor equality, nor incquality; ner simpli-
city, nor dissimilarity; neither is sianding, nor
moving; nor at rest; ncither his powar, nor 1s
power, nor light; neither lives, nor is life; neither is
essence, nor elernity, nor time; neither is Its touch
intelligible; neither is It science, nor truth; nor
kingdom, nor wisdom: ncither one, nor oneness.
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neither sonship, nor paternity; r.either Deity nor
Goodness, nor is It Spirit according :0 our under-
standing; nor any other thing of those known to us
or to any other existing bzing; neitheris It any of
non-existing nor of existing things, nor do things
existing know It as It is;. .neither is there express-
ion of It, nor name nor knowledge [12].

It is a mistake to interpret the negative way as .
way of agnosticism. God, being Absolute, cannot b2
predicated. That which is transcendent and beyond
the realm of thought, cannot be spoken of "as ‘‘this™
Or “‘that’’. The negative knowledge of God stems from
the realisation that God is a transcendent reality, and
that which is beyond “this’or*that™ cannot be reduced
to mere ideas, concepts or images. If we do so, we
enter into the world of reductionism and thereby
imprison God in words and ideas. A mystic is not an
agnostic, in that he has a positive uaderstanding and
cxperience of God. An agnostic, on the coatrary,docs
not affirm the rcality of God; he swings between the
two poles of affirmation and negation; he remains
non-committal. The mystic, however, knows In tiic
inner depths of his being that he cause of creation can
only be God, and as the ultimate cause, he must nece-
ssarily be transcendent. When God is viewed from the
pevspective of immanence, we have positive know-
I dge of God : that it is the being of God which consti-
tutes the being of creatioa. This factis reflected in
creation in the sense that any positive thing there is in
creation, must have its ground in God. That which is
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particular, ard taerefore limited, cannot cause itself:
it can only come from the infinite. The higher the
order of existence the lesser is there lack in the created
beirg. God,being unlimited and inclusive of all being
is unlike the created existence, inthat he does not
share any lack with creation. As he is unlike created
cxistence,he is beyond the grasp of concepts. Whatever
formuiations and definitions we may formulate about
God, they are always clothed in human language, in
empirical concepts, which by definition are limited
and finite.Professor Hoffding rightly points out that the
“fundamental law of all our concepts is that they
express relations...and therefore no concepts be formed
of something which stands in no relation to any other
something[13]. God,being unconditioned, is unrelated
lo anything except to himself. As unrelated reality,
God is beyond the scope of discursive thought..

God can be spoken of only as Absolute preciselv
because that whichis Absolute cannot be reduced to
a limit. The Absolute is beyond relations, and th.r:-
fore beyond limits. That which is related is limited by
its relations. As concepts express relations, they are
thereby bound by limits. God as Absolute js beyond
limits, and therefore is unlimited- Being unlimited,
cencepts cannot express the being or €ssence of God-
Our knowledge of God will allways be about God and

net of God. We derive our knowlcdge about God from
Ged's presence in the world.As

itis difficult t{o under-
stand our own selves,

then how can we comprehend
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the being of God? St. Augustine . aptly points out:
“By What understanding shall man understand God
when he comprehends not his very intellect whereby
he would fain comprehend him (God)’’ [14]

The negative way of the mystic does imply the
absence of knowledge about or of God.The agnosis
of the mystic is not the irrational and negative view-
point of an agnostic. The Unknowable (i. e., God.),
who is known through non-knowing [ agnosis ]» is un-
knowable precisely because it can be known only in
terms of mystery. God is not unknowable in the sense
of agnosticism. The mystic's positive knowledge of
God is characterised by ‘‘non-knowing’’ in the sense
that he knows that God’s immensity cannot be known
through more rational tools. The mystic’s positive
knowledge of God stems from the fact that the positive
being of creatures is established in God It is well to
remember, in this context, these words of the great
mystical Doctor :

The whole creation, compared with the
infinite Being of God, is nothing.... All the beauty
of the creation, in comparison with the infinite
beauty of God. is supreme deformity. All the
goodness of the whole world together, in compa-
rison with the infinite goodness of God, is wicked-
ness rather than goodness. All the wisdom of
the world,and all human cunning, compared with
the infinite wisdom of God is smnple and supreme
ignorance. [15]
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The way of negation or privation is characterised
by an orientation in which we deny all such attributes
¢> God which we find in cication. The created attri-
butes function within the realm of limitations. God
as unlimited bzing cannot be spoken of in terms of

atributes which are anthromorphic in orientation and
scope.

We say that God is not bzsing, bzcause he Is
more than being, not wisdom, bzzause he is more
than wisdom, not goodness, because heis more
than goodness, and more than any other perfec—
tion- Infine, we come to understand him (God)
as something that exceeds all the sensible, all the
imaginable and all the intelligible, that is indeed
above everything, that has being [15].

The negative way of the mystics has not simply to
be interpreted in terms of existential attitudes without
any metaphysical bearings. It is false to maintain
that the negative way is true in so far as it is a lived
experience. To try to make a distinction between exis-
tential attitudes and metaphysical statements does not
hold good for the simple reason that the so-called
scientific theology is caught up in its own limitations-
The mystics despise this kind of theology, because
it is of little help in the growth of spirituality, or in
leading the soul to the vision of God. The mystics
are anti-intellectual. not in the fidelistic or irrationa-
listic sense. Their anti-intellectualism stems from a
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higher order of concern. The insistence of the mystics
that creatures are nothing in comparision to God does
not stem from moral-ascetic reasons or from an exis -
Fentlal angsl. T'he negative knowledge s a theoretical
Judgement in the sense that everything,when compared
to God,is nothing,and therefore of littie use in leading
one to the knowledge of God. The mystics are saying
that the things are nof. They do not deny the relative
autonomy of things. What is implied is the fact that

the created things, having their existence in God, are

something; and as something they are finite and

passing. There is no possibility of arriving at the
knowledga of God through the .neans of created
objects,because God is‘“inconceivable’ “incomparable™
“unattainable’’, and “unthinkable’ [17]. It is, therefore
unjustifiable to attribute the qualities of things to
God, since God is beyond all com»arisons. We can
compare with God oaly no-thing. Tt is not true to say
that comparable things have to be dissimilar. Things
are identical with God in the sense that they participate
in God’s being. Since there is a ceitaln identity of
things with God, there is no possibility of comparison-
If we compare things with God, w: have to have
relacional terms. The nothingness of things has a
positive value in the sense that that which is nothing

does not oppose or resist God [18].
O 0O

Man’s relation to God differs fundamentally from

that of the lower forms of life, in that man, being a
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rational and intelligible creature, is not, like the lower
forms of life, totally subservient to his ipstircts ar
impulses. As a rational being, man transcends the
limitations of objects. Being able to transcend to a
certain extent the barriers of space-time, man is there.
by able to view things in a cosmic dimension. Further-
more man, as a reflecting being, reflects upon his
deficiencies and shortcomings.: This process of self-
reflection allows man to choose his owa way of lifes
to determine his relationship with others, and so on-
It is through the process of self-reflection that man
" comes to know the nature of finitude. Howaver man s
reflection is of the nature of finitude, and therefore Is
not able to comprehend the nature of the infinite.
His conceptualisations of the infinite operate within
the realm of the finite. Therefore, man’s knowledge
of the infinite can only be negative,that is,a knowledge
in terms of silence. Although reason may not enable
man to know the infinite, the wi/l has the capacity
to accomplish this task. As the good of the objects
is limited and finite, the wi/l within man does not rest
unless it reaches the infinite, and unlimited will. The
will, thus,forms the core for the union of the soul with
God. Emphasising the importance of ths will, the

author of The Obscure knowledege ( chap. X ) points out
that

In this life the union of the will is far more
excellent and of higher worth than the union of
understanding, and it is batter to God than to
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know him, because that which we can love with the
will is much more than that which we can attain with
the understanding. The reason of this may be gath-
ered from a consideration of the respective modes of
operation of the understanding and the will. They
are completely different. When  the understanding
anderstnds, it attracts to itself the object understood
and forms an idea within itself, which idea it contains
within itself. Since its capacity is finite, it reduces
within its own limitations the object understood  even
ifin itself that object be infinite, even as the occan
is reduced and narrowed when it enters the straits
of Gibraltar. The wilil, on the contrary, when it loves
goes out of itself and is transformed into the object
loved and is one with it. The object loved is not
therefore limited by it. From this we can see how
different is our understanding of Gc¢d in this life from
our love of him. We understand him accordiang to our

own capacity; we love him as he is in himself.[19]

Man’s spirit will not rest ‘unless it rests in God,
Whatever satisfactions man may derive from the finitz
things of the world, there will still be thirst for more
joy precisely because the joy of objects is passing and
finite. In each act of man there is an underlying
desire for the infinite. It is a movement from the lcss
to the more. Human knowledge begins from practical
facts of life and moves towards general principles of
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knowledge. This very same process is involved ir tke
process of love. The love of an object will never ;
satisfy the soul because it is both limited and passing -
Therefore the anguished cry of St. Augustine: “Thou |
madest us for ThyszIf, and our heart is restless until |
it repose in Thee.” (20) The ultimate happinessis i
God albaz, and God therefore is the ultimate end
and goal of life.

God is not only the transcendent end of life.
he is also, as the ground of existence, immanent in the
centre of the soul. Human existence, belonging to the
higher order of being,is much more deeply rooted In
God Tbecause it participates more deeplyin
the being of God. The centre of the human existence is
God, and through the surrender of the will, Union
with God is relised. Union through the will is possible
because the will transcends the particular, and
thereby reaches the state of innermost centre of
the soul. The mystical Docter speaks of the
presence of God in the centre of the soul in these terms

We must remember that the Word, the Son

- - of God, together with the Father and the Holy

- Ghost, is hidden in essence, in the inmost being

of the soul. That soul, therefore, that will find

him, must go out from all things in will and

affection and enter into the profoundest self-
recollection... (21)

The moment the soul, through the will, realises

'ts union with God in the centre, that very mo-

ment the soul begins to taste ang understand
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the power and love of God. Through this union
the ultimate relationship between the self and God
1s realised. The experience of this union is sO intense
that the mystics feel that the self is its own ground.
If God is the centre and ground of the soul, then why
does man experience the absence of God in life? Man
experiences God’s absence because of sin, and sin
signifies the absence of presence. Itis because of this
negative aspect in man that he experiences the absence
of the sanctifying grace, that is, it is that aspect of
divine love of God which elevates the soul to the
supernatural union of the unlimited Godhead. Sancti-
fying grace liberates man from the creaturely limita-
tions. Sin, on the contrary, is that movement within
man which leads him away from God. In other words,
man through sin gets converted from God to finitude,
to non-being. Sinis a deliberate act of man for that
which is characterised by darkness and fallenness.
Making a wilful choice for the finitc, man turns away
from God towards that which is of the nature of
bondage. Thus man seeks good in that which is limited,

finite, and passing.

Since the centre of the soul is God, it is but inevi-
table that man, however hard he may try to turn away
from God, must search for the unlimited good, that is,
God. Even in the midst of absence, that is, sin, the
craving of the soul is always God-oriented. It is a
craving for Reality which will fill the void in the heart.
This craving for the infinite expresses itself in terms
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of intuition of the divine presence of God in the World-
This intuition is a perception of Reality as unlimited
and infinite. Man begins his search for the unlimited
when his finitude reduces him to despair.
The search is actualised when there is an
apprehension of Reality. The internal progress of this
journy, of this perception of God, is beautifully
described by Lucie Christine in these Words:

The first glimpse of the sea from the cliffs grew
tears from my eyes. I often remained whele hours
contemplating its immensity without being able to
express what 1 felt.

Further:

I sought thee, my God, in all things beautiful

and in all things I found thee. I asked of thee of

the sea... thou wast reposing in its depths...

I met thee in the impenetrable gloom of forests.

I have felt thee in the hidden travail of nature.
Again:

As the stars fade away in the light of the sun.

so everything grew pale in the grace of God up-

on my soul; I gazed on sea and saw only God. (22)
There are intense moments, or crisis points, in

life when man experiences the divine presence of God-
lt may be a blazing light or the scorching heat of
the summer sun, or it may be the ordered activities
of nature which overwhelm the soul, and thereby all-

ow the scul to penetrate the divine mystery of God
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in terms of his immanence. Although the soul may
apprehend God's presence in the world, it howe/:

does not satisfy the soul. The cares of life snatch from
man t(he moments of deep contemplation. It is this
tragic aspect of life which we find, for example, in
Neitzsche who desired to find the infinite in the
finite, that is, in nature. Nature, being in the process
of becoming, can never afford to give us the satis-
fying glimpse of the perfect and infinite Good. The
attempt to find the unlimited Good in that which is
limited is bound toend up in deep frustratlon and
despair. Neltzsche s desire to realise the Superman
- In nature r.was bound to end up in tragedy,
and his _own personal life furnishes us  with
the best. illustration of this tragedy. The real
superman_ is to be found in the Supernatural
imode of life;iit is.a mode of existence which
through the sanctifying grace, transcends the
naturalness of existence, and thereby participates

in the diviné" presence of God. To glory the
natural man is .a contradlctlon in terms. What
‘Neitzsche tried to do was tO glorxfy the natural man.

‘Natures however, becomesa m_eans to the super-
natural form of life if n'ature is seen as a reflection
of God. It is by contemplatmg on the positive aspects
.of nature that the divine presence of God is appre.

hended, and thereby, . through the sancti fymg grace,
'the soul arrives at the state of the supernatural v:s:on

of God. St. John of the Cross beauufully pomts out
that
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In the contemplation, and knowledze of
created things the soul beholds such a multipli -
city of graces, powsrs and beauty wherewith
God has endowed th m, that they seem to it to
be clothedwith admirable beauty and natural
virtue, ~ derived and communicated from the
infinite supernatural beauty of the face of
God, whose beholdingof them clothed the
heavens and the earth- with beauty and joy-
Hence the soul, wounded with love of that
beau‘t_y of the Beloved which it traces in created
things, and anxious to behold that beauty which
is the source of the visible beauty, sings:

Oh, who can heal me ?

Give me prefectly thyself.
Send me no more |
A messenger

Who cannot tell me'whaf I wish

As created beings furnish to the soul traces
of the Beloved, and exhibit the impress of his
beauty and magnificence, the love of the soul
increases and consequently the pain of his
absence .... As it sees that there is no remedy
for this pain except inthe personal vision of the
Beloved ... it prays for the fruition of his
presence, saying ‘Entertain me no more with any
knowledge or communication or impressions of
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of thy grandeur, for these do but increase my
longing and pain of thy absence: thy presence
alone can satisfy my will and desire. [23]

The sacramentalism  of nature is a movement
of the soul whereby an artist or a poet is able to
apprehend that there is some incomprehensible and
ineffable Reality behind this phenomena. The artist,
in the words of Ruskin, is able to apprehend, through
his pehet_rative imagination, the nature of spiritual
Reailty. Through the penetration of imagination,
the artist gives a corporeal frame and shape to the
intuitions he has had daring the p'rocess of penetra-
tion or contemplation. The artist, out of the vast and
complex multltude of impressions, selects such aspects
of his experience which are suggestive of spiritual
Reailty. It is because of the suggestive power that
the poet’s description, for example, of a blazing
sunset moves the sun. Hence art, in whatever form
and shape, communicates the higher formsof truth.

The artist, howzver deep his b:nctr..tion may be,
moves in the realm of the limited, the finite, and
material objects. The artistic symbols and images have
to have a material form. The artist has to clothe the
purity of divine presence in such images and symbols
which, by definition and nature, . are perishable. The
artist is unable to transcend the limited and material
forms of his suggestions. The artist will remain bound
to materiality unless, through graces he is united with
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the Unlimited and the Infinite. Even though Iimited
by materiality, the artist indeed removes the veil,
through intuition, from the eyes. He is able to view
the spiritual space in the universe. The spiritual
space is filled by and bathed in the sunlight of God’s
caritative love. It is the final culmination of art.
It is hot in the power of art to realese the soul from
the bondage of matter. The ultimate freedom does
not lie in art; it lies in God alone. The will of man is
still tied to the ego. Th: artist may expzrience the
Infinite in so far- as he is in the process of crea-
tion; and in moments of creatiOn,_ the artist may for-
get himself, his ego. The fno;_nfent creation comes to
end, that very moment the artist e.xperi'ences anguish.
Thus the experiences of beauty transforms itself into
pain.

We are not saying that the heightened experience
of nature is of no significance. What we are saying is"
this : whatever the nature of ‘artistic experience may
be, it is limited in its scope because it has to operate
within the realm of the limited. Throuigh arts r.dical
union with God is not possible; it is only through
the sanctifying grace that the soul is elevated to the
supernatural union. In so far a§ we remtin t_'i‘ecj to the
finite, it is impossible for the soul to realise freedom,
to be united with God. An existence tied to nature
is finite, sense-conditioned, and superficial. f con-
sciousness is oriented towards the external, it is not
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in a position to go mward to gaze at the centre of
the soul. The real freedom is realised at that moment
when the soul wills nothing except the will of God.

The moment there is a total submergence of the will
with the will of God, that very moment the process
of beauflc vision begins to be actualiszd. It 1s the
end-goal of a mystic. Mystical union is characterised
by an orientation in which there is a movemcnt

in the soul from the sanctifying grace to the beatlflc
v1s:on of God _ :
- 000

L

.. In what does the "mystical union, or mystical
‘marnage, or transforming "union consist of? The
mystical union is a state of the soul in which God
habitually possesses the ceritre.-of‘the. soul, that is,
the soul experiences the continuous presence of God.
Once the habitual union is realised, there is a conti-
nuous divine flux of love in the soul.” The result of
“this flux is that, while the soul is in the process of the

transforming act, the activities of ‘the soul (that is,
memory, understanding, will; ctc.), which are under
the influence of divine 'flux, marifest the divine
activities. Whatever voilitions take place in the soul,
‘they are but ‘the manifestations of divine activities.
As the process of transformation ‘of the soul heigh-
tens, there is a simultaneous increase in the union
of the soul with ‘Gad. B=fore thﬂ process of trans—
forming wunion, all the' -activities of ‘the soul are
89
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external. But now the soul acts in and through the

will of God, nay it is God who manifests himselfin -
and through the acts of the soul. The faculties
of the soul as a result of the transforming
union, are divinised- In other words, the
divinisation of the faculties takes place through

God’s possession of the centre of the soul. Whenever
the external activities intervene, the faculties are not

deflected from the presence of God. In the beginning,
the soul experiences a transient form of union; there
is a break in the continuous flow of the presence of .
God. As the intimacy of the soul with God |
intensifies and heightens, the continuity of the union |
becomes more durable. St. John of the Cross lucidly |
describes the difference between the continuous and l
. transient forms of union: |

Though the soul be always in the high estate

of marriage ever since placed there, nevertheless

. actual union in all its powers is not continuous,
though the substantial unionis. In this
substantial union, however, the powers of the

soul are very frequently in union and drink

- of this cellar, the understanding by knowledge,
‘the- will by: love and so forth. We are not,
therefore, to suppose that the soul, when it

says that it went out, has ceased from the

union of its faculties, whlch is not and cannot be
continous in this life [24]
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The transforming union is a state 1n which the
soul lives and acts in and through God. It is a state
of participation in the divine life of God. It is a state
in which the soul is transformed (en Dios). The soul,
as it were, Is transformed into the divine in the sense
that it participates in the being of God. The faculties
of the soul no more function at the natural and
limited level. The soul now is, in a position to receive
the divine presence. The spiritual marriage is

a complete transformation inlo the Beloved:
whereby  they surrender each to the other the
entire possession of themselves together with a
certain consummation of the union of love. [25]

| The soul receives the fullest divine influx the
moment it reaches the fullest consummation of love..
Through the union the self apprehends the Divine At
The union has not to be understood in terms God-
received by the soul; rather it is a supernatural union
of the soul with God. The state of mystical union is a
life of grace in which the soul receives the divine
nflux. Through the union, the soul is divinised and
thereby achieves divine perfection. The result of this
divine perfection is the beatific vision in which the
soul’s vision is that of God's self-vision. In other
words, there is the divine illuminition in the soul-
John of the Cross dascribes this illumination,by using
the simile of inflamed fire, in these words:
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This illumination of splendour wherein the
soul shines forth together with the heat of love is
not like that caused by ‘material
illuminates with their flames the surrounding
objects .. .. for the soul is within these splen~
dours .... Nay, further. it is .... fransformed into
and made these splcndours ... so that it is like

the air msxde a flame enkindled and transformed
into the flame. For

inflamed air,

lamp s which

the the flame is simply
and the motions and splendours
caused by that flame belong neither to the ai
nor to the fire alone ... but to the fire and air
together, and the fire makes the air which it
,holds inflamed within itself acconplish thesz
effects. After this fashion we are to understand

that the soul with its powers is illumined within
the Divine splendour. |

The motions of the Divine flame are the work
not of the soul alone, that has been transformed
into the flame of the Holy Ghost, nor of the
Holy Ghost alone, but of both together, for the

Holy Ghost moves the soul as the ftre moves the
inflamed air. [26]

The inward function of the soul is but one aspect
of the edge. The functions of the self are not destroyed
by the supernatural union with God. What happens
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is this: during the process of . transforming union the
faculties of the self function, when engaged, in and
through the will of God, but when there is a passive
moment in the soul, then_the faculties: function from

the centre of the self. The soul in cooperation'with:
God engages in caritative love: In other words, God
is the primary agent of any activity of the soul,
whereas the soul, as a passive agent, Is the recipient
of thz divinz flux of love. Although passive, the
soul at the sam: tim: -is also active in the very act
of recziving the divine influx. In so far as our daily

life endures, this divine influx is gratuitous and free-
[n this transforming union God acts in the soul. The
action of God in the soul destroys those limits
which, in the bzginning, weare antithetical to the
divine operations. The union is so perfect that the
words of St. Augustine ring.in our ears: “When I
shall with my whbole szlf clzave to thee ... my life
shall wholly live, as waolly full of thze.” [27]

The ultimite stage of th: transforming union is
in ths beatific vision of God. In this state the soul has
nothing of its o ¥n. The soul, as it were, is naught. The
soul’s life is entirely determined by the divine presence
of God, and thereby will and knowledge are nothing but
the expressions of God’s self-will and self-knowledge.
The transforming union is established in the infusion
of God’s love in the soul. It is the centre of the soul,
which is the root and apex of the will. Since the centre
Chrigtian mysticism 93



is possessed by the preseace of God, the will
naturally functions in and through the will of God,
and thereby the soul grasps the infinite bemg of God.
The acts of the soul 1n the transformmg union are
basically the acts of love- m-—wnll that is, the divine
self-love received in the will. The love of God in the

soul burns like a fla ¥ n2, and thereby causes the sweaet
wound:

Inasmuch as this Divine fire now holds the
soul tranéformed into itself, not only does that
soul feel a ‘'wound, but is made one entire wound
of ardent fire. It is a strangs and’ noteworthy fact
_that although this fire of God' is so ardent and

- powerful that it could burn up a thousand worlds
" with greater ease than our earthly fite a wisp of
a flax, it does not consufne and destroy the soul
wherein it burns after this fashion, nor even causes
~that soul the least affliction. On the coatrary, ti
deifies and'delights that soul in proportion to the

strength, of the love, glowmg and burnmg sweetly
wnth it. [28]

‘The self ‘na. more hankers after the created things
for the purpose of happiness or joy.[The self no more

operates in the realm of limitations. Tt is free to receive

the unlmmed love of God. It remains free of pain

and conflict. The conatlve actwnty of the self is that
of boundless and unhmlted Iove Before the umon
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the field of love is limited: it seeks limited good in
limited things. Love, in the mystical marriage, trans-
forms itself, in and through the reception of the
divine love, into the substantial love of God. In this

reception the self reahses its ultlmacy

My only. oc:cupatlon is love It is quite clear
that the soul Whlch has attamed tne spiritual
bethrothal knows nothmg 'lse but the love of
Bridegroom and the dellght thereof because it
has arrlved at perfectron the form and substance
of which is love ... The more a soul loves, the
more perfect it is 1n its love and hence 1t follows
that the soul Wthh is already pertect is, If we
may say so, all love; all its actrons are love, all
its cnergles and strength are occup1 ed In love.[29]

The state of the transformmg umon may be said
lo be filled with the rapture of love, Wl‘llCh never
deecays, and never comes to an end. The experlence
im this state is the beginning of love eternal. The
diivine love, through its infusion, draws the soul
omward beyond the limits of the self into that
umlimited love that is the Absolute Reality. Shelley has
be:autifully described the journey of the soul towards
thee unbound love. The music in the 'poem is love, the
borat is the soul, and the ocean is God. :

My soul is an enchanted boat
Which like a sleepmg swan doth float
Upon the s:lver waves of thy swcet smgmg
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It seems to float ever, for ever,

Upon the many-winding river

Between mountains, weeds, abysses,

A paradise of wilderness; .

Till like one in slumber bound

Borne to the ocean I float down, around

Into a sea profound of ever-spreading
sound,

And we sail on, away afar o

Without a course, without a star,

But by the instinct of sweet music driven;
Where never mortal pinnace glided. |
The boat of my desire is guided.

Realms where the air we breathe is love.

which in the winds and on the waves doth
move,

Harmonising this eafth with what we feel
above. [30]

It is a realm where the air of love is breathed; i
is a world of the Kingdom of God within. Every-
where the presence of love is experienced. Whatever
we touch or see, it reflects love. And everything-

whatever there is-is subservient to love.

It i1s in this

state of love that all things are made one and are

known as one. In this transforming union the soul
understands that the meaning of God is nothing else

but love. In this boundless ocean of love the self
discovers itself and all things.
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What kind of intuition does this union-will of

love possess ? The intuition of this union of will in
love belongs to the supernatural order of Being; it
transcends all kinds of natural knowledge. Nataral
knowledge, however lofty in its range and scopes is
the lowest form of ignorance when seen from the
supernatural perspective. Through the divine wisdom
of love, the mystic is detached from the empirical
knowledge of the world.

If we would understand what are those lamps
to which the soul refers, and how they burn
within her and emit Jight and heat, we must
remember that God in his one simple Being is all
the virtues and grandeurs of his attributes....
Since he is all these things in his simple Being,
and since he is united with the soul, whenever he
deems it good to grant the soul this knowledge>
the soul sees distinctly in him all these virtues and
grandeurs, to wit omnipotence, wisdom, goodness,
mercy and the like. Moreover, since each ¢n¢ of
Lhese is the very Being of God in one person, either
the Father, the Son or the Holy Ghost, and since
each of these attributes is thus God himself, and
God is infinite light and infinite fire divine.....
each one of his attributes..... and, virtues give
forth the light and heat of God himself. Inas-
much as the soul is one single act of this .union
and thus receives the knowledge of these attribu-
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tes, God is to that soul many lamps togather,
each one of which emiis a distinct light of wisdom
and a distinct heat (of love). The soul possesses

a distinct knowledge of each, whereby it is infla-
med with love. [31]

What these words of John of the Cross tell usis
this: that each mental concept, that each mode of the
manifested world, that each spiritual idea which is
derived from our sense-experience, is to be found in
i ts unlimited fullness in Being of God. Whatever
positive value there is in the creatures consists in
their participation in the divine attributes of God-
hecad. The truths of sciences or of arts are nothing
else but the participation in God’s wisdom. In the
mystical union, the soul gets liberated from the

limited and created participations. In the mystical
union the soul apprehends these ideas in absolute
unity which, on natural or empirical level, are
apparent or reflected. It is a vision which Plato has
described in the Symposium in terms. of the Beauty
Absolute.. Plato describes the ascension of the soul
to Beauty Absolute in these words:

‘He who has learned to see the beautiful in

due order and succession when

he comes
towards the

end will suddenly perceive a
nature of wonderous beauty ... a nature which in

the first place is everlasting, ~not growing or
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decaying, or waxing or waning ... not fair in onc¢
point of view and foul iIn another ... but
beauty absolute, separate, simple and everlas-

ting, which, without diminution and without

increase or any change, is imparted to the

ever-growing and perishing beauties of all other
things. [32]

Creatures in themselves are as unreal as shadows.
It is in God alone that the actual reality of creatures
isto be found. In themselves creatures are mcre
accidents without a substance. In the mystical union
the true character of the world is unveiled: above
and beyond this world of shadows stands God, and
creatures are authentic in so far they participate in
the Being of God. In this way the soul makes a
journey from the realm of appearance to that of
Reality, fro.n the external to the internal, from the
sensible to the spiritual, and so on. In this supersen-
sory intuition the self recognises that everyihing, when
compared to God, is illusion, that all things arc bu¢
“such stuff as dreams are made of. Now the soul is

conscious of thingsin the same manner as God i1s
In.The Living Flame St. Joun

conscious of them.
s motl 0

speaks of the infused divine consciousness a
within the soul. He writes:

This awakening is a movement of the Word
in the substance of the soul, a movement of such
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greatness, lordship and glory and of a sweetness
so intimate that it appears to the soul as though
all the balsama, aromatic spices '‘and flowers
throughout the world were handled and shaken,
being turned over to give forth their sweetness,
and that all the kingdoms and lordships of the
world and all the powers and virtues of heavens
were moved. Ncither is this all. All creatures-
that is, the virtues, substances, perfections and
graccs of all things created-shine forth and make
the same motion, all together and in one,
inasmuch as all things, as St. John saith, are life
in him (God), and ir him :God) they live and
are and move, as the Apostle also tells us. Hence
when this mighty Emperor moves the soul -... all
things appecar to move with him, just as in th

earth’s motion all the natural objects thereon
move, as if they had been nothing .... Here,
however, they not only appear to move, but they
all discover the bcauties of their being, power,
loveliness and graces, and the root of their duration
and life. The soul perceives how all creatures, whet-
her above or here below, possess their life and
strength and duration in God .... And although
it is true that the soul perceives that these things
are distinct from God inasmuch as their being is
so created, and sees them in him (God) with their
strength, root and vigour, this soul perceives cle-

arly that God is in his Being all these with infinite
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emmency that it knows them better in his Bemg
than in themselves [33]

%%%%%

Our understanding' of thmgs ‘IS bound up with
our understanding of the "world- We cannot under-
stand a -relationless world. .Our understanding
depends on our weltanschauung. The ‘world isthat for
us which our understanding of it" will determine for
us. Our world is that which our human nature -and
pecularity establishes. Beyond this telative. reality,
‘which . exists in reference to man, there is ‘the
Absolute Reality. Of this Absolute Reality - the
Absolute alone knows itself. The knowledge of the
world as it isin itself, is possessed by God alone.

~ From 'this it follows that one who desires to have
right knowledge ‘of the world mustbe able to-sece
with the eyes of God. To achieve this capacity, it
Is essential to be wunited with God completely.
When union with God is realised, only ‘then "does
oue have a right knowledge both of ‘God: and -of
the world. There are two kinds of  union: the first
kind of "union is naturalin every created being.
Through this union  the ‘being of creatures is establi-
shed in God. This natural .union ‘holds .true even
though man may know notmg about it. ThlS umon
exists even in “the soul of the- greatest sinner”
[34] The second kind of union exists only between
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man and God. Not every man achieves this union. [t
1s a supernatural gift; it is a- union of “the transfor-
mation of the soul in God.”” [35] This union achieves
its perfection in the ‘‘spiritual marriage’.” The union
is actualised at the moment when all the faculties of
the soul are submerged in God. It means that man
must be die to his uatural nature and be rebornin
God. Tt is by dying to the self that God “removes
everything that is of the old man, that is, the capacity
of the natural man.” [36] What does it mean to be
with God ? It means “to die to our nature, .in the
senses and in the spirit.” [37] 1t is, therefore, essen-
tial that from the soul must be removed “every vell
and stain of the creature -todo wveloy mancha de
caritura.” [38] |

~ Human nature, though good in itself, is wounded
by sin. With the introduction of sin both part of man
(that is, the sensuous and the rational) have lost their
balance not only in themselves, but in relation to each
other. Reason is the main faculty of the higher aspect
of the soul, and it depends on memory, will and
understanding. When reason itself is in imbalance,
the other faculties naturally cannot function in
their proper order. “Since these faculties (i.e,
memory, will and understanding) depend on the
understanding in their activity, it is clear that if the
latter is impeded the former must also fall into
disorder and confusion.” [39]
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Althougl sin has disrupted theintegrity of m:
yet the soul can achieve such a union with God
which only a “thin veil” separates it from the luc
Vision of God. In this union the soul discovers th
the “’soul becomes God from God through the partic
pation in him and in his attributes, which it terms :
the “lamp cof fire’’ [40] It is not only the soul which

divinised, but all the faculties too.

Through the transforming union the soul acquire
a new dimension of the world. If the soul has to rejec
the world initially, the world is given back to it a
the end of the journey. To be in union with Goc
means that the soul is given to the divine understan-
ding and knowledge. This divine knowledge i
different from all human knowledge. The perception
now is characterised by a vision in which the world Is
seen in and through the eyes of God in the same
manner as the effect is known from its cause. This
amounts to knowing ths effect through the cause and
not the cause through the effect. ‘The latter is a
posteriori knowledge, whereas the former is essential
knowledge.[41] The knowledge which is acquired thro-
ugh the effectis ‘‘evening” or “twilight knowledge”,
whereas knowledge acquired through the cause s
referred to as the ‘““morning knowledge”- The soul in
the“morning knowledge” sees “what God is in himself
and what God is in creatures in a single view”. [42]
It sees ““God, his countenaace filled with graces of
all Creatures, awesome in power and glory, and with
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the voice of a multitude of excellences. [43] The puri-
fied eyes of the soul see the immense beauty of God
in' the world. "“*From the eye already purged of enjoy-
ment in seéeing things> spiritual joy is directed to God
at the sight 'of all divine or profane things, follows.
Resulting from the enjoyment of hearing things isa
great spiritual joy, a hundred times greater, directed
to God in all that is heard, divine or profane; and so
with other senses already purged. In the state of
innocence all that our first parents saw. spoke of, and
ate in the ga_rdén of paradise served them far more
abundant de]'ig'ht in contemplation, since the SENnsory
part of their nature was truly subjected and ovdered
to. reason He whose sense is purged of sensible objects
and ordered to reason from the first moments
procures the delight of savourous contemplation and
awarness of God. (44] Now human love finds its true
depth, meaning and freedom. Love must be Spiritual
and ratlonal that is, love has to be directed in such
‘a manner in which God desires it to be dxrected

The beauty Wthh results from the mystlcal
union is set by John of the Cross to lyrical poetr)’
However, behmd this lyrical mysticismis a deep-
rooted mtellectual stand.  St. John does not extoll
‘emotional cutbursts. He undcrstands well that“it is one
thing to be in the dark night and quite another thing
to be in gloom.”” To live in the dark night is to live in
the luminous knowledge which is darkness to reason.
In the state of mystical union the mystic plunges
into the depths of God’s love. Therefore:
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..the bride says- that the Beloved: is all
things, both in himself and for her. For in that which
God is wont to communicate in such ecstasies the
soul feels and knows the truth of the saying uttered
by St. Fraricis: My God and all ik: ngs. Since God is all
things to the soul. and the good of them all, there-
fore .. the commumcatlon received in thlS ecstasy is
e’*l-"lamed by the similitude with the goodness of
things .... It must be understood that éverything that
is expressed . héré is in’ God in a most émineént and
infinite way, or better stated: each of the glories
spoken is, and taken together are, God. For since
the soul in {his state is united with God God is

all those things i in one simple being. [45]

The state of mystical union is a state of grace.
The fundamental character of - mystical experience is
charismatic. Mystical experience is an experience 0
the divine. ‘But it must transcend the domain of
experience in the sense that it may not merely be a
psychological transformation. It must go becyond the

realm of psychology.

True mystical experience is always trans-psycho-
logical,  ‘because it exists:in ‘ontological continuity
- with supernatural Reality.” This does ‘not medn that

psychological mode’ 'of  apprehending  Reality is
debarred 1t medns that nf ihc dntologncal expenence
: : ¥ .
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is real, the mystical intuition leads itself result in the
apprehension of Reality. Further, Christian mystical
vision is characterised by the growth of charity of
God in the spirit. The mystique of Christ means to
participate in the death and resurrection of Jesus
Christ. Thus the mystical union is a state in which
the Christio-sacrament of redemption is actualised at
the ontological level. At the sacramental level, the
mystic transcends all psychological phenomena. It is
a state in which ‘‘the soul, keeping its creaturely
nature, . receives sanctifying grace and charity in
exuberance, as also because the ardent love of God
transforms it ,,mox:al‘ly unto him (God); and further-

more it givesrise to an alter ego, i.e. we come close to
God in our inlimacy and relationship.”[46]

Mystical ekpcriencc by its very nature is ineff-
able It achieves noetic significance when the prop-
hetic element is fused in it. Mystical union is nothing

more nor less than the union of wills. In the mystical
union, in the words of -Tauler, the mystic

discerns all things in joy and perfection, as

" no one else can do: this discernment is borne of
the simple Unity: it is thus that they (the mystics)
-discern with clearness and faith all the articies of
pure faith: they discern how it is that the Father,
the Son, and the Holy Spirit are one.... No one
understands true discernment better than those
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who have arrived at the Unity. This is call '
truly so, ineffable darkness:'and yet it is essent
light; and it is also called wilderness, desolat
beyond all description; no one can find there an
path, or any determinate; it is above all modes-
[47]

The mystic joy is never free from pain, and
sometimes the fulfillment of it. The experience of the

divine presence brings both joy and pain.

When the soul is in dark night, it undergoes
Pain and anguish. [tis the night of purgation.
In the dark night ‘“one does not lose the

sight of the sacred incarnate Word, but he who
has, until now, appeared only Love and has consum-

ed the soul in his divine embraces, is the same who
now crucifies the soul and penetrating it entirely,
separates it from the Spirit, except in its deepest part,
where is the dwelling of God, which in thisstate
seems like an abyss and a place apart.” [48]

Finally, the mystical union with God is the cul-

mination of the spiritual journey on this earth. Itis
the summit from where the soul lives in an uninterrup-

ted presence of God. It is a presence in terms of which
divine love is actualised. The soul sings, in its ecstasy,
the song of love:

O Living Flame of ‘Love
That woundest tenderly
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My soul in iis inmost depths:
Asthou art no longer grievous,
Perfect thy work, if it be thy will,
Break the web of this sweet encounter. [49]
Hence everythmg IS fllled w1th the divine presence
of God: '

My beloved the mountains, -
The solitary wooded valleys,
The. distant islands,

The sonorous rivers,

-The 31ghlng of the amorous breezes,
The night at rest '

Before the coming of the dawn

The silent music,

Tht resounding solitud_e‘, .

The supper that refreshes and enkindfes
fove. [S0] o
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4. ISLAMIC MYSTICISM IN THE CONTEXT OF
PHILOSOPHICAL REFLECTION

Islam_being a religion of prophetic reveiation,
lays more emphasis on the credal articles of faith
than on a form of knowledge which is exper mental
in nature and content. Itis by accepting the credal
truths, in the form of a belief-system, that results in
the knowledge of God. As the revelation is final and
ultimate, there isno possibility of adding to or
subtracting from the revelatory knowledze of the
deposit of faith. This deposit of faith is coatzined in
the holy scripture, namely, the Koran.

A religion which believes in a direct revelation
of God through the apostles and prophets must have
a fundamental dogmatic concern with regard to the
transcendence of God. The basic dogmetic attitude
of Islam expresses itself in its belief in thc complete
transcendence of the Divine, that is, God as Allah is
seenin such transcendental terms that he is not only
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different from all the beings of the world, nay from
his entire creation, butis also sovereign in terms of
his ontological status. [1] The God of Islam, as inter-
preted and underscood by orthodoxy, is totally
“other”, and therefore there is a radical gap and
distance between God and his creation. God, being
remot=, is unapproachable, and even his name has to
be uttered in awe and fear. As the sovereign Lord he
is the absolute and ultimate master of creation, and
as creator, everything depends on him for its existence
and sustenance. In such a belief-system even to
conceive of God is difficult, as he is unlike everything
man is in knowledge of. [2] Being unlike man, there is
no possibility of forging any kind of relationship. [3]
The purpose of human life, therefore, isseen to
consist of in obeying the divine decrces as revealed
through the prophet Muhammed and as contained in
the holy book, namely; the Koran. [4]

Once God is conceived of or seen as remote,
transcendent. totally other, and unlike all béings of
creation, it is but natural to ask as to what kind of
role does the divine. causality play in .relation - to the
created existence. If man is asked simply to obey
the divine decrees, then what is the role of human
freedom? If human contingency is seen to mean that
created existence is not being-itself, then it turns
out to be the negation of human possibilities. In
other words, it is a question concerning the divine
sovereignty vis-a-vis human freedom. [5]
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God as far as Koranic revelation is concerned, is
conceived of as absolute denominator and determi-
nator, which means that the created existence is a
determined existence. This divine determination in
terms of causality extends even to the realm of
human will [6] in the sense that man is seen asa
determined being. However, this is one side of the
picture of God inthe Koran. There is another view-
point in the Aoran from which we can infer the fact
that human freedom is given some consideration. The
Roran speaks of heaven and hell and of the last judge -
ment. [7] From this doctrinal proposition we may
infer that the Koran is enunciating a doctrine in terms
of human choice, that is, man has the possibility
of determining his future according to his own
choice. Man’s existence after earthly death in
terms of heaven and hell dépends ¢cn what kind of
choice’ he has made in this life. If this be the case,
then man has the possibility of accepting or rejecting
the divine decrees, and through this process of
choice man’s freedom is realised and actualised.

This kind of interpretation may be offered by a
theclogian who has a liberal bent of mind, who does
not want to see human existence merely as a cog in
the divine wheel of causality. There are a number of
passages in the Koran which would support the
upirolders of human free will [8] Even though thereis
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a sufficient support in the Aoran availalle to the
uphelders of humuan free will, tl ere are also passages
which supporttle viewpoint of orthodoxy. Orthodoxy
considers the liberal interpretaticn as heretical on the
around that itimpinges upon the absolute character
of divine causality. If the idea of human autonomy,
even in the form of contingency, is accepted, then we
have a situation, contend the orthodox, in which
clash between the divine and human autonomy is
bound to take place. This would mean the undermi-
ning of the divine causality. It "is because of this
concern with the absolute character of the divine
causality of God that the orthodoxy “has not
preserved a single hadith in which liberum arb-trium is
advocated.” [9] |

Trying to safeguard the transcendency and the:
otherness of God, and thereby the absoluteness of
the divine causality and autonomy, the Islamic
orthodoxy viewed with alarm all such opinions which
would endanger the basic credal outlook of Islam. It
saw a great danger in mystical spirituality on the
ground that it bypassed the final revelation of God
by advocating the possibility of knowing God by
acqQuaintances that is, through mystical intuition. Such
an advocacy meant that the possibility of knowing
God outside revelation exists. Man, according to the
orthodoxy, isunlike God and is not being-itself;
therefore he cannot know God by himself; that which
is above and beyond everything cannot be an object
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cf human know!edge. Whatever knowledge man may

have of God, it can be obtained only through the
sacred  text, as it contains the revelation of
God. If mystical approach is accepted, it
would  mean, maintains the orthodoxy, that
man has the possibility of approaching God, of
being near to God. of possessing the nature of God.
This amounts to saying that the relationship between
God and man is not just a possibility, but a possibi-
lity which can be made into an actuality. For the
orthodoxy such a viewpoint smelled heresy, in that
God, being transcendent, can be known only through
his self-revelation, and man, being a created existence
(and therefore a' creature), does not have the possi-
bility of having or possessing the divine knowledge of
God. Thus clash and conflict within the heart of
Islam was bound to take place between those who
adhered to the absoluteness of divine causality and
those who believed in the possibility of human free-
dom. It is this conflict which will prove fatal to the
very survival of mysticism in Islam, and a large num-
ber of mystics had to pay a very heavy price in terms
of their lives for advocating a viewpoint which
rant against the orthodoxy.

The mystics affirmed that man, being a mode of
divine existence. possesses the possibility of having

divine knowledge of God by acquaintance, that is,
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through mystical intuition. In other words, it meanl
the knowledge of God cannot be confined to the wntten
words or propositions of a sacred text. This attltude
is to be seen at the very beginning of Islamic mysti-
cism, particularly in the utterances of Abu Yazid
(d. 874)[10] and Mansur al- -Hallgj. [11] It was Abu
Yazid who,under the influence of Vedanta_ revolutioni-
sed Islamic mysticism. He js responsible in changing
the Sufi attitude from a strict Islamic monotheism to
Vedantic non-dualism. Before Abii Yazid, as we shall
see below, mysticism had, more or less, remained
within the doctrinal confines of orthodoxy. After
Abu Yazid, Arabi and Ghazali gave a philosophical
framework to Islamic mysticism which would enable

the mystics to stand on their own doctrinal formula-
tions. " 1)

Abu Yazib, as we have said, brought a revolu-
tionary change to Sufism, and

this can be glanced
from the following statement:

Once (God) raised me up and placed me

. before him, and said to me, ‘O Abj Yazid, verily
my creation longs to see thee’ And I said,
‘Adorn me with thy unity and clothe me in
thine I-ness and raise me up unto thy oneness, so
i{hat when thy creatures see me, they may say:

we have seen thee (that is, God) and thou art
that.” [12]
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Before Abj Yazid, we do not find such mystical
expressions in a belief-system which considers to
think of man even as an image of God as a form of
unbelief. Such a view evidently runs against to a form
of belief which interprets God’s otherness in extreme
terms. The orthodoxy was bound to be, within the
framework of their doctrinal beliefs, up in arms
against this kind of mysticism which, for them, was
pure unbelief: It is one of the main reasons that a
continuous battle would be fought, both at the
doctrinal and social levels, by the orthodoxy against
mysticism. In this battle many a mystic suffered
death, and Aby Yazid was one of them.

Once the proposition of man's possibility of
having divine knowledge of God is accepted, then
the religious truth-claims lose their absolute
character, that is, it is a pcoczss of relativising the
absolute truth-claims of revelatory religion. Inother
words, the absolute claim to divine knowledge by a
particular religion would not be acceptable to a Sufi.
For him, various religious truth-claims of different
religions are just approximations to divine knowledge.
[slam, which believes in the absolutencss of its truth-
claims, found danger in the open-door policy of myst-
ics. Islam, being a non-ecumenical in its approach and
orientation, would not tolerate a viewpoint other than
its own. The ecumenical approach of Sufis sometimes,
in the eyes of orthodoxy, verges on indifferentism-
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The Sufi ecumenism is. best expressed by Rumj
[1207-1273]. According to Rumi, all genuine religious
ways are as valid as the Islamic one. There is nothing
so special, i.1 so far as spiriiuality is concerned, in the
Islamic religion which is not available in other
rcligions. Itis, therefore, truism to say that onc
1eligion is the possessor of special divine truths
whereas the others are not- For a min of God reli-
gious labels do not mean much. Speaking of himself,
Rumi contends that he is neither a Jew, nor a Chri-
stian, nor a Muslim: he is beyond them. [13] Religious
labels lose their importance precisely because God
1$ seen in everything aad everything is seen in God
To putit in the Upanishadic language, it would mean
that All s Brahman. In this context Aby Yazid says:

The first time | made the pilgrimage I saw
the House (that is, the Ka’aba), and the second
time I made it L saw the Lord of the House, but
the third time I made it I saw neither the House
nor the Lord of the House. [14]

Although mysticism did not receive much co-
operation from the orthodoxy, it is, however, an
historical fact that mysical spirituality found its initial
inspiration on the Islamic soil itself. There are quite
4 number of passages in the Koran which lend them-
selves to mystical interpretation. For example, in one
place the Koran informs us that love within man exists
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because God willsit. [15] In another place we are told
‘hat God is more near to man “than the vein of his
n2ck,” [i¢] and so on.

The earliest mystical outpourings found their
expression in Rabi’ ahal-Adwijah (d. 901) of Basra,
Dhul ’l Ngn of Egypt, and Al-Junayd (d. 910) of
Baghdad. Rabia’a’s mysticism is not speculative in
its approach. It is a kind of practical mysticism, and
is centered on the passionate love of God. Love,
according to her, is the only way which enables the
soul to enter into the sweet presence of God. In order
to become worthy of the love of God, some qualifi-
cations are needed, which mainly consist of moral
perfections. In Dhul-Ngn tae same passionate year-
ning of the soul for God is to be found. The soul,
once it receives the ignition of love, seeks refuge in
the loving embrace of God. God for Dhul’ Nin is
nothing but the simple unicity of love. His theory of
love was attacked on the ground that love is possible
between similars, and God being disimilar to man,
there is no possibility of a love relationship between
the two. [17] Dhul’-Nin, however, maintains that the
mystic, when in mystical ecstasy, transcends the
space-time causality, and thereby becomes, in the
words of Qushayri, “the man of time.” [18] As far as
Junayd is concerned, he is very obscure and difficult
to understand. The aim of his mystical spirituality
is to realise the primordial mode of existence, and he
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expresses this idea in the following manner: “to be
as he was before he was.” [19] Therefore, the effort
of a mystic is to discover the primordial mode of
existence which is lived in God. [20]

May God encompass thee as he encompasses
those of lovers whom he claims as his own, may
he confirm thec and us on the paths of his good
pleasure, may he conduct thee into the pavilion of
his intimacy, and exalt thee in the gardens
of the riches of his coiniry. May he pro-
tect thee in all circumstances as an embryo in its
mother’s womb. Then may he perpetuate for
thee the life that is appropriated (for thee) frcm
eternal life for ages everlasting, ~and may
he isolatethee in himself from what is thine in
thyself from what is his, until thou art isolated
through him for all «ternity. -Then ther
shall neither be thou nor thine, nor knowledge of
him, but God will be alone.[21]

In tLe initial stages mysticism may have been
a simple affair. The mystics, in order to express the
content of their experience, needed a framework of
ideass and Neoplatonism filled the gap. Thus a new
relationship was formed between philosophy and
mysticism in the sense that the One of mysticism
would be explained in philosophical terms vis-a-vis
the God of religion. We shall now direct our
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attention to some mmportant mystic-philosophers, and
find out what kind of relationship they forged
between mysticism and philo oghy.
B B O B =

~ The intellectual reflection in Islam did nct begin
with the TIslamic philosophical concepts because no
such tools,  within the Islamic world, were ivailable
at the b_ inning of Islamic history- The on'y available
philosophical tools were those of Greck philosophy.
The early Muslim thinkers while borrowing the Greek
Philosophical tools, attempted to interpret the Islamic
t'alth in the contextof philosoph ical reflection, so
that redsonable answers could be found to qwstlons
Wthh faith-statements gave rise to. The ‘Muslim
lmtellectuals while trarslating the Greek philosophi-
cal treatises, ‘were- bound to b: influenced by a
viewpoint which belonged altogethér to a different
melieu. In this manner Aristotelian and Neopla-
fonic ideas permeated 'he" Islamic reflection.” This
penetration of Greek ideas ~led to'a synth sis
between the fsldmic faith ancl Gre k "philosophy, or,
fO put the matter in anotier way the' Greek ideas
were used in the service of Islumic faith. This we see
clearly,. for example, in Al-Farabi. Al-Farabi not
only made the use of th: ~N:oplatonis theory of
émanatlon and of the hlerarchy of b2 lngs ‘but identi-
fled the Neoplatonut One with the Al'ah of faith. It
was theréf‘ore easy for Al-Fargzbi, while following
the footsteps of Aristotle, to asscrt that the highest
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and the most creative activity open to man was
philosophical reflection on the ground that philo-
sophy, like revelation, is the source of truth. By
giving such a kigh status to philosophical reflection
meant reletivising the absolute claims of faith state-
ments of his religion; it meant that there are other
sources, apart fro.n those of revelation, of truth. This
thinking naturally led to a situation in which the
Islamic faith-statements could not be seen as abso-
Jute, but as one of the expressions of truth.

Averroes (Ibn Rushd, TI11-98), like Al-Farabi,
would not restrict the range of truth to the religious
faith-statements. He postulated a theory of degrees
of understanding, that is, he aimed at bringing har-
mony between reason and revelation, between faith
and reflection, through this theory The aim
of this theory is to explain that there are various
approaches to truth. Truth is not something which
can bezconfin:d to this or that statement: it is
varied and complex. His theory did not advocate that
a proposition is true in philosophy and false in
theology. When this theoryis applied to the Koranic
faith-statements, the result is that the interpretation
would be determined by the level of one’s understan-
ding. Inother words, it means that the insight into
the nature of truth depends on the level and degree
of one’s apprehension Itis a theory which closely
re-embles Hegel’s idea .that art, religion and philoso-
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phy basically express the same truth but from
different levels of understanding.

The philosophical reflections of Al-Fzrzbi and
Averroes, borne under the influence of Greek philo-
sophy, did not suit the claims of the orthodoxy who
believed that the final and ultimate truths concerning
God and his nature, man and his destiny, had been
disclosed, once-for-all, in the Koranic revelation. In
this new philosophical assertion orthodoxy felt that
the content of faith had been made subservient to
reason, which, in other words, meant that it was not
faith but reason which was to be extolled. Being
defensive, the orthodoxy engaged in a battle royal
against the viewpoints which proved to be uncomfo-
rtable. While developing the science of apologetic,
the orthodoxy forgot one important thing: that, while
attacking the oppenent’s philosophical ideas and
viewpoints in the defence of faith, they were using
the same philosophical ideas and categories which
they depreciated. It is an old game with all apolo-
g tic systems, that is, they use the opponents’ metho-
dology when it suits them, and attack it when it

proves to be a thorn in the flesh.

One of the earliest philosopher-theologian, who
engaged himself in the task of defending the Islamic
faith against the-liberal viewpoints, was Al-Ghazali
(1058-1111). The irony with Ghazali is that he is
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more of a Neopldtomst in‘phi! osoph}' and non-dualist
in mysticism than an orthodox Mushm He is a kind
of phllosopher—theolo"mn who on the one hand, gives

the lmpressmn of being anti- phllosophy m general,
‘and, on the other .hand. he, being a philosopher,
_developed under the mf'uence of N\,oglalomsm,

.gnostlc system of mysticism which docs not serve
.the purpose of orthcdexy. In one of his ucatlaea,
namely, Incoherance of the P/ulosop/wrs Ghazali makes

an attempt to defend the orthodoxy against the
philosophical vision of Al-Farabi and Avicenna (Ibn
Sinna, 98C-1037). In this apologe.ic attack Ghazali
overlooks the fact that the philosophical ideas hs is
attacking are the very ideas he is making use of in
the defense of orthodoxy. In other words, it means
.t.ha't._Ghzi,zEIi. on the one hand, dislikes philosophy, and
on the oiher hand, he is frec]~ drawing from the
’treasury of phllOSOpthdl 1de.1s in SO far as it suits him.
Averroes, in his The Inco!wrance of the ]ncohenrm.'e
pomls out this mcongrmty in Glnqul S apologetlc
_‘attdck Avcrroes criticises Ghdqul by pointing out that,
while attacking the Neoplatonist Muslim thinkers,
he himself is a Neoplatonist. Ghazzli’s mysticism is
but a variation of Neoplatonism in a Mps]im garb.
Being a Neoplatonist in his mystical spirituality,
‘Ghazzli has many points in common with the Advaita
of Samkara. [22]
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As a Neoplatonist, Ghaz3li comes very close to
Samkara in his assertion that other than God
(Absolute) is non-being, and sees the world, like
Ramanuja, as the “face of God”. He agrees with the
Upanishads that the world and its creatures are a
theophany, that is, the divine self-manifestation.

“Being is itself divided into that which has being
itself and that which derives its being from not-itself.
The being of this latter is borrowed, having no
existence by itself. Nay, if it is regarded in and by
itself, it is pure non-being » [23] This statement of
Ghaz3zli has to be seen in the' context of the doctrine
of tawhid (union) and of funa (anaihilatio . Tawhid
is a state of union ia which “nothing cxistsexcept the
One”. [24] It is the {uriyaztita state of Indian mysti -
cism, that is, it isa stateless state of consciousness
in which the unity of consciousness is experienced,

and thereby the awareness of plurality vanishes
As far as the concept of fana is concerned, it means,
according to Ghazali, thut the mystic

forgets both himself and all that is, except God.

He now enters on the beginning of the Sufi path.
It is a condition called anmhn]atxon or. ‘non-being’
. by the sufis. That is- to say, all that is becomes

non-existent as a result of his (mystic’s) meditation,
and that too becomes non-existent because (the
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mystic) has forgotten himself as well. And just as
God possesses universes of which we have no
knowledge and which,as far as we are concerned.
do not exist, so our existence isthat of which
we have consciousness and about which we have
information. When someone forgets these worlds
which constitute created being, they cease toexist,
and when he forgets his own selfhood, he too

ceases to exist so far as a self is concerned: and

he is left with nothing but God, his existence s

God, neither more nor less. And just as you

survey heaven and earth and all that is in them
and only see part of it, you will say thatthe
universe extends just so far as this and that this
is all. So too does (the mystic) see also nothing

but God, and he says: “All is He (God) and
apart from him there is nothing at all > [25]

- Although the Muslim belief emphasisas the
transcendence of God and his radica: ontologic.l

distinction from the world and from its creatures,
there are some passages in the koran which can easily
lend themselves to the kini of interpretation whicih
Ghazali has as Neoplatonist advocated. When Ghazall
says that the world and its creatures are but a
theophany ofGod, he can easily appeal to the Koranic
statement in which it is asserted that God’s face can
be seen everywhere, [26] As God's presence is seen in
each and every thing it means that the totality of the
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universe is permesnted by the presence of God, and
therefore the logical conclusion would be: God is in
everything. We are also informed that God is *‘the
outwardly manifest and inwardly hidden.” [27] It
would mean that God as we know him through faith
or reason is a God who is manifest, that is, is present
in creation- But God as Absolute cannot be known
through the process. of discursive thinking. God as
One is pure silence, and therefore the hiddenness of
God can only mean the ineffability of the Divine.
God as ineffable can only be experienced in the
depths of silence. : -

God, on the one hand, isnot so transcendent
as to be totally. absent; he i3 an indwelling God. On
the other hand, God as Absclute cannot be reduced
to mere propositions; and-being beyond the realm of
thougbt, . God is hidden; he is absent; he is total
silence.

Ghaz3ili, while taking a clue from such Koranic
statements, developed his mystical thought asa
variation of Neoplatonism in the Islamic context.
This approach opened a new doort for Ghazali, that
is, he asserted that the divine knowledge of
God, apart from revelation, is possible through
the mystical acquaintance. In all prophetic religions
there is a basic conflict between reason and revela-
tion, on the onc hand and, on the other hand,
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between faith and mystical intuition. The basic datum
of acquiring knowledge of God, within the' prophetic
traditions is considered to be revelation; and the
communication of this revelation takes place through
the medium of language. Language becomes the main
vehicle of divine knowledge, that 1is,  revelational
propositions are considered the main source of faith-
knowledge of God. Believing in the authenticity of
religious propositions as divinely revealed ones, the
believers’ knowledge of God mainly stems from the
faith- content of the revelational proposition. In such
a faith-system there can be no other source of divine
knowledge except the revelation. It is but evident
that a mystical approach to'divine knowledge would
be seen as an infringement upon the divine ‘claims of
God as contained and expressed -in the revelational
propositions. It is this conflict which'is to be seen at
the heart of Islam, and which has expressed itself in
a continuous battle between Sufism and orthodoxy.

As Ghazali had to face the orthodoxy, he was
very careful in 'his language and would not express
himself on matters ‘of ' mysticism* ‘as fearlessly and
openly as Al-Hallzj ‘or "Aby Yazid. Even then, as a
true Platonist, he could not control his ' expressions at
times. Although he tries to' " rationalise 'the: mystical
¢xperience of unity by bringing some kind of concep-
tual differentiation, he could not, however, deny the
validity of the state of unity. This is how he rationa-

lises the state of unity in the context of orthodoxy:
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But the words of lovers when in a state of
drunkenness, must be hidden away and not
broadcast. However, when their drunkennuess

abates and the sovereignty of their reason is
restored-and reason is God’s scale on his earth-
they know that this was not actual identity, but
that it resembled identity as when lovers say at

the height of their passion:

‘l am he who I desire, and he whom I desire
is I; we are two souls inhabiting one body.’

For it is not possible that a man should
be confronted by a mirror and should look
into it and not see the mirror at all, and
that he should think that the form he saw
in the mirror was the form of the mirror itself
and think that the wine is just coloured glass.
And he gets used to this (way of thiuking) and
becomes fixed in it, and it overwhelms him so

that he says:

Thine is the glass and clear is the wine;
The two are alike-mutual resemblance.
It is as if there is only wine, and no glass

at all, _ ,
Or as if only glass, and no wine there .

But there is a difference between saying: ‘The
wine is the wine-glass’ and saying, ‘It is as ifit
were the wine-glass.” Bul when this state prevatls,
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itis called annihilation with referenc. to the
person who is experiencing it, or even the
annihilation of annihilation, for (thc mystic) is
annihilated in so far as he himself 1is concer-
ned and annihilated too so fur as his own anii-
hilation is concerned: he is not conscious of
himself in this state, nor is he conscious of his
own unconsciousness: for were he conscious of
his own consciousness, he would be conscious of
himself. This condition is metaphorically called
Ittihgd with reference to the man who is immer-
sed in it, but in the language of truth (itis
referred to as) tawlid. [28]

Thus the mystics who reach the state of unity
experimentally and subjectively experience a state
of consciousness in which the plurality disappears
and consciousness is immersed in the Onz. In this
state the faculty of reason or intelligence is trans-
cended, and the mystic, being inebriated by the
mystic ecstasy, cries out: “I am Truth” ““Glory be to
me! How grcat is my glory!” or “Within my robe is
naught but God.” [29]

If Ghazali accepts the doctrine of fana and
tawhid, then how does he view the doctrine of divine
causality in relation to man? Before Ghazali,
Avicenna had advocated a theory of causality the
purposc of which was to explain that the world is
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dharacterised by nccessary relations, that is, realations
in the world are necessary because the nature of the
world is relational. It would mean that the divine
causality has no hand 1in the context of necessary
relations in the world. This interpretation of causality
is not acceptable to Ghazgli. Ghazjli's view of
causality has to be seen from two perspectives: that
is, as a believer and as a mystic. As a believer, hd
innterprets causality as a factual succession in tine¢
that is, C is succeeded by D. Causality, if scen from
an empirical context, would mean succession. But'
from a transcendental perspective, the real Cuuse, for
Ghazzli, of an effect is God. This interprctation of
causality has to be scen in relation to the Muslim
belief that the derived existence not only depends
on God for its origin; it also depends on God for its

very existence at any given moment of time.

But as a Neoplatonist and as a mystic, Ghazali
could not maintain the concept of divine causality on
‘the ground that causality can operate only in the
realm of duality. A mystic who has transcended the
notion of duality, hasevidently crossed the occan of
relations. “If you see anyone at peace (7ahatl )’ says
1Ghazzli, “‘you will understand ( that person who is at
Ipeace ) only when all of you pass awayin kim, and
:all becomes his glory, so that duality ccases and unity
:appears. He remains, and you do not; or hc passes
i:away in you, and you remain and he docs not. Or
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lelse both of you pass away in God and pay oo
attention to yourselves, and that is perfection. From
this oneness there is perfect scope. In short, so long
¢s duality persists, no repose is possible, for repose
is ( possible only ) in unity and oneness”.[30]
Moreover, divine causality is possible only if God is
seen as person. God, for Ghazali, is a timeless being,
and as sueh God is characterless. As the soul is the
imago Dei, the soul thereby sharesin the nature of
God. The urge of the soulis to return to its primor--
dial condition in which the difference of I-thou is tran

scended, and everything is seen in the All and the
All is seen in everything.

moRB B R R

Mysticism has always shared the world over a
ccmmon heritage of archetypes, and these archetypes
express themselves in terms of symbols, metaphors,
etc. We find, for example, the symbolism of darkness,
ight, illumination, etc. very much in Neoplatonism,
in the Upanishads, in Buddhism, in Christian mysti-
cism, and in Sufism. The concept of light holds the
key to mystical intuition. According to Eliade, che
‘“experience of Light signifies primarily a meeting
with the ultimate reality”. [31] The mystical union
with the Light “‘produces a breakin the subject’s

existence, revealing to him-or making clearer than
before-the world of the Spirit”’. [32]
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The Neoplatonist concept of mystical Light via
Ghaz3li found a whole-hearted reception ,i__nh Suhra-
wardi’s (1153-1191) mystical theory of illumination.
He, like Ghazjli and otherNeoplatomsts, thinks cof
Reality as Light and of the world as a reflectxon or
diffusion of the Light, that is, the world and its crea-
tion is seen as a theophany, it means that man is
potentially, in his empirical existence, divine ‘on the
ground that he participates in the nature of the Light-
In order to actualise this divine pote_ntlahty “within,
and thereby union with the Light, it is necessary to
follow the path of spiritual sanctity. In all mystlcal
schools, whether Muslim or non-Muslim, the first
pre- requisite demanded of a would be mystic is
personal holiness. Spiritual holiness, in the case of
Suhrawardl, has a Shi'ite colours in that he thinks of
hollness on the model of the universal perfect man
who is linked with the 1nV1s1ble Imam of the Shi’ite
theology As much as man progresses in his spiritual
ascent, so much does he appropriate the sanctlty of
the universal man, namely, Mahdj,

Let us digress a little, and find out the meaning
of sanctity in Sufism. In this context we shall take
Farid al-Din Attar as our model. The sanctity of the
soul is seen as the transformation of the substance
of the soul into an elixir. Elixir is a symbol. It expre-
sces the absolute purity and unity of the soul. It is,
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in the words of Attar, “light of God», It is by trans—
forming the substance of thc soul into an elixir that
the appropriation of the perfect man takes place.
The state of the perfect man is described in the
1llahinamz in these words:

He who has been dissolved in the golds
forever, . |
Who knows no more of himself, he has been
instructed.

But the elixir remains forever-
What the traveller of the path calls the light of
God. (361:15)

The process of realising the state of the perfect
man is closely related to the doctrine of fana, that is,
self-death. The more one dies to oneself, the more
one ascends the ladder of sanctity, and thereby more
approximation to the perfect man takes place. The

practice of self-death is a pre-condition for mystic
holiness:

I need one who has suffered death,

who has in a day hundred times practised
mourning over himself,

who through God has come alive and died unto
himself, '

who has not numbered among the survivers, but
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" has anticipated death. (240:1-2)

Once the total annihilation of the self is realised,
there is left nothing but the One. Therefore:

If then thou hast freedom from thyself,

Then thy selflessness is Gcodness.

When one has vanished, that is cessation of
being,

When there has been cessation of being, behold,
from it springs survival.

Extinguish me, that I may be Thou.

Sufi spirituality sees sanctity as a process of
self-annihilation or self-death. It is a state in which
the self, as it were, is emptied of itself, so that the
soul is immersed completely in the Light. Thus
Attar says: “Be absolutely not: This is perfection, this
is the finished work”.

The process of self-dying as means to spiritual
holiness is not something which is specifically Sufi
spirituality. It can be seen in all the mystical schools
of Hinduism, Buddhism, Christianity, etc- Disconti-
nuity of the self from itself and from the environ-
ment is the key to mystical holiness. In Christianity,
for example, the self-dying is spoken of In terms of
the dark night of the senses; it is also spoken of in
terms of sacrifice, that is Jesus'death on the cross
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is taken as a model for perfection. Self-negation
seems to be the springboard for myttical spirituality.
The natural tendency of the self is to relate itself
to the external environment. But m mystlclsm this
is seen as a hmdrance on the road of ...p:rltual hoh—
ness. Self-dying is, therefore to be seen as a univer—
sal phenomena in mysticism.

Ibn’ Arabi (1165-1240), one of the contempo-
rary mystlcs of Suhrawardl, follows completely in the
footsteps of Suhrawardi in so far as the mystlcal
experience of illumination is concerned. 'Arabi thinks
of creation as a theophany that i is, creation is seen
but the self-manifestation of the Divipe. Almost
most of the mystics see divinity in 'creatiori in terms

of divine manifestation. It IS th:s theme which IS, as
it were, the heart and core of Suflsm

The above mystical ideas have to be seen in the
context of the question, which arose within the
Islamic theology at the very beginning of theological
reflection, of relationship between the divine attributes
and divine essence, This questlon arqse from the
very heart of Koran The Komn, on the one hand ass-
erts the simple unicity of God and, on the other, many
attributes are predicated of him. Facing this situatjop,
some theologians afflrmed that the attributes are
distinct or separate from the d1v1ne essence, that is,
the substratum for the divige attribute is the divine
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essence. In other words, it means that the
substance and the qualities are identical in the
sense that the attributes cannot be conceived of
apart from essence. Therefore, essence and attributes

form a single unity. This way of expressin the nature
of relationship between the divine attributes and the

divine essence found a ready acceptance in 'Arabj.

The divine essence of God, aecording to ’Arabi, is
beyond the ken and range of intellect, and therefore
beyond the range of human knowledge. Since the
essence of God is beyond the scope of emplrical
knowledge it means it isa mystery. And as mystery

we can speak. of God only as the hidden God.[33]
Human language confines God to the realm of words;
it constricts the infinity of God by reducing God to
the finitude of language. It means that God is only
spoken of in terms of attributes, that is, as creator,
as sustainer, etc. It is this limited God of language
which we apprehend through predication. This kind
of knowledge of God is but a reflective or twilight
knowledge of God. It is not the actual knowledge of
God as he is in himself. As God in himself can never
be known in terms of empirical knowledge, we can
only think of this hidden God as an abyss. That
which is of the nature of an abyss is mystery and
beyond the empirical deductions. However, this
hidden God is known to us throughhis self-manife-
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station in creation, and thereby attributes are being
superimposed on the divine essence. This conception
of Reality is very much like the Brahman of Advaita
Vedania who, being beyond predication, is known
only through mystical silence.

The crzation of the world, according to ’Arabj,
took place because God desired to be known. The
same reflection is tobe found inthe Upanishadsin
terms of the One desiring to be the Many. If the case
be so, then it would mean that man has the necessary
knowledge of God. However, we need to ascertain

what exactly ’'Arabi means by this assertion. Accor-
ding to 'Arabi, man’s knowledge of God, Inso
far as man Vviews God in terms of empirical
categories, is that of reflection or image. God in
himself is an abyss, and an abyss can never be
grasped by the intellect. Man gives being to God,
argues 'Arabi, the moment he thinks of God in the
mind. This means, on the one hand, that man, by

reflecting on God inJthe mind, sees God as a given
being in the mind, and, on the other hand, it means
that God manifests himself in and through the mind.
As God reveals himself in diverse ways and manners,

so the divine manifestation of God in various minds
are different theophanies.

O O o O
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Suhrawardi’s and ’Arabi’s mystical ideas gave
birth, on th Persian soil, to a new mystical school,
namely, the school of Wisdom (/itkmat). In this school
an altempt was made to synthesise philosophy,
mysticism and theosophy. Sadrz-al-Din al-Shirazj
(1572-1641), popularly known as Mullzg Sadr3, is the
best representative of the school. As a convinced
Shi‘a, he firmly believed in the appearance of the
invisible Imam who would convert the entire
mankind to the kind of religion he personally believed
in. Whatever his personal beliefs as a Shi’ ite may
have been, they do not concern us here. What con-
cerns us here are his basic philosophic reflections in
the context of mysticism.

As an intellectual, he detested the fond belief
of those who undermined the role of the intellect,
that is, those who spoke of philosophical reasoning
in disparging terms. As a mystic, he concerned hims=
self with the task of giving a proper philosophical
framework to mystical ideas. The type of mystical
spirituality he developed is known asthe mysticism
of “gnosis”: and by gnosis he means a mode of know-
ledge which is basically experimental or acquired by
acquaintance. Mystical knowledge as gnosis is a
knowledge by acquaintance, which has a practical
bearing upon the human conduct. Mystical know-
ledge, for Mullz, is just a matter for theoretical ab-
stractions; its orientation and aim has to be practical,
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in that it must transform the human conduct,
and elevate the human existence in terms of spiritual
sanctity. Thus he -aimed at a kind of synthesis
between mystical and prophetic forms of knowledge:
the former concentrates on the inward life, whereas
the latter regulates the external behaviour of man.

The Neoplatonist idea that the created existence
is the reflection of the divine Lights or, for that
matter, is the self-manifestation of the Divine,isa
very influential theme in Persian mysticism, and
Mullz is no exception to this influence. Although
following the footsteps of Ghazzli in so far as the
Neoplatonist idea of Light is concerned, there is at
the same time a shift in Mullg’s thinking from
Light to Existence. Before Mullz, Avicenna had made
this shift a possibility. Ghazzali’s trenchent criticism

could not stop the subsequent influence .of Avice:
nna on the Islamic thought.

Suhrawardi had interpreted Avicenna as saying
that Existence is purely an accident occurring tc
Essence. It means, in the light of Suhrawardi'’s
interpretation, that before anything comes into being
or existence, there is only a possible Essence. The
Existence of anything exists the moment existence
exists as Essence. However, Mullz would not accep!
this kind of understanding of Existence on the
ground that an Essence, which is non-existent
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cannot, by any stretch of imagination. become an
Existence. It is like putting the cart before the horse.
Such a view may be possible in terms of abstract
thought, but in so far as concrete reality is con-
cerned, we never encounter such a thing happenipg,
that is, we never see Essence as distinct from Exist-
ence. In concrete terms, Existence is not seen as an
accident occurring to an Essence. Therefore,
“existence, the act of being. is precisely the very
existence of the substrate, not the existence of
an accident inthe substrate [ 34 ]. Further,
“the existence of each non-necessary existent is its
quality (essence) itself, with which it is united in a
union su? generis” [35]. What does this mean? It means
that in terms of abstraction it is possible to think
of Essence as prior to Existence, but in concrete
terms both Existence and Essence are identical. It is,
however, true to say that we cannot maintain that
existence must necessarily exist. But this does not
lead us to conclude that existence is to bs seen as an
accident occurring to an Essence. We may, therefore,
arrive at the conclusion that there is no possibility
of an existence unless there is a concrete reality
which exists necessarily, and the nature of which
is to'exist. This concrete reality, for Mullz, is the
Absolute Bzing or Existence, that is God.

Mullz's argument that existence is not an acci-
dent occurring. to an essence, is quice sound in the

Islamic mysticism 141



sense that no existence is possible if the substrate
( essence ) is non-existent. If essence, is non-
existent it is foolhardy to say that existence is
received from essence. Many people, however,
may not agree with Mulla' " in 'identl'fying
God with the necessary substrate, that is, essence.
It is a stock-in-trade argument for the existence of
God Avicenna, in the same vein, had argued for the
existence of God by ma.ntammg that in order to
account for the existence of something, the postula-
tion for the existence of a necessary bemg is neces-
sary.,

Mulia, while discussing the existence of God
concentrates  on the view that God cxlsts
becauﬁe he.is what he is; that is to say, we cannot
say, that God does not exist because it 1is the
nature of God to exist- As far as the existence of
non-necessary existence is concerned, lt is der;ved
from the pecessary existence. If God and the created
existence is, seen, in this light, it becomes easy.for
Mullz to develop his mysticism of love in which the
existence of the lover as well as of the beloved are
pre-requisite condltlons The love relationship is
possible if we posit, on th: one hand, a lover vﬁho
d:sires to love,and on ths other hand, a beloved who
is to be loved. Even in the mystical ecstasy, in which
the lover loses his self=consciousness, the objectof
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love ( thatis, ths beloved ) remains Since love is
possible only among the similars, it means that the
veing of an is but the mode of th: divine being,
that is, man has the divine spark within: ‘if existence
is Reality in the true sense, all the rest are its stater.

It is the nght that which emanates is the effusion of
Light. It is the origin and source; all other beings
are its manifestations and theophanies”. [36].

OB OB OB B

Our aim has not been the study- of Islamic
thought in- relation to its historical development.
Islamic thought has expresse ! itself in various shades,
and one of the shades which we have tried to study
is the relationship of philosophical' thought in the
context of mystical spirituality. | |

In the beginning of its birth Suafi spirituality was
simply a practical affair, that is, it was.a, praxis=
oriented movement and- had- nothing to do.with the
speculative aspect of mysticism, The aim.was more
practical as to. how to lead a spirituai'life than with
the abstract- questions of episteimology or;ontology.
As time-passed, the rneed.for a- theoretical framzwork
was felt, and Ghazzli- was able. to provide. the neces-
sary philosophical ideas in terms of Neoplatonism.
At: the same time Indian mysticism, through Abgu
Yazid, brought Vedantic ideas into Sufism. Thus
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Neoplatonism and Vedanta, being similcr in their
approaches, gave a new direction to Sufism.

Once Sufism cbtained the necessary ideological
framework, it had a direct bearing upon the Muslim
praxis and theory. The new Sufi doctrines, being
somewhat contrary to the orthodox ethoss spoke of
Reality in a new idiom. The Sufi doctrines concerned
themselves with “metaphysics, cosmology, psychology
and eschatology”. [37]. The orthcdox doctrines were
mainly concerned with affirming the credal state-
.ments of faith, whereas the Sufi doctrines were

eclectlc and thus devidated from the mainline Muslim
path. ' &

The philosophical tools which the Sufis employed
are mainly, directly or indirectly, taken from the
Greek world. But the use of these tools was defini-
tely made in the context,of Islamic faith. Thus Mullz,
for example, while making the full use of Greek con-
cepts, desired toemploy the philosophical reflection as
a means at arriving at the proper knowledge of God.
As a mystic, he found Ged in all things and all things
in Ged. To give a firm philosophical foundation to this
insight, he used the Greek concepts for this purpose.
The philosophical ideas were used for the purpose of
affirming the mystical vision of Reality, on the one

hand, and on the other, in interpreting and solvmg
questions which the Islamic faith gave rise to.
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The Sufi assertion that all things are in God and
God is in all things means that the reflective mindss
withir. Sufism, opted for a philosophy of the One, and
Neoplatonism, more than anything else, supplied the
necessary tools for upholding this viewpoint. This can
be seen in “Arabi, Gbazzli, Mulla, Rumi, etc. At the
same time we must keep in ‘mind the Islamic back -
ground of Sufism, that is, the soil on which
Sufism "took birth and grew is Islamic, whereas its
nourishment, in terms of ideas, came mainly from

Greece and India.

Sufism as an historical movement is definitely
Islamic in its general framework- In this sense Sufis.n
cannot be termed as a neutral faith. But as a mystical
vision of Reality, Sufism transcends the Islamic
framework in the sense of its ecclectism and- ecume-

nism, Sufism, if seen -in this perspective, has a
As to whether Sufism is univer-

universal appeal.
depends how one VIEWS

sal or purely Islamic
mysticism as such.
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5. THE NATURE OF MYSTICAL EXPERIENCE

Mystical experience, when viewed from a philo-
sophical perspective, has, before anything else, to be
understood phenomenologicaliy. Along with pheno-
menological analysis what is needed is to find out what
kind of epistemological and ontological status
mystical experience enjoys. To put the matter in
simple terms, it means, first of all, to find cut the
essential phenomenological characteristics, through
comparison and analysis, of data of mystical experi-
ences of different religious and cultural contexts. It
means to investigate as to whether the phenomena of
mystical experiences occurring in different cultural and
religious melieus are similar or dissimilar. Once tLe
phenomenological investigation has been made, the
task before the investigator is to find out whether the
mystical experience is purely a subjective state of
cognition or whether it has a metaphysical significance.
All the points are inter-related and hold the key in <o

far as the unlocking of mysterium of mystical experie-
nce is concerned.

The nature of mystical experiende
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The greatest difficulty one encounters in analysing
the nature of a mystical experience is data. The
Investigator does not possess, for his analysis, the
mystical experience itself. What he is in possession of
in terms of data are the reports or accounts of the
mystics, on the one hand, and investigative reports of
others, on the other hand. The mystical experience
will bear fruit, in terms of understanding and analysis,
in so far as it lends itself to non-mystical interpreta—
tion. While analysing the nature of a mystical experi-
ence, quite a number of investigators have arrived at
the conclusion that the very nature of the mystical
experience is such that it does not make itself accessi-
ble to a rational or analytical form of analysis or
investigation. This premises is built upon the belief
that mystical experience is ineffable, and that which
is of the nature of mystery cannot be brought iato the
realm of philosophical analysis. The point of departure
for any investigation concerning the nature of mysti-
cal experience has to be to find cut the characteristic

of ineffability.

B8 i B4 itk i
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When one approaches the vast amount of mystical

literature, what one finds is a kind of description of
mystical experiences which bewilder the human mind.

Itis very common among mystics to speak of

The .
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mystical experience as that which is ineffable, inexpre-
ssible, beyond discursive thought, and so on. So we
come accross such terms in abundance in mystical
literature as * darkness”, “ incomprehensible*
‘immense » , “ non-knowing ", etc. All these terms
are meant to explain the authentic nature of a
mystical experience. Such terms would indicate that
the mystical experience is beyond any kind of rational
description or comprehension. If the case is such,

then one could easily ask as to why do mystics at all
write or speak about their experlences" It is maintained
that the mystics write about their experiences from a
thcological or devotional concern. The mystics, asa
class of writers, do not write ( there are exceptions to
the rule ) with the intention of proving the authenticity
of their experience. Literature which is devotional or
theological in orientation cannot be treated as descri-
ptive or analytic. Devotional literature, in its intent
and content, concerns itself with edification and

exhortation rather than with description or informa-
tion. Mystical literature, most of the time, has a
practical end in view, and that is to provide the nece-
ssary encouragement and guidance to those who are
on the mystic path. This argument of those who treat
of - mystical accounts as non-informative and non-
descriptive, needs serious consideration. It would

mean that the mystical reports cannot be treated
clinically; rather they have to be viewed and seen in

The r.ature of mystical experience 152



terms of their goal and function. However, it would
not be quite correct to generalise the premise that
mystical literature in general is non-descriptive, and
therefore it is bereft of any epistemological value or
status.The mystic,even when his intention is devotional,
theological or practical, is communicating or saying
somelhing, and this something he is communicating
in terms of ideas, concepts, images, symbols, meta-
phors, etc. The basic tool of communication in the
hands of a mystic is nothing but the spoken word,
that is, language. There is no possibility of communi-
cation unless there is at least a minimum use of
description. While a mystic reports about his experie-
nce, he is simultapeously engaged in informing the
reader as to wha* he means when he speaks of his
experience in terms of “ ineffability ’, ‘‘ carkness”,
‘non-knowings» etc. Itis not fair to say that all
mystical literature is either devotional or theological.
It is interpretiitive also. The mystic, while reporting
about his experience, makes a conscious and delibe-
rate effort in interpreting and describing the nature of
his experience. The objection of those who speak of
mystical accounts or reports as non-informative does
not seem to be entirely correct. Although ineffable,
the mystic, within the limitation of language, does |
describe and interpret the nature of his experience.

The mystic’s interpretation as well as description
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of his experience begins the. very moment he speaks
of mystical experience as ineffable. It means that the
nature of experience is not so ineffable that.it cannot
yie'd come Kkind of human communication. The
moment a mystic reports about his experience, that
very moment he begins the pro:cess of inrerpretation.
Accepting the ineffability of mystical experience as a
given fact, it does not'mean that the possibility of
interpretation.is lacking. Rarely does an occasion arise
when a mystic engages himself in a total silence.
Another aspect of mystical: experience we have
to keep in mind, is this: that there are various
levels or stages of experience and each level ofexperi-
ence is Jifferent from the others both:. in- terms of
meaning and interpretation. There are experiences
which mystics . alone are able to comprehend; and
there are experiencss. which. non-mystics. can easily
follow. Conscious of the fact that certain: kinds of
experiences can be communicated to non-mystics,- St.
Teresa of Avila» while;explaining = the lower stages of
contemplation, writess *‘‘ This will be easily - under-
stood to whom Our Lord has granted it, but anyone
else cannot fail to need a great many  words:--and
comparisons *. [1] The very existence of such a vast
body of mystical literature . means that mystical
experiences ar: communicable. The depth of a mysti-
cal experience is such that the . mystic..has no choice
but to employ linguistic “0>ls available to him. The
mystic knows this difficulty. St. Teresa of Avila, while
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speaking about the higher states of experience, is
conscious of thisdifficulty when she writes; Tdo not
know if I have conveyed any impression of the nature
of rapture: to give afull idea of it; as I' have said,
is impossible = [2]. The mystic’s assertion that certain
states of experience are explainable and-some- other
states are not, isnot- to be understood as a‘mystic
subterfuge or. inconsistency. What a mystic most
probably is affirming in such assertions is that heis
referring to different levels of experience; that-is, an

experience at the lowest level of contemplation is
m:ich more amenable: to communication than the
experience at the hightest-stage. Even the‘experience
at' the higher stages of contemplation does not ‘seem
to be beyond the.scope of some kind of description

A mystical experience at the:- higher level can be
described in the context of known experiences provi=

ded a mystic- uses his linguistic apparatus with care
and responsibility. When, for example, St.-John of the,
Cross speaks of the “touch of the substance of ‘God in
the substance of the soul” [3] as an ineffable experience
he is conveying the essential characteristics of th€
experience in terms of * touch», * substance’
etc. Again he says the delight and joy a mystic has
in this state of experience is “ impossible of descrip-
tion ”. In this statement St. John isexplaining the
nature of experience within a class of known experi-
ences like touch, delights etc. He is conveying some
kind of description about the experience, that is, as
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to what it is to experience thé states of divine delight
in comparison to physical delight.

B B OB ¥ B

Plain linguistic expressions are not able to convey
the full depth and range of a mystical experience. It
is for this purpose that thz mystiz e.nploys figura-
tive and symbolic modes of communication. Mystics
use this form of communication precisely because it
has the strength and power to convey the inner depth
of the mystical experience in a non-mystical context
But the e is a possibility in such and similar contexts
that the symbolic or other modes of communication
may not bear fruit in the same manner in which diffi-
culty is faced while describing the content of colour
to a blind person. The commuunication of a mystical
experience will succed to the extent of there being
continuity between the mystical experience and the
vocabulary a mystic employs, that is, there has to be
a kind of rapport betwzen the mystic and th= rcader
When a mystic writes about his experience, he may
assume that this kind of relationship exists between
him and the reader. Even if such a relatioaship exists
it belongs to the twilight zone. The mystic, while,
giving an account of his experience, must surely be
aware of thes linitations and possibilities of the medium
of communication. 1t is with this awareness that a
mystic should desire to be understood.
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Even if it is accepted that the mystical experience
can be explained within the limitations of language
there must still be areas and zones of mystical experi-
ence which elude the process of rational conceptuali-
sation. It is pointed outthat the mystics are very
fond of paradoxes, and they employ them precisely
Ibecause the experience cannot be described or defined
Iin rational terms or concepts. The mystics, no doubt,
imake use of paradoxes; but paradoXes are not meant
o be literal translations or accounts of eXperience.
It is however maintained that a mystical paradox does
mot accomodate a non-literal translation. The kind
of experience a mystic describes is bound to end in self-
ccontradiction, though he may wuse other modes
of linguistic communication. This reasoning or argu-
ment would lead us to conclude that a mystical para-
diox is literal, and therefore an eXact representation
oof the mystical experience. Therefore, all Mystical
paradoxes are bound to end in sclf-contradiction. [4]

[it is therefore asserted that

the mystic’s paradoXes are central to his experi-.
ences and contradictory descriptions are one of
the most striking characteristics of his attempts

to say what his experience was like. Worse still,
it is evident that the mystic not only feels that
the experience was of a contradictory sort, but
that the subject of his experience has contradi-
ctory properties.
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To support this argument, the author of the above
lines quotes the following lines from the Isa Upanisad:

That One, though never stirring, is swifter than
thought ... Though standing still, it overtakes
those who are running ... It stirs and it stirs not,
It is inside all this, and it is outside all tkis. [5].

It is this kind of support, furnished from the
mystical literature, the aim of which is to establish the

argument that a mystical argument is self-contradi-
ctory. The above passage from the Isa Upanisad is in
no manner a description of a mystical
The so-called paradox in the passags can eacily b2
understood if i*s immediate as well as wider conteXt
are pursued diligently. The Upanishadic paradox is
a rhetorical juXtaposition of insights concerning the
immanence and transcendence of Reality. [6]1 There is
no self-contradiction involved in this paradx.

experience.

The function of most of the mystical paradoxes is
similar to that of non-mystical paradox. It is the
context which determines the function of a paradoX,
Take, for example, the question of the figurative
speech of the mystics. When a mystic maintains that
the immensity of light is such thal he experiences
blindness, or that the sweet love of the beloved is so
unbearable that it causes a wound in the centre of the
soul, he can hardly be saijto be using paradoxes,

The nagure of mystical experience
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There is hardly any evidence to substantiate the
argument that the mystics break the law of non-

Contradiction. The mystics make use of paradoXes in

order to be more effective in their communication. If
a paradox is taken in literal sense of the word, then

a paradox will turn out to be self-contradictory. The
mystics are quite aware of the difficulties concerning
the use of language. This, however, does not mean
that mystical accounts are beyond the scope of
comprehension or analysis. Most of the mystics have

written about their experiences with‘care and :serious-
ness. It is not right tosay that the mystics do not
respect the rule of language and logic. The rteason
for opaqueness of most of the mystical writings is
simple: the very nature of the mystical experience is
such that it seems to be unintelligible to a pcreon who
believes in a commonsensical approach. Moreover it

is necessary that a mystical experience needs to be
examined in the context of religious doctrines and
religious melieu within which the mystics operate.

5 £ i B il
A proper analysis of mystical experience can

result only if, at the outset, a distinction is m.de
between experience and interpretation... so the story

go¢cs.
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The scholars, while examining the mystical repo-
rts, have viewed the mystical experience and the
interpretation of it as two differcnt and distinct enti-
ties. They have, therefore, aimed at separating the one
from the other. An interpretation of a mystical
experience is understood to mean “ anything which
the conceptual intellect adds to the experience for the
purpose of understanding it, whether what is added
is only classificatory concepts, or logical inference
or an eXplanatory hypothesis» . Understood thus,
interpretation is seen as’ a search for a kind of
“universal core” which would enable the interpreter
to ** penetrate through the mantle of words to the
body of experiences which it clothes »+ [7] In principle
this kind of distinction between experience and inter-
pretation may, on the surfacc, scem to be acceptable,
but when it comes to the practice of this principle,
it seems to be both inadequate and impractical. A
mystic, while describing his experiencing is at the
same timeengaged in the interpretation of it. It is
quite incorrect to maintain that experience and
interpretation are seperate epistemological entities.
The failure to understand and grasp the essential
import or characteristic of a mystical experience
stems from the unnecessary emphasis over the theore-
tical distinction between experience and interpreta
tion. It is this basic feilure which has led to the

declaration that mystical statements abecund in
contradictions.
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The reason for finding the mystica] experience

opaqué is due to the incapability of secing it in its
- réliplous and eL.ltural conte‘cts A mystic does not
operate et function in a void. The doctrines, practices
and ehltural modes form the reference point for a
miystic. His upbringing, his culture, kis feligious
beliefs influence the content of his experience. This
influence is not only evident in the context of inter—
pretition, bt also in the field of selection of mystical
reports. In other words, a mystic, whilé describing
his experience, selects stich conténts of his éxperience
which his religious beliefs or cultural modes may
demand of him: It mearns that a mystic is not only
selective in what he rem=mbers of his experience; he
is also selective in  tcrms of what he thinks is worth

leporting.

There is a school of thought which disfavours
the so-called influence of religious beliefs upon the
experience of a mystic, and think of them more as
obstacles than a$ aids in tiie way of proper phenome=
nolegical analysis. Such an attitude is negative in
the sensé that it undérmines an important dspect of
the mystical experience. The influence of religious
beliefs or cultural modes in the make=up of a mystic
has a complex relationship with the $ubstance of a
‘mystical experience. Seen from an extcrnal angle; a
particular religious belief does determine the descrip—
tion of an experience. At the internal level, the
mnfluence directly touches upon the substance or
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content of an experience. Even if a theoretical
distinction is made bectwecen an experience and its
interpretation, it is quite difficult to comprehend an
experience outside the religious or cultural frame-
work for the simple reason that a mystic operates
within a particular religious or cultural context. The
difficulty at not comprehending the nature of an
experience outside the religious or cultural framework
arises because the only data available is the mystic's
description of his experience. The mystic’s descrip-
tion, which is at the same time interpretation of his
experience, cannot be examined or checked against
the background of his original experience. The only
way available to us, a particular piece of experience,
is to see it in th:e context of other pieces of descrip-
tion of the mystic, or by comparing it with the
description of other mystics of the same tradition.
The main point of emphasis here is that the religious
elements may furnish some important information
with regard to the phenomenological character of an
experience. The importance of religious beliefs in the
make-up of a mystic may not be considered as mere
additions or points of obscurity withregard to the
content of mystical experience. Almost all the mystics
make use of doctrinal concepts in their writings. In
order to support their viewpoints, they quote profu-
sedly passages from the scriptures. The use of
doctrinal concepts or scriptural passages hasa
purpos.: to facilitate the way for communicating the
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depth of a mystical experience in a language which is
com{n.only understood by the people of the mystic's
tradition. The doctrinal concepts or scriptural

passages help in carrying the essential import of
experience In non-mystical contexts.
v It is commonly assumed that interpretation is

something which has been added tos or superimposed
upon, the existing corpus of experience. A very
complex formn of relationship exists between
experience and interpretation. There is also the
possibility that interpretation may' undergo change in
the light of new aspeccts of experience orin the
context of new doctrinal developments. Interpreta-
tion of a mystical experience will thereby take new
furns and vistas. Both experience and interpretation,

however, reinforce each other. The inner strength of
an experience will not get exhausted through new

forms of interpretation. It is also pointed out that
the doctrinal element to be found in the mystic’s
account does not help the mystic in understanding
his own experience. Therefore, the doctrinal element
may be considered as a block or an obstacle in so far
as the experience itself is concerned. This assumption
does not hold water. The mystic's personal beliefs
will not create oObstacles in the same way as the
personal beliefs of a scientist do not obscure his
objective experience. The mystic’s personal beliefs
need to be seen as a means Of understanding his
experience. Most of the mystical experiences appear
to be obscure because of non-acquaintance with the
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tradition to which the mys‘ic belongs. The doctrinal
elément is not a hindrancs to d mystic: he finds it as
a helpful means Uboth interms of cultivation and
interpretatio‘n of mystical experience.

experience hasa practlcal aSpect that 1s, medlta-
tional techniques. The meditational techmques play
an  important role concerning the realisation of
mystlcal states. The negligence of mystical techniques
has resulted in trcating the mysncal eXpcrience as
self-contained. The reason for looking at the medita-
tional techniqiues as unimportant is that the causal
conditions are said not to be respon51ble in determi-
mng the mystlcql experlen“e This attitude leads to
treating the causal condiiions and experlence’ es
separate and exclusive compartmerits. This indiffe
rencé towards mystical techmques tids influencéed the
1nterp1etatwe approach of scholars concerding the
mystical states. To exclude praxis from experience
lzads to the distortion of the latter.

If an adequate underst'mdmg of mystwal praxis
is to be formed, it is necessaty to takeé into accoufit

moral, ascetical and meditational techmques- [8] We

shall not, however, concentrate oi mysticail praxis as

such. We shall limit oursélves to such mystlcal techni-
ques which form, as it were, the basis for mystlcal
experlence Broadly speaking, mystical techmques

have been divided into meditational and contemplative
methods. The former method is charactérised by such

The nature of mystical experience
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mental exercises in which a complex religious theme
is meditated or rcflected upon. It is basically an
intellectual exercise. Its aim is to comprehend
mentally the esscntial ingredients of'a theme which
is reflected upon. Tt helps the process of concentra—-
tion as well as understanding. As far as contempla-
tion iS concerned, it comes into being when the
process of meditation has been mastered over. Con-
templation may, therefore, be said' to be the develop-
ment or outcome of meditation. However, contem-
plation transcends all mental activities which are
involved in the excercise of meditaticn. This - ‘con-
templative transcendence over meditation takes place
through an intuitive process of concentration on some
mental image or idea. The contemplative contempla-
tion ultimately results in the dissolution of mental
ideas or images, and thereby the vista for mystical
experience is facilitated. Thus mystical praxis has
to be taken seriously when it comes to the study of
mysticism. The meditational ideas or images provide
the necessary material for the objectively presented
mystical vision. For mystics meditation

will necessarily consist, in great part, in
attending to, calling up, and, as far as may be,
both fixing and over-renovating certain few
great dominant ideas, and in attempting byevery
means to saturate the imagination with images
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and figures, historical and symbolic, as so many
incarnations of these great verities. [9]

Mystical praxis allows us to penetrate the depth
of interpretation. At the lower stages of experience,
a mystic, to a great extent, shapes and forms his
experience. It would not be wise to make a sharp
distinction between contemplation as an activity and
meditation as a state of cXperience. It is, however,
of significance to note that the mystical praxis nesds

to be studied within the religious context of the
mystic.

i 72 B

The religious and cultural background of a
mystic must be studied with utter seriousness, so that
a proper analysis of mystical praxis as well as of
experience is made. However, it is assumed that at
times the ccclesiastical pressures are such that a
mystic is led to express his experience in terms of
orthodoxXy. Thus, as the story goes, most of the
mystic statements need not be treated as autheniic:
[10] This kind of objection is mainly raised in the
~ conteXt of theism. Theism is said to be incompatible
with, and often hostile to, mysticism. With such a
suspicious approach the study of mysticism would
become vitiated, and therefore no proper study can
be woaducted. The religious or cultural influence, if
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seen objectively, expresses itself in terms of langu-
age, that is, the kind of terms of concepts mystics
use in expressing the content of their experience.
~ There is a possibility that mystics may be so over—
burdened by their religious or cultural backgrounds
that the accounts of their eXperiences, through - the
use cf conventional modes of language> may not be
as accurate as one would like them to be. Such a
possibility cannot be ruled out entirely. But this
possibility must not prejudice us in thinking that the
mystics, while borrowing the traditional concepts and
ideas, are not careful in their selection and usage of
words. The most possible obstacle in the way of
properly communicating the nature of an experience
arises when overused words or concepts are borrowed
from a particular tradition. It is also true to say
that the conventional words or images are much
more effective in their meaning and range precisely
because they are known and understood in a wider
context. A mystic is not ignoramous person. He
knows how to choose his words and concepts in the
context of his readership. A mystic writes only for
that context which is known to him He does not
write for the contexts which are unknown to him.
Most of the mystical writings come from the past and
from contexts of which we have scant knowledge. One
of the major difficulties one encounters in apprehen-
ding the true and exact import of a mystical experi-
167
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ence is the scant knowledge one possesses of the
tradition to which the mystic belongs. Much of the
mystical literature, for example, is filled with sexual
imagery. It has nothing t: do with the Freudian
analysis of repressed sex. A modern. reader may
usually see in such,writings Freudian libido. In. such
a situation what is needed is the knowledge of the
context in which the mystic made use ‘of such modes
of communication. The so-called sexual imagery of
the mystic canbe understood only if we know what
characterised the assumption of courtly or chivalric
love. It has nothingto do with the kind of sexuality
a modern reader has in mind. [11] If seeninthe
proper context, the sexual imagery of mystics is more
romantic than sexual. Again when, for example, a
mystic maintains that the nature of the mystical
experience is such thatit transcends the normal
process of knowledge, this assertion can be under-
stood only in/ the context of a:jtheory knowledge
within which the mystic isloperating.

The external ~influence of religion and culture
has a considerable effect upon the mystic. The
external influences may not only express themselves
in the description of experience, but may effect the
very content of an experience. These influences could
be found out by the way a mystic makes use of ideas,
modes of living, etc. We cannot rule out “the way oUr
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senses report experiences to us.may be structured by
the conventions of language ,art, and the like”,so that
“while symbols are created by us, these creaturesin a
peculiar way come alive, turn upon us, and cause us
and our experience to conform to their autonomy.”
[12] These external influences, however, have not to
be treated as corruptions of or additions to a pure
experience. There can be no such thing as absolutely
“pure» experience which is shapeless, formless and

contentless. The so-called pure experience is incom-

municable, and there is no such thing as experience

which is so “dark® and “impenetrable” as cannot be

communicated.

A proper phenomenological analysis of an
experience is possible when the complex relation
between an experience and its interpretation is taken
into account. Furthermore, what is needed are the
proper and correct tools of communication which
would, without any form of distortion, communicate
the exact substance of an experience. It means that
a precise vocabulary is needed, that is, such a kind of
vocabulary which would fit the mystic’s description
of his experience. If, for example, a mystic speaks of
his experience in terms of identity with the Absolute,
a phenomenologist would be able to do nothing more
than to classify the experience in terms of loss of
self-awareness. This does not mean that the voca-

’
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bulary of a phenomenologist is bereft of metaphy-
sical significance. What it comes to the classification’
of experience, a phenomenologist needs to make use
of such a precise vocabulcry which would communi-
cate the core of an experience. What is needed is 3
kind of language which has the power of unveiling
the basic structure of an experience as well as
defining the basic and specific meaning of the terms.

The negligence of mystical states or stages in the
study of mysticism has resulted in mis-interpretation
and mis-information concerning the nature of
mystical experience. The mystical states have a direct
bearing upon the phenomenological classification.
[13] Even if some have made attempts to study the
mystical states, the attitude has always been that the
higher states are much more important than the
lower ones. The concentration has been on the
higher stages. This biased attitude is based on the
premise that the higher states yield much more ir.for-
mation concerning the mystical experience. This
inference may be justifiable to some extent by
resorting to the assertion of mystics themselves. But
this assertion cannot be said to be universal in the
sense that the higher states of e)ﬁperience depend for
their very existence on the lower ones. The lower
states are as important as the higher ones precisely
because there are features of experience which may
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not be available in the higher ones. The lower states
belong to the mystical experience to the same extent
as the higher ones. Mystical experience, if seenf. om
‘the point of higher statess seems to be static and
constant. This is not true. Mystical experience has a
dynamic dimension, too. It is because of dynamism
in the mystical experience that there is a development
or advance from one state to another. In the process
of this development there are features in the experi-
ence which are lost, whereas some other features are
intensified. Also new and fresh exXperiences come into
being. The assumption that the higher states are
more informative than the lower ones seems not to be
correct. The higher states are, for most of the time,
negative in character, in that the mystic either
loses his self-awareness or there is nothing of impor-
tance to report in so far as phenomenological analysis
is concerned. [14] Moreover, the higher statesare
nothing but the culmination or advancement of the
lower states. Hence in the study of contemplative
states what is needed is a holistic approach. If the
states are not studied in terms of higher and lower,
but as inter-related and inter-dependent, then the
apprehension of the nature of a mystical experience

becomes easy and wholesome.

The classification of a mystical experience must
begin with the classification of specific content of an
experience in the context of its structure. ‘The struc-
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ture of an experience, as and when possible, must be
evaluated in the light of various contemplative states
of experience. If . classification is made in this
manner, then the experience will not be viewed as a
series of disjointed mental irnages, intuitions and
visions. Mystical experience is as integrative as any
ordinary experience. The normal mode of experience
is characterised by cognitions, perceptions, feelings,
etc. It is the same with the mystical experience.
Mystical experience is not contentless and disembo-
died. We are told that a mystic has the experience of

~ subtle bodies, of psychic organs, and so on. They

i
1

- are as real as the so-called objective perceptions of a

non=mystic. Therefore

the intense reality and vivid objective presence of
the higher states, are utterly unlike the flat inta-
ngibility of self-centred imagination.The higher
states...are logically prior to the physical states,
and consequently not to be interpreted in terms
of physical phenomena posterior to them. Every-
thing in such states, spatial characteristics inclu-
ded, is known as if in archetypical unchanging
form, and is therefore startingly more real than

the derivative and shifting forms of the physical
world. [15]

It would seem, in the light of the claims of
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mystics, that the structure as well as the content of
a mystical experience is as dynamic, objective and
complex as of any normal experience. In recent years
a beginning has been made in the study of the struc-
ture and content of a mystical experience.[16] As the
study is yet in infancy, it would not be cerrect to
commit oneself as to whether there are phenomenolo-
sically separate experiences or whether there is only

one type of experience. .

Every phenomenological effort needs to be made
when it comes to the. question of finding out the
epistemological and ontological status or validity of
a mystical experience. What is therefore needed is a
careful examination of the claims and assertions of
mystics concerning their experiences. To begin with,
a proper typology needs to be made for various
truth-claims and assertions. As the claims constitute
data for investigation, the categorisation of claims is
necessary. There are, firstly, such claims which are
subjective in nature. These subjective claims are
responsible in determining the bzhaviour, beliefs,
understanding, etc. of a mystic. [17] There are,
secondly, claims which are causal in orientation,

that is, such claims which have a practical end in

view. It is asserted that if certain conditions are

fulfilled, the realisation of a mystical state is inevi-
table. Thirdly, there are claims which are existential
in nature. The existential aspect of a claim expresses
173
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itself in the assertion that in and through the myst-
ical experience there is the disclosure or revelation
of ultimate reality, that is, of God. This revelation
is meta-empirical. Finally, there is the cognitive
aspect in a mystical claim.This aspect is characterised
by an assertion that, on the one hand, there is revela-
tion of a transcendent reality and, on the other hand,
there 1s an authentic cognition about the nature of
the world. All these claims are assumed to be based
upon the immediate eXperience or are derived from
the data supplied by the experience.

A mystical claim can properly be appreciated if
tstypology is identified and its content analysed.
This approach is necessary because there are inherent
distinct claims within a single claim. The compre-
hensibility of a claim will visualise itself the moment
the context and conditions of the claim are grasped.

Analysis in formal terms may be necessary, but the
context of a claim must never be forgotten.

The mystical writings do not lack in objectivity.
What a mystic apprehends at experiential level is
reperted in terms of objective ideas and concepts.
However, the subjectivity of a mystic claim is not
self-authenticating in the same manner as that of a
scientific claim. A mystic may insist that his exper-
ience is as valid and objective as any normal experi-
ence. He may, however, not be able to inform us

The nature Of mystical experience 174



about  the content! and character of his exper
ence. The objectivity of a mystical claim neec
to be distinguished from the doctrinal certitude whic
amystic may possess either in terms of religiou
beliefs or reasoning. It is sometimes objected that th
mystical claims are not well formulated. This objec
tion may be true with regard to some mystics, bu
most of the mystics have described the nature and
specific content of their experience in precise terms.
What can be said about the claims is that they arc
not self-authenticating, Mystics do agree that some-
times it may happen that their account or interpreta-
tion may not be correct. [18] But this does not mean
that mystics have no tools at their disposal to find
out whether a particular experience 1is authentic or
not. And whenever they find an error of judgement or
of interpretation, they do point it out. [19] Mystics
modify their accounts in the light of new experiences
and interpretations. As far as the validity of an
experience is concerneds mystics have their own pro-
cedures and methods. These procedures mainly com-
prisc of moral, ascetical, meditational rules, etc. By
applying these norms to a particular experierce, a
mystic is able to find out whether an cxperience is
genuine. Moreover, epistemological continuity con- |
firms the authenticity of an experience. Keeping these
points in view, it is not in the interest of scholarship
to dismiss mystical experiecnce as subjective and
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without any metaphysicalcontent or significance. For
a mystic experience of Reality is much more real than
the experience of the world outside of us. What
metaphysical significance this experience of Reality
has needs to be looked into.

H OB B M
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6. THE MYSTICAL ARCHETYPES

Most of thz tim:-it is maintainsd-that the
various rzligions n>t oanly differ fron each otherjpin
their approaches concerning Reality, but hardly have
anything in common in so far as the fundamental
questions of life and death are concerined. This
hypothesis is based on the assumption that each
religion has developed within a spzcific historico-
cultural matrix, and it is this specificity which distin-
guish2s a particular religion from othzr religions: and
also 1n this specificity lies the uniqueness and indivi-
duality of each religioa. Tnoses who follow this
particular viewposint' have, on theological premises,
made a clear demnarcation bstwszn religions of
Semitic origin and religions who were either born on
the soil of India or Cnina. The former religions, in the
theological parlancs, are spoken of as the 1evealed
ones, whereas the latter "religions are labelled as
belonging to the realm of nature. The former ones
are referred to as the revealed ones as it is believed that
the transcendent God has revealed himself, through
propnets, in the context of history. Therefore, these
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- Semitic religions, as opposed to the natural religions,
are called the prophetic ones. It is construed that a
propheticreligion is opposed to the natural religions
on the ground that such religions are man-made and
do not orientate themselves to the worship of an
authentic God. The upholders of these religions, so
the story goes, have hardly anything in common
with the adherents of natural religions-

On the other hand, the adherents of the so-
called natural religions do believe in the divine
revelation—but it is not in exclusivist terms. The
natural religionists basically b:lieve in the creative
spirit of man; they find the divine presence in nature
itself. It is in the discovery of unity of God and man
that true revelation of God is said to take place. It
does not give emphasis onthe necessity of propositional
revelation of God in terms of written words; it
speaks of revelation in terms of the Spirit. It is for
this reason that these religions are spoken of as
mystical. Therefore, each religious way is thought of
as a “mode of salvation”. Each religion is said to be
valid in so far as it leads man to liberation.

The adherents of prophetic religions make a
fundamental distinction between revealed and non-

revealed religions. Itis believed that a religion which
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has its source in the divine revelation itself, can
hardly share anything with a religion which is of the
earth. It is, therefore, assumed that the depositum
of salvation exists, as it weres> only within the fold of
revealed religion« They see non-revealed religions as
forms of unbelief. Thus their understanding of God,
of salvation, of man, of the world not only differs

from the «natural forms of religion,” but seem to be
hostile towards them.

If religion is understood in such narrow theologi-
cal terms, there seems to be little possibility cof

entering into dialogue with religions other than one’s

own. This scenario seems to be quite dismal.

However, people of various religions may differ in
their theological dispositions; but as far as the human
spirit is concerned, it seems to be

the same every -
where. This unity of

spirit is best expressed in
myst*ical spirituality of religions, whether Semitic or
non-Semitic. This oneness has found its expression
in certain archetypical themes of mysticism. these
themes not only express their epistemic unity, but re=
veal the ontological unity of man. It is for this reason
that I have chosen certain archetypes, and these
archetypes are deeply rooted in human consciousness.
While discussing these archetypes, I have confined
myself to the Saiva [Trika] mysticism of Kashmir
vis-a-vis Christian mysticism.
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. The mystical search for the Ultimate Reality is
universal in its approach and orientation. The orga-
nised forms of religion express this mystical streak
the moment it searches, at the experiential level, for
such a mode of existence which would be free from
the historical contingency or causality. In other
words, it isa search for Being as opposed to non-

being, for the Infinite as opposed to the finite, and
so on. 1t is at this level of search that the religiop

meets mysticism. But religion takes leave of
mysticism when it solely devotes its attention to the
exterior, that is, when it considers adherence to
certain norms of religiosity as the mark of spiritua-
lity. Mysticism, on the other hand, does not neglect
the external norms. Its emphasis, however, is on the
interior, that 1is, in discovering the nature of the
Spirit. It is at the level of the Spirit that all schools
of mysticism meet. They may differ from each other
in so far as the externals are concerned, but atthe
level of the Spirit, they all meet and share the
same experience This aspect of mysticism shall be
dealt with wheu the question of archetypes comes.

Religion believes in a theoretical knowledge of
God. Itis because of this reason that the credal

articles of faith form the core and centre of religion.
Religion expects from its ad herents conformity to the
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propositions of faith, whereas mysticism concerns
itself not so much with theoretical knowledge as much
with  experiential knowledge. This experiential
knowledge of Reality is said to be ineffable and

undefinable, [1] and therefore no emphasis is given
to the credal propositions.

As the nature of mystical experience is said to be
ineffable, the mystic uses such modes of language
which are symbolic and metaphoric. By using
language in this manner, the mystic is able, to some
extent, to unveil the content of his experience. The
mystics have a common stock of metaphors and
symbols-no matter to what religion or culture they
may belong. It is through these symbols and
metaphors that the mystical archetypes find their
expression. By studying these symbols and meta-
phors, we shall find out that the mystical spirit
opens the doors of encumenicity for all those who
desire that this world of ours should be a place where

each religion and culture moves towards peace and
harmony.

B 2 B & B

As we have pointed above, our aim in the
following pages will be to study such mystical themes
[archetypes] which are common to all mystical
schools the world over. We shall, for the sake of
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brevity, confine ourselvess on the one hand, to the

study of Trika mysticism of Kashmir and, on the
other hand, to Christian mysticism.

Fundamental to the Trika system is the assertion
that Reality, in its undifferentiated form, is pure
luminosity. It is Absolute Light shining in its own
effulgence. As Absolute Light, Reality is spoken of
as Paramasiva. As Absolute, Reality reposes in
itself, and as such subsists in its own sovereign
freedom. But the moment Reality engages itself in
reflection or in its own discovery, Reality does
this through the process of creation, that is, Siva
as Absolute constricts itself by manifesting itself in
terms of creation. This the Absolute does through
its sovereign will and freedom. What it amounts
to is that the Absolute becomes the Many the
moment it expresses itself in terms of the manifest
creation. Why docs the Absolute engage in such an
act ? It is, so to say, the nature of Absolute. As
the nature of the sun is to shine, so the nature of the
Absolute is to create and re-absorb. The Absolute,
while expressing itself as creation, hides, as it were,
i ts fullness or perfection. The obscuration of perfec-
tion of the Absolute means the negation of unity.
This negation of unity of the Absolute also indicates
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the emptying of its perfection, of becoming nothing
through the veiling power of Mgaya. Maya is that
power of the Absolute through which it hides, as it
were, its true nature, which is that of fullness.It is
a power of darkness in terms of negation. Through
this dark veil of Mayaz the Absolute emerges as
Spirit and Matter, and thereby evolves itself into a
differentiated  universe. Abhinavagupta, in his

Tantrasara, beautifully expresses this central aspect
of Reality:

The Self is embodied Light and is Siva,
sovereignly free. Impelled by the joy of his free-
dom, he obscures his essences and then

discloses it in plenitude-with or without sequ-
ence..... [2]

The Absolute expresses itself as the universe by
becoming the Many. It means that each contingent
being, that each created thing of the universe, is
nothing but the potential Siva, that is, each created
ihing reflects Reality. The Aosnlute as Being enters
into the process of becoming through its own power
of veiling, namely, Maya. In so far as the limited
individual functions on the level of differentiation, of
I and thou, hz views Reality as different from
himself. This viewing of Reality in terms of subject
and object is called ignorance, and the cause for this
ignorance, is nothing else but Maya. Maya veils the
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Intuitive vision of man. It is because of this viewing
of Reality as the other that an individual thinks of
I..1mself as limited, finite, etc. By eXperiencing
finitude, man gets caught in the wheel of becoming,
and this becoming is considered to be bondage-
Bondage, in other words, is self-forgetfulness. The
aim therefore is to regain the primordial state of
existence, which is that of oneness with Reality. In
recognising oneself to be one with Reality, liberation
from finitude, from becoming is realised. This
process begins the moment man experiences the
process of re—absorption of the universe into the
plenitude of Light. The universe, as it were, gets
consummed in the fire of the Light. This consuming
fire of the Absolute is conceived of as the goddess.
By purifying the universe in her consuming flames, the
goddess thereby destroys everything. In this experi-
cnce of consuming fire nothing remains but the
Absolute. To paraphrase this aspect of experience,
it means that in so far as man remains conscious of
himself as an individual, in so far he is veiled by the
power of Maya, he remains bound to the limitations
of the universe. This limitation is experienced in
antithetical terms, that is, everything is experienced
against each other. In order to set himself free from
this bondage, the individual needs to offer every=
thing, including his limited I,to the pure Light
Within, It isby dying to the self, to onesclf, that one
Is able tqo re-cognise, to experience everything in the
Absohlle,
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This self death is not something exceptional to
Trika Saivism; it is found in the Islamic mysticism
too. The Sufis speak of this experience as the annihi-
lation of the self. Through self-annihilation spiritual
ascent is made possible. The process of self-death is a
two-way process. On the one hand, the Absolute (as we
have already seen in the case of Trika mysticism)
annihilates itself through the process of manifesta-
tion, and, on the other hand, man, by destroying his
self, regains the primordial state of existence. In
Christianity it expresses itself in the doctrine of
Incarnation, that is, God empties himself when he
becomes man in Jesus, and through the death of
Jesus, he uplifts man from the death of darkness. The
cross is a symbol which expresses the divine descent
and the human ascent: it is a point where God meets
man and man meets God. Ghazzli explains this
process of self-death in these terms:

And they (thatis, the mystics ) are passed
by other, among whom are the few of the few;
who ‘the splendours of the Countenance sublime
consume,” and the majesty of the Divine Glory
obliterates; so that they are themselves blotted
out, annihilated. For self-contemplation there is
nomore found a place, because with the self
they haveno longer anything to do. Nothing
remaineth any more save the One, the Real:
and the import of his word, ‘4!l perisheth save his

Countenance’, becomes the experience of the
soul. [3]
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In so far as man’s intellect operates at the level
of human understanding, that is, it engages itself in
gathering the empirical forms of knowledge abcut
Reality, its range of understanding will remain
limited precisely because it will have to operate within
the subject-object realm. In the words of Trika
system, the intellect’s field of operation will be that
of Mzya. This limited capacity of the intellect,
according to Christian mysticism, exists because of
man’s fall. It is because of all that man
has lost the contact with the  Divine
Presence, and therefore operates in the realm of
absence which is characterised by imperfection and
finitude. It is this absence of the Divine which has
resulted in the creatureliness of man. And as a
creature, man ‘“knows God imperfectly’’. [4] What-
ever knowledge man has of God, it is indirect, in that
it is derived from the externals. This corpus of
knowledge is referred to as “faith”-and the faith-
knowledge is that of twilight, that is, it operates in
the same manner as veil operates in the sunlight. The
faith-knowledge is not that of morning; it is imper-
fect and indirect. John of St. Thomas eXplains the

nature of faith thus;

Faith, .... is of its very nature imperfect,
inscrutable, and obscure. The eyes remain
enshrouded in darkness; .... This defect is
removed by a further perfection, which is called
a gift because it exceeds the ordinary manner of
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numan operation. In this case it is the gift of
understanding. This gift enables the intellect to
penetrate more clearly the suitability and credi-
bility of the things of faith. [5]

Faith, in this context, functions, more or lesssin
the same manner asthe veiling power of Maya
operates in Trika mysticism. Faith, if seen in its
horizontal dimension, does not unveil the love and
knowledge of God> because it operates in therealm
of absence. Faith, in its nakedness, puts a veil of
concealment on understanding. As such, faith-know-
ledge of God’s majesty and glory turns out to be
“ignorance”. If faithis seen in its transcendental
perspective, then the veil of concealment is removed,
and thereby the knowledge which results from such
faith is the morning knowledge. This aspect of faith
is explained in terms of the gift of understanding,
that is, it is the gift of the Holy Spirit—the Divine
Light which consumes in its flames all such forms
of concealment which are of the created order. It is
the Divine desoent, as it were in the depths of the
soul. It is through this gift of the Holy Spirit that
God gives himself to man. By giving himself to
man, God dwells in the faculties of the soul (that
is, memory, will and understanding). Through this
inner experience the contemplative is able to have a
partial “re-cognition” of the majesty and glory of
God. A faith which simply operates at the level of
time-space scale cannoL lead to the knowledge of
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God. What is needed is to

...cast off the shroud of unadorned faith and
to leap up torun with God. Through the illumi-
nation of the Gifts of the Holy Spirit the soul
enjoys..- a variegated understanding of divinc

things... [6]

We find in the Trika mysticism almost the same
line of thought concerning the inability of human
understanding with regard to the Divine knowledge:-
In so far as the intellect operates through the veilor
Maya, there is no possiblity of knowing the divine
essence of God. As the vision, under the influence
of M3yag, is distorted, so our love too is distorted.

As Abhinava points out:

Even though the Master of the universc
always shines in us as our Self, nevertheless his
true nature is notrecogniscd in its transcendence

and sovereignty; the heart is not full of the
plenitude of his Light. But when the soul
becomes aware of the true freedom of the
Self and of its liberation from this life, perfection
will be attained. [7]

As Gifts of the Holy Spirit in Christian mysticism
give a proper understanding to soul concerning God,
so in Trika mysticism it is the Light of Siva’s Energy
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which removes the veil of Maya from the eyes of the
soul. Analogously speaking, it means that in Trika
mysticism itis Maya which conceals the Divine
Essence, and in Christian mysticism it s naked faith
which obscures the vision of God. Like the Energy of
Siva, the Gifts of the Holy Spirit open up the soul’s
window towards the knowledge of God.

The Holy Spirit inflames love in the depths of the
soul, and love, in turn, removes the veil of faith from
the faculty of understanding. Through this inflamed
love of God understanding breaks through the
morning mist of faith. It means that love-to put in
Trika terms-penetrates the obscure veil of Maya.
Once the penetration of love takes place with the
souls there is an ascent of the soul from the steps of
obscure knowledge of faith to the heights of the
majesty of certitude concerning the Divine mystery.
In the night of faith there is obscurity, but through
love there is transformation, and thereby the soul
sees the brightness of the flames of the inward fire in
the night. The fire of love, in the words of Ksemraja,
“penetrates the darkness of ignorance», and thereby
transforms the scul into a ““lamp of flame of love”. [8]

The role of mystical love in Trika mysticism is
almost the same as it is to be found in Christian
mysticism. It is not possible to penetrate the deep
and dark cavern of the heart unless the lamp’s flame
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is ignited by the sparks of love in the soul. Itis
through the love of God that quietude as well as
intensity is experienced. “Even though your (God’s)
essence is inconceivable-therefore beyond contempla-
tion-it shows: itself to those who love you as soon as
they ( the contemplatives ) begin to contemplate.» [9]

® O® OB M

The main theme of the mysticism of love is to
eXtol the majesty and grandeur of God. This
mysticism finds its soil for growth in a theocentric
framework, that is, a framework in which God is
seen absolutely transcendent, and therefore worthy
of worship and adoration. It is a form of worship in
which God is glorified solely for the purpose that
God alone is worthy to be worshipped. In such a
framework it would mean that the creature, in
comparison to God, would be considered nothing [10]
Recognising the sovereign character of God, it is said
that ' '

We bow to that par-eXcellent Supreme Spirit
who is the Creator, Protector and Destroyer of
this whole wuniverse, who reclieves from the
miseries of existence the hearts of those who,
horrified by the fury shown by him [God] in the
shape of fires, earthquakes, etc., threw them-
selves at his mercy. He is the fulfiller of their
desires, the conqueror of death, the propeller of
the sun, the moon and other planets and in the
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form of super-knowledge, remover of all kinds
of fears frcm thelearts ¢f Ycgis. [11]-

Christian mysticism, in its theocentric frame-
work, revolves around the mystery of Incarnation
of God in and through Jesus. The mystical devotion
in Christianity is mainly centered on the Incarnation,
as God makes himself manifestin and through
Christ. Moreover, the Incarnation eXpresses the
symbolism of self-negation. The Christian mystical
doctrine of self-death finds its source in the Incar-
nation. It is by meditating on the mystery of Incar-
nation that the contemplative, step by step, realises
self-death. Thus it is said: |

Meditating on the Incarnation of Jesus
Christ, I have long and profoundly dwelt, in
the depths of my soul, on the sovereign goodness
of the Word Eternal... dwelt deeply also upcn
how great should be the annihilation of the self...
I was instructed and drawn to adhere entirely to
God, to depend wholly upon him in perfect
forgetfulness of self and of all conditions. [12]

The archetypical theme of creaturely nothingness
and self-annihilation is to be found in all schools of
mysticism the world over. It is ‘an idea which says
that man as a creature, when compared to God’s
majesty, is nothing. This realisation is possible only
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- when the self totally is negated. In so far as self
functions as an entity in itsclf, it will seek autonomy
and therefore will oppose the sovereignty of God.

This opposition results in the saparation of man from
God. It is in the self-dzath that the mystic submearges
his will with the will of God-

The self-death al o symbolises the sacrificial
devotion of the mystic. In the context of the sacrifi-
cial devotion ths doctrine of Incarnation opens up
new vistas, in that God offers himself asa sacrificial
victim in Jesus on the Cross. Muoreover, it is through
the Incarnation that God, as it were, empties himself
when he becomes man Jesus. [13] The concept of
self-death in terms of sacrifice expresses, on the one
hand, that the Eternal Word, by becoming flesh,
empties himself, and as flesh ( that is, as man ) he
offers himself as a sacrificial victim on the cross. It
is the process which is involved in the mystical self-
death. The mystic, by dying ! to himself, realises his
nothingness, and this death is a process of sacrifice
in which the mystic offers himself as a victim. This
idea in the Trika mysticism finds its cXpression in
the doctrine of creation. .that is, by manifesting
himself interms of crcations God thereby empties
himself of his perfections; he becomes a limited

being. It is God himself who suffers the pain of
Comi“gemy Howcvcr Christian idca of God’s

self-negatios differs frcm that of Trika mysticism,
n that the f; former takes this idea as the basis for the
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Poctrine of salvatlon, whereas the latter does not.
Where the two schools mcet is in the affirmation that
God's self-emptying takes p]acc It is in the applica-
tion of the doctrine that they dlffer from each other.

The idea of self-annihilation, on the one hand,
connotes a complete and total adherence to, and
adoration of, the majesty of God and, on the other
hand, it denotes the possession of the soul by God.
In other words, it means that when the self is dead
to itself, there is nothing left but -the presence of
God. In the Christian conteXxt it means that the
Incarnate-Word, in the words of Condren, *appropri-
ates to himself our states”, and thereby God-Man
“‘absorbs and consumates us in every sacrifice of the
Incarnation and of Calvary». [14] |

What it amounts to is that self-annihilation is a
process of self- offfrmg in terms of sacrificial love |
In the sacrificial flre of love and devotion the mystlc,
without any reservallons offers hlmself to God Both
adoration of God and the SaCI‘lflCIdl self-annlhllallon |
are closely related to each other. The sacuflcml
annihilation demands that the victim “must be cast
into the fire of sacrifice, taken away from its place
to be consumed and vanish utterly.” [15] The Trika
mysticism also expresses similar thoughts concerning.
the doctrine of self-annikilation. The self-death
in Trlka mysticism hovers around _ the
devotion to §iva. Through WOI‘Shlp and adoration
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the mystic offers huz. eh as a gift inthe mystical
immolation.  Through  self-death  the - mystic
rccognises that God  is absolutely sovercign. [16]
The mystic “offers himself as victim to giva by:
thrusting himself into the srdent fire of the Supreme
Consciousness which consumes corporeal and subtle
differentiations~. {17] In the sacrificial flames the
soul is purified, and thereby responds to the divine
will without any resistance. [18] In this manner thc
mystic realises  his utter nothingness before he
mdjesty  and holinéss of God. Lallg, the great
Kastmiri Saivite mysti¢, expresses this state clearly:

When [ beheld him (Siva); that hé was nzar
me I saw that all was he, and that I am nothmb
As Christ, the Inc’:‘arn:-z';e-Word is the model for
self-annihilation in Christian mystlcu.m ' so is Siva,
in Trika mysticism. Siva as a model aszétic, oflus him-
self as a divine oblation to his sub]*‘"‘ctc Thus Utml'l
says: ‘“‘Glory to you, Lord, Maswr of the L.mverm. ‘
who goes so far asto give .your own" self! [’01 lnlb
scif-gift of Siva has to be understood at two levels:

at the macrocosmic level and at the microcosmic

level. Siva, at the macrocosmic level, offers himself in
terms of creation, and at the microcosmic level, he
offers himself in terms of grace.

® OE B B
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As we have pointed out, the main roots for th
doctrine of sacrificial self-annihilation are to be
found in the concept of God’s majesty. As Ged is
majestic, so creature is sald to- be mnothing. The
contingency of the creature resulis in the .adoration
of God. God, being sovereignly free and majestic,
is not depsndent on anything. God is said to be
nlenitude and freedom. He 1is self-sufficient in
himself. '

It is against this understarnding of Ged that the
sacrificial mysticism has to be understoocd. In the
Old Testament, for example, God’s majesty is felt so
intensely that the sacrificial mode of worship was
understood as the best way of expressing gratitude
to God. In the context of the New Testament, the idca
of sacrifice takes completely a new turn. The death
of Jesus on the crossis understood as a sacrifice: it
is taken to mean ‘‘the total holocaust, totally given
and totally offered to God, for whom he (Jesus) is
totally immolated. He ({Jesus) represents all
mankind.” [21] As the Father demands the sacrifice
of the Son for the expiation of sins of mankind, so
does Siva as Bhairava (that is fearful aspect of Siva)
destroy all the dualities through the flame of the
consuming=ire of Energy. In doing so, Siva expresses
his transcendent character. Abhinava explicitly states
the significance of sacrifice in these words:

Sacrifice=the dissclution of all beings in the
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ardour of the fire of the Supreme Lord’s
Consciousness, a fire possessed of a yearning to
devour all beings in itself, and uniquely subsis—
tent on their dissolution is (offered) to realise In
its intensity the idea that -all beings are in
essence the ardour of the Supreme Lord
Himself. [22]

In the Vijnanabhairava the nature of this mystic
sacrifice is referred to in these words:

The mind swiftly offers the oblations-such
as the elements, the faculties, and the objects of
knowledge in the fire, the receptacle of the great
Void. Suchis the offering: the illumined Con-
sciousness in the sacrificial ladle. [23]

In the above lines a direct reference is made to
the Vedic sacrifice. A true sacrifice is said to be the
one in which the entire universe is offered as an
oblaticn, [24] and which, in terms of yogic language,
means that a yogi offers hisown body as an oblation
In the fire of Consciousness® in which every aspect
of phenomenality is devoured. Bhatta Narzyana
of Kashmir too speaks in similar terms. He says:

Even while united with the differentiated, ...
you (Siva)'remain undifferentiated; we bring the

offering to your Reality, the only realisation of
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the ultimate Truth. [25]

Abhinava continues this theme of fire-oblation?

When in the blazing flame of Consciousness
he offers the pile of the great seed which consists
in the manifestation of outward and inward

fragments of thoughts, thisis his fire—-oblation,
done with labour. [26]

The symbol of “fire» is not simply confined to
Hinduism. In the Old Testdment ‘“*fire’ is used as a
symbol for God’s ‘““embodiment’. Even God appeared
to Moses on the Mt. Sinia in the form of a “column of
fire». [27] In the Deuteroncmy Moses speaks of God
in terms of a  “‘consuming fire”. And it is in this
consuming fire of sacrificial love that the self is
destroyed. St.John of the Cross, in his ecstatic
language, speaks of this fire in these words:

Oh, the great glory of you souls that are
worthy to attain to this supreme fire, while it has

infinite power to consume and annihilate you,
it is certain that it consumes you not, but grants
you a boundless consumation in glory. [28]

While elaborating the theme of sacrifice,

Condren almost speaks in the language of Trika
mysticism. He writes:
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Sacrifice answers to all that God it is,
recognises him as the sovereign Being to whom
every beingis owed in sacrifice. It regards him
in his own incomprehensible: grandeur and
perfection as Being itself=-beyond all invocations,
all light, all thought, ali names, and all term,
beyond all representation, all love. [29]

Further:
In offering all to God, we profess that he
(God) is all; in destroying alls we affirm that he
(God) in no way is part of anything in the

universe, and that nothing isin any way part of
him. [30]

What, then, is the significance of the sacrifice of
Jesus ? In the Old Testament sacrifice mainly consisted
of offerings. All human offerings, whatever their
mode may be, are imperfect. It isin this context that
the sacrifice of Jesus has to be understood. Jesus, as
God-Man, offered himself as a perfect sacrifice to the
Father. At the point of Incarnation Jesus was both
the priest and the victim, and in this role he fullfilled
the will of the Father. The sacrifice of Jesus took
place on the cross. However, Jesus’ sacrifice is not
co-terminus with - his death. It is closely related.to
the resurrection of ascension of Jesus. “This entre
risen state of Jesus.. is the actual returaof the
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victim to God, the union of Jesus with his Father,
and the consequent acceptance and ratification of
his entire sacrifice.” [31] To put it in Pauline terms,
it would mean that the Son of God, through Incar-
nation, becomes the Son of Man, [32] whereas
through Resurrection the Son of Man becomes the
Son of God. [22] As our “victim (Jesus Christ) Is
now in heaven in the final glory of his priesthood,”
he thereby is “‘the source of all our life.” [33] The
whole point of this doctrine is that the mystic, by
offering himself as a sacrificial victim,dies to himself,
and through the self-death, he finds himself. In other

words, it means that it is in death that Life Eternal is
to be found.

As in Trika mysticism, Siva is engaged in
constant creation and re-creation, so in Christianity
God is said to be “ever creating, ever referring the
world to himself, governing and renewing it by
continual creation, so that the created being is ever
emanating from God and has subsistance only in this
continuous and perpetual emanation ...” [34] It
establishes God's transcendence from, and immanence
ins creation. Trika mysticism and Christianity touch
each other in the doctrine of God's self-offering, and
the purpose of this God’s self-sacrifice is to elevate
mankind to a non-temporal mode of eXistence.

B B H
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The symbols of “light”” and “darkness’’ have a
special significance in the schools of mystical
theology. The concept of “diving light” finds expres—
sion in such metaphors as, for example, light, candle,
flame, etc. St. John of the Cross, in his Living Flame
of Love, expresses the idea of ‘“‘divine light” in such
metaphors:

Oh, lamp of fires in whoss splendour the
deep caverns of sense which were dark and blind
With strange brightness give heat and light
together to their Beloved: [35]

Similar understanding of divine light is to be
found in Lallz. This is what she has to say:

At the end of moonlight to the mad one did
I call, And soothe his pain with the love of God.
Crying ‘ItisI, itisI, Lallz,” the Beloved I
awakened. [ became ne with him (God), and my
mind lost the defilement of the ten. [36]

The idea of “nicht” or “darkness” is closely
related to the idea of “light”. Both of them are inter-
depenpent. Lallz’s use of “‘night» or of “darkness” is
almost identical with that of St. John of the Cross,
They understand by “‘night’ as a “‘night of purgation”
in which the soul, through the pain of thz night, goes
through the process of purification. It is an attempt
to tear the veil of darkness asunder from the cavern
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of the heart, so that the Beloved may be found. As th:
gold has to be purified in the flames of the fire, so
the soul has to be purged from the stains of impurity
iu the flamss of the night. The attempt of the mystic
is to reach the bottom of the heart, for it is the centre
of the soul, the abode of the Bzloved, the sourcc of
the divine light and of knowledge. It is the lamp of
light in the heart which destroys darkness, that is,
ignorance. The process of purgation is painful, and
therefore finds expr.ssion ia the symbol or dark

night. Look at these bzautiful lines of St. Johnof
Cross concerning the dark night:

On a dark night, kindled in love with year-
nings-oh, happy chance!
I went forth with being observed, my house
being now at rest. .
In darkness and secure, by the secret ladder,
disguised-oh happy chance!
In darkness and concealment, my house being
now at rest.
In the happy night, in secret, when none saw mé,
Nor [ beheld aught, without light or guide, save
that which burned in my heart.

This light guided me more surely than the light
of noonday

To the place when he was waiting me-
A place where none appeared.

Oh, night that guided me, oh, night more lovely
than the dawn,
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Oh, night that joined Beloved with lover, lover
transformed in the Beloved. [37]

Compare these lines of Lallz with thoss of St.
John of the Cross: |

With passionate longing did I, Lalla, go forth.
Seeking and searching did I pass the day and
night.

Then, lo, saw Iin mine own. house a learned
man,

And that was my Jucky star and my lucky
moment when I laid hold of him.

Siowly, slowly, did I stop my breath in the
bellows-pipe (of throat).

Thereby did the lamp blaze up within me>

And then was my true nature revealed unto me,
I winnowed forth abroad my inner light,

So that, inthe darkness itself, I could seize (the
truth) and hold it tight. [38]

St. John of the Cross defines dark night as
“purgative contemplation, which causes passively in
the soul the negation of itself and all things.» The
soul, during the period of dark night, is purified til
it reaches the goal, which is “the state of ths perfect,
which is that of Divine union of the soul withGoq."
{391 In Trika mysticism the dark night of Siva
(Sivaratri) has a similar significance. In  so far
as the soul is in the state of differentiation,
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it is in darknzss. But when the soul, through the
night of §iva, goes through the pangs of pain, and
experiences absence of God, thzre is a pugation in the
soul, and ultimately the lamp ol knowledge is ignited
in the cavern of the hear!, which destroys ignorance.

The lamp of-knowledge is ignited with the flamss
of love. [40]

The experiznce of the night connotes a spiritual
melanoia, a total conversion towards God.

The dark night, according to St. John, consists of
two parts, namely, the active night of the sense and
the passive night of the spirit. When the soul goes
through the active night of the sense, it goes through
the purgation of the sensual faculties. [41] The begin-
ners, who set out on the spiritual path, have initially
to go through the pain of this night. Unless the senses
achieve purity, it is not possible for the soul to engage
in meditation. The beginner must spend his timein
prayer, fasting, meditation, and in ascetical practices.
He must make every effort at self-death. [42] These
spiritual exercises, as it were, lull the soul into a kind
of sleep. After the sleep, there descends deep quie -
tude upon the soul as well as intense yearning for
God. There is thus harmony between the
facullies of the senses as well as the faculties of the
soul. Due to this harmony and quietude active
meditation comes to an end. [43] For, “in order that
the interior motions and acts of the soul may come to
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be moved by God divinely, they must first be
darkened and put to sleep ... until they have no more
strength», [44]

When the soul through the active night, has
reached the state of quietude, it thereby passes
into the passive night of the spirit. In the first night
the senses and the inner faculties are prepared “for
the reception of Divine influences and illuminations
in greater abundance than before.” [45] The result is
that God sets the beginners “‘in the state of progres—
sives-which is that of those who are already contem-
plative». In the night of the spirit the contemplative
is made ready for ‘‘the Divine union of perfect love.”
[46] This elevated path is also referred to as “the
spiritual night of infused contemplation, through
which the soul journeys with no other guide or
support than the Divine love which burned in my
hecart.»[47] .

The soul, in the night of the spirit, ‘“‘no longer
meditates nor reflects in the imaginative sphere of the
sense... For God now begins to communicate  himeel
to it, no longer through the sensec, but by pure spirit
..by an act of simple contemplation.” [48] Althcugh
in the night of the sense the soul, in the beginning,
is made to experience the joy ¢f the spirit, but there
comes a period when it has to go through spiritual
aridities. It isa period of trial and (ribulation in
which the soul is unable to mecditate, or concentrate
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on the divine images in prayer. The contemplatives-
because of aridities—*‘suffer considerable affliction in
this night, owing not so much to aridities they undergo
as to the fear of having gone astray. Since they do
not find any satisfaction or supportin good things,
they believe there will be no more spiritual blessings
for them and that God has abandoned them.” [49]
The pain of aridity is so intense that the soul *no
longer has any power to work orto reason with its
facultics concerning the things of God”. {50]

However, the spiritual aridity is a process of
complete purgation. After this stage, there is an
infused contemplation in which there is an inflow of
God in the soul. This inflow purifies the soul from

its imperfections and ignorance. “God secretly
teaches the soul and instructsitin perfection of love,

without its doing anything, or understanding of what
manner is this infused contemplation.” [51]

The dark night is not simiply to be viewed as a
mere purgative night; itis a night of purification
whereby the soul is annihilated and consumed in the
divine fire of God’s love. [52] God’s fire of love actS
upon the soul in the same manner as the natural fire
does on wood. The divine flame penetrates so deep
into the soul that the soul itself vanishes. The fire
destroys the clouds of ignorance and of impurity

T

fhis 1is how St.John of the Cross describes the
Irocess:
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This is naught else by his (God’s) illumina-
tion of the understanding with supernatural
light, so that it is no more a human understan=-
ding but becomes Divine through union with the
Divine. In the same way the will is informed with
Divine love, so thkhat itisa will that is no less
than Divine... So, too, itis with memory; and
likewise the affections and desires are all
changed and converted divinely, according to
‘God- And thus this soul will now be a soul of
heaven, heavenly, and more Divine than human.
[53]

MO B

The treatment of the dark night in Trika mysti~
~ism is almost similar to that of Christian mysticism.
Abhinavagupta, while eXpressing his intense
adoration for the ineffable Siva, speaks of the
mystical night of Siva (S§ivarzlri) in these words:
“Light of alllights, darkness of all darknesses!
To these lights and to these darknesses, brightness
without equal, homage” [54] Utpaladeva, too,
adores the  Night of $iva in similar terms by
speaking of it as that night of Siva which is “inexpres-
sible» and which “reigns supreme, Siva whose radiant
essence spreads its own brightness. It is in it that the

Moon and the sun as well as the other (dualities}
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penetrate when they set. [55]

The mystical night of Siva is spoken of under
cifferent names, and each name is said to represent
an aspect of Siva. One such night, for example, is

spoken of as the zight of und'[ferentiation, another one
as the night of annihilaticn. Tt is a nigit in  which the

contemplative delves deep into the secrets of the Self.

When there is a total and complete plunge into the
recesses of the souls there is a progression, a spiritual

growth which results in the divine illumination of

love of God. In the secrets of the night, the soul

does not understand the mechanism of illumination.

The divine mystery of love is so intense and

Ineffable that the soul rena ns happyin its non-know
ning- “In a way that I did not know, I acquired the
nectar of your (Siva’s) love, that I had not known
previously. May it now, in the

same manner
nourish me, O Sovereign One!” [56]

The night expresses itself in diverse ways. When
the night overtakes the will, then the mystic’s heart
burns with a passionate yearning for the Beloved. The
only desire is that of the Beloved. When the soul
suffers lopg periods of God’s absence, it is called
the might of pain. When there is the night of thought, it
means that all false ideas and concepts are
obliterated in the purgation of this night. The mere
thoughts are purified in ihe night, the more illuraina-
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tive and divire thoughts become. No more does one
fhink of oneself; there is only one thoughts and that
Is that of Siva. Says the great mystic-philosopher of
Kashmir (Utpala): ““The lover adores you perpetually
Lord, in the state of the night of Siva when there is
not the slightest sign of a light, and when the entire
universe is  very drowsy». [57] In whatever state a
mystic may be, whether asleep or awake, he is aware
of his yogic sleep ( yoganidryz);itis a stale of non-
duality, a state in which dualities are offered in the
fire of Consciousness. It is a state in which the heart
as well as the mind are stripped of concepts, images,
of 21l that which is not Siva. It is a state in which
pure consciousness subsists in itself and without
state. It is a state of love in which the heart
plunges into bottomless and infinte cavern of Siva. It
s sa state which Bhatta Nargyana speaks thus:

O that we may see your (Siva's) interior cavern,
enchanting and profounds in darkness dissipated
on all sides by the Light Supreme! [58]

Once the soul enters into the bottomless cavern
of diva, there is theexperience of the Effulgent
Supreme Light-a Light which destroys spiritual
darkness within and without. This experience
~also expresses the double-edged character of the
Supreme Energy ( Sakti ), which for the
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ignorant is the source of illusion or obscuration,
and, for the liberated, source of freedom. Riamj
gives vent to this same experience when he says:

On the day when you pass over my grave,
bring to mind this terror and confusion of mine;
Fill full of light that bottom of the tomb, O eye
and lamp of my Light...[59]

What the mystic aims at is to reach that
bottomless cavern of the hesart-the abode of Siva-
which is virgin and unexplored; it is where the
Supreme Light of Siva is to be fouud. Siva reveals
himself in the abysmal light of “torch of unity”. Itis
anillumination which is ignited by the sacrificial
flamzs of love, and in this sacrificial love the mystic
offers himself, entirely and totally, as an oblation In
the Fire of Consciousness. However, the sacrificial
oblation is’possible if the mind kills itself in order
that the ““torch of unity” may shine within secrel
chambers of the heart. It is in the death that freedom
is found. [60] In this death-freedom the mystic has
the “‘cosmic illumination”, which means the discovery
that thecavern is the ‘“heart of cosmos»- [61]

This long journey ofthe contemplative is filled
both with pain and joy. When the mystic suffers the
pain of absen:z of God, th: expzrience is extremely
painful. It makes the mystic cry: ¢For those of us
who take delight in you, there is no pain, neither ip
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the beginings nor in the middle, nor in the end.
Nevertheless, Lord, it is pain which causes us to
weaken! Explain to us, how can this be!” [62]

The intensity of spiritual suffering inceases to
the extent there is spiritual growth. while using the
metaphor of a cotton-pod, Lalla describes the diffi-
culties a mystic has to encounter on his journey:

Lal!la, went forth ‘in the hop: of (blooming lilek
a cotton flower.

M:iny a kick did the cleaner and the carder
give me. '

Gossamer mad: from me did the spinning woman
lift from the wheel,

And a hanging kick did I receivz in the weaver's
work-room.

When the washerman dashed me on the washing-
stones, |
He rubbed me much with fuller’s earth and soap
when the tailor worked his scissors on me, piece
by piece,

Then, Lalla, did I obtaia the way of the Suprcme

[63]

The nature of pain is such that the mystic feels
helpless. The only help hz can seek is from God.
This expectation of the divine succour alone helps
the soul to cross the ocean of anguish. Through this
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pain the mystic is made aware of his own
impurity, of imperfection, and so on. He
feels that it is because of | his own shortcemings that
he is unable to eXperience the Divine bliss. [64] In
dcep anguish, the mystic prays: ““Make me penetrate
forcefully, Lord, into my own home”. [65] At this
stage the mystic feels as if he is suspended in the
mid-air, that is, on the one hand, there is pull towards
the pleasures of the world, and, on the other, the
soul yearns for the eternal bliss of the Lord. Thus
doubt arises, and the mystic is made to say: ‘I turn
away from the pleasures of the world as I am
sprinkled with a drop of ambrosia from your union
with me, but this is so rare and the drop so little!

Will I not be (now on) deprived of both at the sam:
time 7" [66]

The mystic feels uncertain, and he is not able to
concentrate on the Lord. He is torn between the
pleasures of the world and those of the Lord. Itisa
pain of suspension-and the mystic bears this pain in
perseverance. In the beginning, the mystic directs his
entire attention on Siva, When there is an experience
of the sweet presence of Siva, the anxiety increases,
in that the mystic does not want to loose this
presence. He wants to posszss it- The more his desire
for possession increases, the more his anxiety
develops. The pain heightens to such an extent that
the mystic feelsa kind of death: “And if now my
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spirit, although lifted by ardour, does not even
approach the Essence of the Self then, alas I
die! [67]

In this ordeal of pain it is love alone which
quietens it. In the midst of this pain, the mystic
cries:

At the end of moonlight to the mad one did I
call,

And soothe his pain with the love of God.
Crying ‘It is I, Lallg, -it is I, Lallg’, the Beloved
I awakened.

I became one with him, and mind lost the defile-
ment of the ten. [68]

It is love alone which prepares the soul for the
ultimate illumination. It is love alone which quietens
the heart and also activates the inner longing for the
sweet joy of God’s presence. “Even though your
(God’'s) essence is inconceivable-therefore, beyond
contemplation-it shows itself to those who love you
as soon as they begin to contemplate”. [69] The
mystic, ‘while in contemplation, is submerged in
the ocean of love. It is in this ocean that the mystic
has the privilege to experience peace, joy, ecstasy
of madness, mystical sleep, etc. Ultimately he
arrives at a  state of experience which is
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passionless and desireless-a state of passivity.
Itis the goal of the mystic’s journey. Itis the
state of Beatific Vision of Christian mysticisms

Abhinavagupta has explained the nature of this
Beatific Vision in these words:

All this is therefore one Reality-a Reality
undivided by time, unconfined by space,
unfeebled by accidents, unconstrained by confi-
gurations, unexpressed by words and unmanis=
fested by norms of knowledge. It is .the cause,
atits own will and pleasure, of the attainment
of the essence of these things from time to

norms. It issovereignly free Reality, the
concentration of beatitude. [70]

.
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that he knows through the knowledge in a simple
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( the divine essence), because in the Ilatter it
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in itself=for it manifests all things in one most
simple and eminent Presentative Form ( the
divine essence ). ‘And lastly ( this Vision of the
creature in God )'is the same most simple act as
the Vision of God Himself. De Deo uro et Trino,

lib. 2, cap 18, num. 7,
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THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE IN MYSTICISM

Both mystics and mystical scholars tell us that
the nature of mystical awareness is characterised by
ineffability, that is, it is an eXperience of a
transcendent  character. An  experience which
is incffable and transcendent, has to be
different from the kind of experience which people
experience commonly. A transcendent expericnce of
reality, therefore, goes beyond or transcends the
empirical mode of experience. An experience whose
character is basically ineffable will evidently find i
difficult to expiess itself in such linguistic modes of
thought which are only capable of expressing conven-
ional experiences. This means that the mystical

awarepess cof reality has to be ( of necessity ) non-

verbal in character, since words and concepts

express, explain and describe only that which they
are intended to express, that is, conventional experi-
ences. The mystics, even though they know the
limitations of linguistic modes of expression, make
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- wse of words conceptsand symbols. How ever,. their
wse of language has to be of a different order,that is,
tthe mystical experience is radically different from the,
&xperience of the non-mystics. It is necessary, there-
ffore, to keep in mind, while discussing the nature of
mystical awareness, that mystical experience is not
the same as the conventional experience, and there-
lore the use of language will have a different. signi~
Micance at the mystical level.

Fhe term mysticism has an ambiguous character.
"The term has been used for any kind of experience
which. usually does not fall within the realm of
«common eXperience. It has been used to explain

magical and occult phenomena, because such evenis
;are said to transcend the realm of nature. However,

wour use of the term has a- different connotation. W

rshall understand by the term a kind of inner illumi-
'nation. of reality which: resultsin- redemption
or- freedom- from the conventional constructs of
life. Ttis a kind of experience in- which thereis .an
absence . of: external- presence: {1] The: mystical
awareness is a kind of experience in- which the mystic
is said to- apprehend the ultimate reality, in which
there is a purification of mental and emotionallife,
in which inner .peace and harmony- is felt, in which
freedom from the space-time continuum and constru-
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cts 1s attained, and in which there is an expansion of
conscClousness. -

The fundamental pre-requisite of spiritual
life issaid to be the inner purification. Unless inner
dispositions and attitudes are purified, there is no
possibility of having a right perception or apprehen-
sion of reality. It is not simply an assertion of the
mystics, but all religions the world over demand this
pre-requisite from their - adherents. This assertion
connotes that the means are as important as the end,
that is, the means have to be evaluated in the conteXt
of the goal. It means that the object of knowledge,
particularly in the context of mysticism, is closely
related to the means of knowledge the mystic
employs for the attainment of right perception of the
object. The mystical awareness, being of transcedent
nature, has to adcpt such a mechanism of means of
knowledge which transcend the ordinary means. It
means that there has to be a radical and complete
transformation of the mechanism of perception. By
transforming the mechanism of perception, the mystic
is able to go beyond the appearance of things, which,
on the one hand, denote rejection of the empirical
world, and on the other hand, it means the expansion
of consciousness. Rejection of the world and the
expansion of consciousness mean, for the mystic,
transcendence of space-time limitations and the
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awareness, of that reality which is free from limita-
tions, namely, infinity.
Fundamental to religious or mystical life is the

assertion that the individual “I» is not the same as
total consciousness or psyche. In so far as man
functions in the realm of individuality, his under—
standing of reality will remain limited. He livesin the
prison-shell of words, images and ideas. He imposes
these constructs and images upon reality, and thereby
imprisons reality in the prison-house of language.
However, psyche is racdically different from the ego-
consciousness, in the sense that it is new and pure.
In total consciousness there 1Is an awareness
which was not there before when one functioned
at the level of conventional consciousness.
At the level of conventional consciousness
there is . a new pzarcaption of the world
and of oneself. It is a shift in perception. It may be
difficult to explain the nature of total consciousness
because it is said to be different from the ego-con-
sciousness. Howevers this shift of perception-from
ego-consciousness to total consciousness -may be
explained in terms of concepts, that is, the use of
language at the higher le vel of consciousness produces
a kind of catharsis both in perception and thought:
it sees things in a new way and thinks of them in a
different manner. In this shift of perception the
mystic transcends the field of intellect as well as of
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thought. This transcendence is not a total rejection
of the intellect or of ideas; rather in: this transcen-:
dence they are included* The'awareness of expanded
consciousness has to be'viewed in terms of compre—
hensiveness and purity. It means that whatever is
perceived has the qualities of comprehensiveness as
well as of purity. These qualities-of comprehensive-
r.ess and of purity of the perceived object find
expression in a kind of language which makes the
mystic aware of the potentiality as well as of
limitations of language.

It is usually asserted that the nature of mystical

awareness is holistic, whereas that of ordinary
experience is fragmentary and limited. By contrasting .

the mystical awareness with that of conventional
awareness, 1t is said.that the former kind of aware-
ness is characterised by total awareness, by ineffabi-
lity, efc. As suchs mystical awareness is spoken of as
“transcendent knowledge”, “‘pure intuition™, “perfect
wisdom», etc. The mystical awareness is spoken of
in such terms. because it is the. knowledge of that:
reality which is the underlying principle of all that.
which we know and perceive in our ordipary experi-
ence. In contrast to the mystical awareness, the -
ordinary forms of knowledge are spoken of in terms
of “limited awareness”, a knowledge which _is that of
“apparent reality”, and a ‘“knowledge of sense
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objects”. These two levels or modes of knowledge
are spoxen of subjective or objective awareness. The
mystical awareness, being subjective, is said to be
Intuitive, that is, itis a kind of supersensory know-
ledge which cannot be properly expressed in words
and concepts. We can make use of concepts only In
a suggestive sense. Concepts express only one-to—
one relation, whereas mystical awareness is holistic,
and comprehends all that which is to be comprehen-
ded. The total consciousness, in its totality, is able
to comprehend the relation of the whole to its parts:
The conventional or ego-consciousness comprehends
only the parts. This comprehension may be termed
as the mysticalintuition or insight. [2] As far as the
other mode of knowledge-objective mode of know=
ledge-is concerned, there are some mystics who
assert that their perception of reality isin terms of
the other, thatis, reality is experienced in terms of
disjunction, as an object outside that is to be percei-
ved. The mystic in his mystical experience experi-
ences a kind of contact with this transcendent reality,
The mystics, in the words of W. R. Inge, “are
convinced that they are or have been in contact with
objective reality, with the supreme Spiritual Power
behind the world of our surface consciousness”. [3]
Thus the ultimate reality is seen to be totally and
fadically different from the individual self. This
mystica] experience may be said to be characterised
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by the awareness that the soul is closely related with
“the primal source of all reality”. It is a relationship
between two dissimilar entities: man and God.

Whether the reality is viewed in monistic or
theistic terms, itis a fact that mystics are agreed that,
in order to attain the state of total consciousness,
the cessation of the modifications of the mind is
necessary, that is, the adept must transcend the realm
of thought. Theistically minded mystics assert this
viewpoint because the destruction of self-will
connotes that the will of God alone prevails.
Furthermore, it means that the individual submits to
the will of God, and thereby the ultimate reality is
experienced as the expression of the inmost soul.
Monistically minded mystics, by transcending the
dichotomies of the mind, arrive at that awareness
whereby reality is experienced within. The necessity
of transcending the mind is well expressed by Jacob
Boeshme. He tells his disciples that they should bring
to an end all thinking process for the simple reason
that God’s will and communication may be known.[4]
In the Yogasutras an equal emphasis, if not more, is
given on this aspect of spiritual life-that is, the
purpose of yoga meditation isto eliminate the
modifications of the mind. In the Buddhist texts
almost 1dentical reasoning is offered: in order to

apprehend reality, that is, in order to arrive at the
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state of all-knowledge, elimination of thought-process
from the mind is necessary. Thus, the Buddha, while
addressing Subhuti, is made to say:

Why is ( perfect insight ) an unthinkable
enterprise ? Because unthinkaDble are Tathagata-
hood, Buddhahood, Self-existence, and the state
of knowledge. And on these oOne cannot reflect
with one's thought, since they cannot be an
object of thought, or of any of the dharmas
which constitute thought. [5]

However, there is a great difference between the
viewpoint of Boechme and that of the Buddhists.
Boehme desires the elimination of human will in
order that the penetration of the divine will may be

facilitated into the soul. He sees human will In

opposition to the divine will. In sofar as man
functions at the level of self — will, there
is no possibility of knowing the divine will,
As a counter will, the adept will have to bring his

own will under the control of the divine will. It means
that it is not human will which wills; rather it is the

divine wil! which wills in and through the human will.
For a Buddhist, on the other hand,the matter is not as
simple asin the case of Boehme. A Buddhist,
particularly a Mahzyanist, feels that in so far as man
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is subject to his own willing and thinking, he can
never be able to apprehend reality, that iss Tathaga-
tahood or Buddhahood precisely because Tathagata-
hood is not an object of and for knowledge. A
Buddhist wants to transcend willing and thinking
because he desires freedom or redecmption from the
physical and personality desires. A Buddiiist wants
to eliminate the thought-process of ithe mind. in order
to achieve freedom from the mind. His desire is not
to subject himself to some super-human will.

Elimination.of thought—so the mystics assert—
results either in union or identity with reality. An
adept who has reached this state of union or identity
with reality is said to have realised the authentic
self, or, in the words of a Buddhist, “thusness” or
“suchness” of life. Thus the essznce of mystical
awareness is said to reside in the r1ealisation of
union or identity with reality. Evelyn Underhill
while describing the essential characteristics of
mysticism, writes:

Mystictsms in its purest form, is the science
of ultimates, the science of wunion  with the
Absolute, ardl nothing else, ande-the mysticis
the Ferscn who attains to this union, not the
person who talks about it. Not to know about, but
to Be is the mark of the real initiate. [6]
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In this mystical union or identity with the
ultimate reality a mystic transcends the normal
modes or forms of language. That is to say, our
normal modes of knowledge find their expression in
words and concepts, who have, as it were, onc-
to-one correspondence. The mystics, on the
maintain that the mystical awareness, being super-
sensory in charactcr, is trans-linguistic, and therefore
beyond the reach of language. In other words,
it means that the mystical awarcn2ss is not to be

viewed either in subjective or cbjective terms of

It is a knowledge of transformation,
transformed

mystical

other,

knowledge.
that is, the mystic becomes, Or is

into, that which is attained in the

awareness. So the essence of mystical awareness
or “to be”. M. Smith aptly

means to “become”
awareness whan

dzscribas this aspect of mystical
she writes:

The final stage of the way is the Unitive Life,
in which the soul passes from Becoming to Being,
man beholds God face to faces and is joined to
Him in a progressive union, a union which is
a fact of experience consciously realised. {[7]

It is asserted that this union or identity with
reality results in a radical existential transformation
of the mystic. He no more is his former self, the self
which functioned at the level of space-time conti-
nuim. The mystic's perception becomes so comprehen-
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sive that he perceives what he has been, is, and will
be. The mystic, therefore, regards his eXperience of
the ultimate reality as self-authenticating. Although
the experience is of a personal kinds yet the mystic
cannot regard it as subjective or personal because
it is an experience of “suchness», which transcends
the realm of subjectivity. The experience can only
be termed as trans-subjective. [8]

| % 2 B

As we have already said, it is not possible to
describe mystical awareness in words and concepts.
It is, therefore, assumed that the only proper way
or describing the mystical awareness is the use of
symbols and concepts on account of their being
suggestive rather than literal. When an account of
something is given, it is either a description of a
subjective state or of an objective event- If this be
the case,it would then mean that the mystical
awareness has to be either a subjective state or an
objective event. If description is characterised
either by subjectivity, or by  objectivity,
then the claim of the mystics that the
mystical awareness results in the inner transfor-
mation has to be seen from a different horizon. In
such an assertion the mystic is not concerning him-
self with the description of reality; rather he is
focussing his attention c¢n such causes and conditions
which transform  the inner being of the mystic.

Thus the mystic aims at finding such ways and
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means which would, by transforming him
within, free him from the debilitating bondage of
convention. The conventional conditions, according to
the mystic, are responsible in obscuring the real
nature of man. Man, by living in the prison-house
of convention, is unable to know his real nature.
Therefore, the mystic aims at achieving that state of
freedom whereby he is no more embedded to the
conventional mode of life in which wordsfare seen
to have a one-to-one co-relation with individua}

entities.

From the above discussion it becomes clear that
the claims of a mystic are either transformative in
orientation or descriptive in nature. Adescriptive
account of a mystic needs to bz analysed on the
touchstone of logic, whereas a transformative aspect
of the claim can be understood in the context of a
mystic’s inner perceptions and actions. However,
transformative aspect of a claim is not totally void
of description; it cannot be so. Both aspects of a
claim are interdependent and inter-related.

However, itis assumed by somz that the
mystical assertions are descriptive in nature. If an
account of mystical awareness is said to be descrip-
live, it either has to be a description of a subjective
State or that of an objective event. Ifitis assumed
for eXxample, that the function of mystical claims is
to describe the attributes of God, then logic tells us

231

The
Role of Language in mysticism



that the attributes which are predicated of God
belong to the finite rzalm. Predication is possible
only of that which is sernsible, and itherefore within
the range of senses. Predicates of God can only be
derivative, that is, they are derived from the causal
power of God. These attributes cannot directly
belong to God. Languagef can be used only for that
which is known. God, being transcendent, is said to
be absolute ineffability. That which is absolutely
ineffable can never be described or spoken of. It is

this claim of ineffability that Stace criticises. He
writes:

If the mystical consciousness were absolutely
ineffable, then we would not say so because we
should be unconscious of such an experience:

or in other words, we should never have had
such an experience. [9]

If the mystical claim of ineffability is accepted,
then the role of language is quite limited. The
function of words should be cither to describe
the nature of God, or to explain the nature of the
iranscendent eXperience. It seems that language
miserably fails on both counts, that is, it seerns to be
incapable of describing what God is, and also it is
not in a position to explain in appropriate terms the
exact nature of mystical eXperience.

It is also maintained that language can function
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only on a symbolical level when concerning itself
with the description of that which is neither

measurable nor quartifiable. Language can speak of
God only in terms of symbols, When words are used
in relation to God, they have not to be construed in
literal or one~to-one correspondance terms. So what,
in this context, language relates is in terms of resem-
blance. A religious person, for example, may find
some kind of divine resemblance in a non-divine
event. However, this interpretation of language
concerning the nature of reality fails. If reality is
ineffable, it is by definition beyond decscription. it
means we cannot conceptualise that which is beyond
concepts. In other woids, the nature of reality is such
that it can have no resemblance with that which
belongs to a different order of being. Secing this
problem, Stace proposes that it is of importance to
make a distinction between the experience and the
rememberance of experience.

Mystical eXperience, during the expericnce, Is
wholly unconceptualizable and therefore wholly
unspeakable. This must be so. You cannot have
a concept of anything wit/itn the undifferentiated
unity because there are no separate items to be
conceptualised. Concepts are only possible whare
there is a multiplicity or at least a duality--Bul
afterwards when the experience is remcmbered‘
the matter is quite different. For we are then in

our ordinary-intellectual consciousness ... Since
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we. now have concepls, we can use words. We
can speak of an experience as ‘undifferentiated,
as ‘unity’, as ‘void’, and se on. [10]

From the above discussion of Stace it seems that
what actually a mystic is saying about his experience.
is an account what he remembers of his experience.
This remembrance of eXperience he puts in words
and concepts. Therefore, all mystical expressions,
terms -and words are but the expression of a remem-
bered experience. The mystic, by using a common
language, classifies his experience into “sensuous and
non-sensuous and assigns mystical experience to the
latter class.” [11] Thus the mystical terms like “void”.
«darkness”, etc. are not metaphors. The yare literal
(ranslations of the eXperience the mystic had. Out of
his memory he describes the kind of experience he
had. Thus Stace continues:

One empties the mind of all sensations, images,
and thoughts of all particular empirical contents.
What is leftis an emptiness. Itis true that
according to the mystics this emptiness, which is
darkness, is also the shining forth of a great
light.It is not merely the vacuum; it is the vacuum
plenum. But the undifferentiated unity is a
description of the negative side,the vacuum. Since
the multiplicity of particulars has been oblitera-
teds it is a unity. And since there are no distinc-
tions of one particular from another> it is

234

The Role of Language in mysticism



undifferentiated. Plainly this is a literally corroct
description - if of course oae believes that such a
state of mind is ever reached, which is not now
the question at issue. [12]

& B B =R

The role of language is not simply descriptive; it
can be cathartic as well as evocative. When a mystic
gives an account of his experience, he is not simply
describing or explaining his experience. He may use
the description of his experience as a means of
catharsis or evocation, that 1is> he may desire to
point out the way of freedom. Almost all the mystics
have engaged themselves in this task. In order to drive
our point home, we shali examine a Mahayana Bud-
dhist text, namely, The Perfection of wisdom in [Iight
Thonsand Lines (Ashtasihasrika Prajiiaparamita). In this
text the ultimate reality is referred to as Buddhahood,
Tathagata, Emptiness, etc. When the text makes
use of such terms cencerning the ultimate reality, the
intention is not to describe reality in terms of a
subjective state ot as an objective entity. The aim is
rather different; it is to evoke an insight into such
causes and conditions which would lead to the state
of freedom from the conventional hopes and fears.
It is an g priort assumption that conventional modes
of knowledse are unable to comprehend the state of
“all-knowledge” or gnosis. Corcepts \and terms can
dever express adequately. the content of reality.
HUWever, concepts and terms can play auseful role
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in so far one is not bound by the unconscious forces
of concepts-formations. If one is free from the

subconscious slavery of-concepts,then no attachment
will there be towards things which are apparent.

The state of Buddhahood is said to be the state
of “ali-knowledge™. As such, this ultimate stateis
both unthinkable and wunspeakable. [13] When our
teXt uses negative concepts with regard to the ultimate
reality, it does not mean that the text is advocating
a line of thought in which language is dismissed.
Language has, in its own context, meaning and
significance. Language can be used as apointgr
towards the state of perfect wisdom, or as a means
of insight into the state of all-knowledge. If words
and phrases are properly used, they can evoke a
sense of joy; they can explain and describe the points
of knowledge; they can, by creating a cathartic
fecling within, transform feelings and emotions
and thereby become a means for purification of
thought. Languge can be used for the purpose of
explanation, and ip our text such a use of language
is abundantly made of. This is how Subhuti makes
use of language as 2 means of explanation:

A Bodhisattva (an enlichtened being) who
courses in perfect wisdom and develops it, should
not stand in form, etc. Because, when he stands
in form, etc, he courses in its formative
influence, and not in perfect wisdom - For, while
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ne courses in formative influence, he cannot gain
perfect wisdom, nor exert h imself upon it, nor

fulfil it. When he does not fulfil perfect wisdom,
he cannot go forth to all-knowledge, so long as
he remains one who tries to appropriate the
essentially elusive. For in perfect wisdom form
is not appropriated. But the non-appropriation
of form, etc., is not form, etc. And perfect
wisdom also cannot be appropriated .... The
state of all-knowledge itself cannot be taken
hold of, because it cannot be scized through a
sign. [14] |

In the above passage there are statements waich
have to be understood literally, whereas other state—

ments cannot be construed as literal eXplanations.

When, for example, Subhuti maintains that a
Bodhisattva who “courses in formative influence....
cannot gain perfect wisdom”-has to be understood
literally. Subhuti means everything literally what he
says in it. It is a kind of statement of exhortation.
However, when it comes to the description, in terms

of concepts, of such realities which are abstract, the

descriptions or concepts of such realitics have not to
be taken as literal statements. When, for examples it

Is said that the ultimate reality is “perfect wisdom»
Or "all-knowledge”, the ccncepts of perfect wisdom
Or all-knowledge are not to be treated in the same

Manner as we would do with the conventional
“Oncepts. What the above passage aims at is the
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avoidence of eXxtremes, that is, the use of words or
concepts should not be thought of as meaningless,
and the dependence on concepts or forms should not
result in bondage. The effort should be to avoid ooth
eXlremes.

As we have already pointed ocut, therole of
language 'is not simply confined to description; its
role and range is much wider. Language can function
at the level of catharsis; it can be used as means of
bringing inner transformation. Words canevoke a
scnse of joy or elation within. The inner joy is not
simply experienced when one attains the state of
perfect wisdoms it can also be exrerienced when on¢
knows that cthers too have this state of wisdom. On¢
who iselated at the merit of the other performs
him elf an act of merit. Thus Subhuti tells us:

(In his meditation Bodhisattva) piles up the roots
cf good of all those, all that quantity of merit
without exception or remainder, rollsitintoone
lump, weishs it, and rejoices over it with the
most excellerit * and ‘sublime jublilations the
highest and utmost jubilation, with none-above it,
unequalled, equalling the unequalled. Having
thus rejoiced, he utters the remark: I turn over
into full enlightenment the meritorious work
founded on jubilation. May it feed the full
enlichtenment (of mysel and of beings)’ [15]
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Suthuti’s description of jubilation is not a literal
account. If the desciption is taken literally, thenit
would mean that th: terms function as some kind ot
sign-posts of some entities. Against this vizwpoint
Subhuti warns us in these words:

The thought by which one has rejected and
turnsd over .... that thought (of jubilation)is (at
the timeof turning over ) cxtinct, siopped,
departed, reversed. Therefore, what is that thoucht
by which one turns cver to full enlightecnment 2
Or what is that thought which turns overinto
full enlightenment the mecritorious work founded
on jubilation?.,. Ner is it possiible toturn over that
thought as far as its own being is concerned [16]

A double lind of negation is Involved. The so-
czlled description of jubilation at onc’s or of other’s
enlightenment is not a literal acccunt. Neither the
description nor the jubtlation itself are the accounts
of feelings or of percepiion. The aim of this descrip-
tion is not so much to give an exact description of
jubilaticn or of enlightement as much asitisto
produce a cathartic process of purification of
perception and of feeling. Thus the function of words
is seen in cathartic or transformative terms. Inncer
purification of feelings and of perception is needed

because words can, like an enchantress, parvert the
Whole field of perception. It is because of this fact
that not only Buddhist mystics, but all mystics,
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emphasise that the words have to be eliminated at the
level of enlightenment. The case is so because the
state of enlightenment is not a point of view which
can be described in conceptual terms; rather itis a
state of irnsight, of right perception. It7is for this
reason that the mystics refer the state of enlighten-
ment as the state of non-cognitive intuition. This
means that words can be used in explaining the state

of enlightenment. Thus Bodhisattva Maitreya tells
us:

The Bodhisattva must not, as a resuli of the
thought by which he turns that (meritorious act)
over, become one who perceives a thought. It is
thus that the meritorious work founded on
jubilation becomes something which is turned
over into full enlightenment. If he does not
perceive that thought ( identifying it) as ‘this is
that thought’, then a Bodhisattva has no
perverted perception, thought or view- But if he
perceives the thought by which he turns that
over, (identifying it) as ‘this is that thought’,
then he becomes one who perceives thought. As

a result he has a perverted perception, thought
and view. [17]

However, words or forms cannot totally be

eliminated. Their use |is essential. This aspect too
is emphasised when the Buddha is made tosay:

In the future there will be some rmonks whost
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podies are undeveloped, whose moral conduct,
thought and wisdom are undeveloped, who are
stupid, dumb like sheep, without wisdom. Then
they anounce that they will expound the perfe-
ction of wisdom; they will actually expound the
counterfeit. They: will expound ‘the counterfeit
perfections of wisdom by teaching the imperma-
nence of form, etc. To strive for that
insight, that, according to them, will be the
coursing in the perfection of wisdom. But on the
contrary, one should not view the impermanence
of form, etc., as the destruction of form, etc. [18]

Both form andj.non-form have their respective
Tunctions- Words and terms have to be used in such
a manner as would lead to the purification of percep-
tion. But one must not become dependent on words
to such an extent that one becomes their prisoner. The
aim is to attain freedom - and words must ultimately
lead one to ultimate freedom from forms, and thereby
experience void or have the insight into the state of

non-form. .

B % % @
One of the major claims of the mystics is that
the mystical awareness is characteriscd by the
awareness of ultimate reality. It is also maintained
that this spiritual knowledge of ultimate reality}is
radicaily different ffrom conventional knowledge. If
this be the case, then how shall we account for this
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spiritual knowledge? Is this knowledge related in

any manner with the conv:zntional knowledge?

Although the mystics claim that all forms of verbal
communicatien concerning reality are unsatisfactory,

yet they have to make use of words in order to

communicate the content of their experience. A

mystical state, which is said to be non-cognitive in
nature, must of necessity be of a transcendent

characters that is, it must radically be different from

the conventional process of knowing. Tbis is what
Underhill says when she writes:

Its aims are wholly transcendental and spiritual.
Itisin no way concerned with adding to,
exploring, re-arranging, of improving anything
in the visible universe. The mystic brushes aside
that universe, even in its supernormal manifes-
tation, ... ( Mysticism) is the name of thal
orgapnic process which involves the perfect
consummation of the Love of God: the achieve-
ment here and now of the immortal heritage of
man. Or, if you like it better - for this means
exactly the same thing - it is the art of establis-

hing his conscious relation with the Absolute.
[19]

This ultimate realitys which is said to be trans-
cendent in character, is experienced by the mystic
in the unitive state, As such, the nature of the
experience is said to be ineffable, and therefore
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beyond the range of the mind. Since the mind cannot
grasp the nature of reality, it is bv transcending the
minG that reality is apprehendecd. Mind can apprehsni
only that which belongs to the realm of measure-
ment. That which is pure Being can never be grasped
by the mind. What it amounts to saying is this: that

t!ie mystical awareness is different from the conven-

Wional knowing. This difference between the two

forms of knowledge must reside in the distinctiv:

character of their respective cbjects of knowledge.
This distinction must also m2an that the mystical
knowledge 1is of different character than that of
conventional knowledge.

Since the mystic:l knowledge of reality is said to
be non-cognitive intuition, it can be related to the
conventional knowledgz only through the use of
words and concepts. Howzver, the moment ane ffort
is made to conceptualise  mystical awareness,
the birth of paradoxes takes place. The
use of paradoxes becomes unavoidable because
antithetical concepts have to be juxtaposed.
It means that, on the one hand, the undifferentiated
awareness has to be related to the differentiated
concepts and images. This relating of the unditfersn-
tiated whole with the differentiated concepts is done
through the process of classification and through the
Principle of non-contradiction. In order to compre-
hend the awareness of pure Being In terms of
conventional knowledge, two logical methods necd
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to be acopted, namely,

) the principle of non-contra-
di

ction and that of the excluded middle. By applying
the principlc of non-contradiction to mystical aware-
ness, we come (0 understand that the knowledge of
pure Being is different from the kind of knoivledge
which is referred to as conventional knowledge. This
discrimination between the two forms of knowledge
informs us that knowledge of a particular object is
knowledge only of that particular object. In so far as
the principle of excluded middle is concerned, it tells
us that by negating the conventional knowledge we
arrive at the knowledge of pure Being, and vice
versa. What it amounts to saying is this: knowledge
of pure Being is knowledge only of pure Being; it
cannot be sald to be mixture of transcendental
knowledge and of conventional kpowledge.
Therefore, knowledge of pure Being cannot be said
to be the knowledge of empirical entity or entities.

As we have already seen in our Buddhist text-
Astha-not 211 forms of mystical terms or concepts are
engaged in describing reality either in subjective or
objective terms. Buddhists have a very important
ontological concept in their metaphysical language,
namely, the concept of dependent origination; and this
concept will help us considerably in understanding
the role of language in mysticism. According to this
theory, there is no such an independent entity as
uncaused cause or first causein so far as our world of
becoming is concerned. The world of our becoming,
the world we live in, is the result of temporary
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causes and conditions; and these causes and conditions
are experienced as either subjective or objective
entities. All living beings are responsible in causing
the world of becoming we know and experience.
The world is not a created realm of God; it is not
a manifestation of the universal Spirit. The world
of forms, whether mental or physical, arises because
of objective conditions and subjective conditioning.
The knowledge we possess of the world is itself
responsible in conditioning the arising of the world
of becoming we perceive and experience. [20]

This theory tells us that it is conditioning,
whether subjective or objective, which is responsible
in giving birth to forms. When applied to the use of
language, this theory leads us to conclude that
language can either, through the process of condition-
ing, bind a person or, through the process of
de-conditioning, free him. Thus our language is as
much responsible in causing the arising of the world
of becoming as other causes and conditions may be.
While the As/iia maintains that the state of all-know-
ledge is Loth unknowable and unspeakable, it is so
because this state is not to be considered as a thing-in-
itself. Thus the Buddhist texts do not want to
commit themselves to the concept of pure Being.
Thus the nature of things is said to be ‘“‘emptiness”
OT_ “void”. [21] In the Ashia non-substantiality of
things or of forms is explained thus:

Born after the image of that Suchnessis Subhuti
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the Elder: hence born after the image of Tatha-
gata. But that Suchness is also no Suchness, and
after the image of that Suchness has been born..

And just as the Suchness of the Tathagata,; which
is immutable and undifferentiated, is nowhere
obstructed, so also the Suchness of all dharmas,
which is also immutable and undifferentiated. For
the Suchness of the Tathagata, and the Suchness
of alldharmas, they are both one single Such-
ness, not twe, not divided. A non-dual Suchness»
however,is nowhere, is from nowhere, belongs
to nowhere. It is because it is a Suchness which

belongs to nowhere that it is non-dual. [22]

To have an insight into the nature of things
means to be aware of things as theyreally are.Itis not
an insight dependent upon the mechanism of concept-
formation. The knowledge of Suchness of concept-
formation. The knowledge of Suchness of one’s own
self as well as of things results the moment we free
ourselves from the attachment to forms, concepts and
images- However, this does not mean a complete
exclusion of forms and ideas. Nothing of this kind is
required. While participating in forms or concepts, the
participant needs to remain detached from them.
The knowledge of Suchness of things means to be
free from attachments to forms. Whether it is state
of all-knowledge or the knowledge of things
we eXperience none of them are self-existing,
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existents. (23] Thus nothing can be compared or
Spoken of. The real freedom, therefore, liesin going
beyond both form and non-form. [24]
. B8 e 3%
. When it comes to the question of interpretaticn

of mystical awareness, mystics do not agree on a
common interpretation. They differ in their approach,
In their use of words, concepts and images. When a
mystic, for example, says that the nature of ultimate
reality is unitary, his epistemological concern differs
from the mystic who views reality in terms of
ontological otherness. Also he sees language as a
means of describing the nature of reality. From a
soteriological viewpoint, it means that language loses
its significance in the ocean of undifferentiated bliss.
A mystic who, on the other hand, maintains that
reality is a dynamic process, his epistemological
concern is different. For him, words are
not * just descriptive ornamentation; rather he will
see the function of words as a means for freedom
from the mental-emotional attachments to
both being and non-being, form and non-form.
Seep from soteriological viewpoint, it would
mean the cultivation of an awareness which is
neither attached to nor afraid of form and non-form,
and which sees everything in terms of *‘emptiness’.
However, both these forms of mysticism have a
€Ommon soteriological goal, and it is to transform

Conse; :
OBbsciousness in such a manner as to enable one to

The R
®le of Language in mysticism 247



view reality comprehensively. Such a transformation
is self-authenticating, in that it results in inner joy,
bliss, peace and harmony.

However, the deepest value of transformaticn of
consciousness has not to be seen simply in psychologi-
cal or epistemological terms; it has a deep ontologi-
cal significance. This transformation of consciousness
gives birth to a new person. In biblical terms it nieans
he is re-born, that is, the mystic dies to natural self;
he leads a supernatural form of existence. In mystical
terms it means that the adept’s will, fpercepticns
and intentions are purified to the extent he has
realised theinner transformation of consciousness.
This newness of the mystic does not reside in
his being different from other ego-bound
persons: this newness of ths mystic is
characterised by an awareness in which his
perceptions or will are not his ego-bound percep-
tions. His will or p:rceptions rem1iin dissolved in the

unity of Being. In this way the mystic transcends his
former ego-bound consciousness. He operates from
the realm of total coasciousness. It is this newness
which distinguishes the mystic from other persons,

The soteriological significance of language is
determined by the kind of awareness a mystc
assumes of reality. If reality is assumed as an
indeterminate Being-itself, then the role of language
will be seen as negative, that is, the description of
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reality will be in negative terms If reality is viewed

in ontological otherness, then the use of words would
be in terms of analogy. A mystical awareness which
does not assume an existence of a self-existent being
but views reality as a dynamic process, then the use
of words is seen as a mcans of freedom from the
attachment to the forms which express this very
freedom. Thus language is not seen as a means of
establishing reality; rather it functions as a catalyst
In not allowing the establishment of forms. Thus the
soteriological aim is to achieve freedom from forms.
Forms and concepts are used for the purpose of
freedom.

In conclusion, it may be said that mystica]
awareness or knowledge is different from the kind of
awareness which we commonly experience. In this
copnteXt the use of language depends on the way a
mystic views reality. However, all forms of mysticism
aim at transcending the empirical forms of concepts
and forms. Language is not simply seen as a means
of describing reality; itis also seen as a means of
purification. Thus language functions both at practical
level of spirituality and at  theoretical level
of explanation. In the final analysis of the
word, the aim of the mystic is to achieve freedom
from the very words and concepts which he makes
use of for the purpose of this very freedom.

B % % B
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20] S.N. Dasgupta writes: “The true meaning of
pratztyasamutpdda or S$inyavada is this, thit
there no truth, no essence in all phenomena that
appear- As the phenomena have no essence, they
are neither produced nor destroyed; they really'
neither come nor go. They are merely the appea-
rance of maya or illusion. The void (Siinya) does
not mean pure negation, for that Is relative to
some kind of position. It simpiy means that
none of the appearanccs have any Intrinsic
nature of their own ( n'jisvabharatam ). “History
of Indian Philosofhy, vol. 1, pp. 140-41. On this
very theme ( .i.e. conditioned origination ).
VenkataRamanan points out that -“they (i.e.
conditioned origination and the Middle Way)
yield truth of conditionediness of determinate
entities and the relativity of specific concepts and
conceptual systems; they bear again the 3]l
important truth that the conditioned is noy
ultimate in its conditioned nature or that the
conditionedness of the conditioned is not
its ultimate nature, but that in its ultimate
nature the conditioned is itself the uncoditioned
rea]ity, And lLe (le Nagarjuna) findsin them
what he corsiders as theirmost basic
conception, viz., the distinction of the mundane

and ths ultimate.Thus he says in the Karika: ‘My
teachings of the Buddha are based on two
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truths, the mundane and the ultimate. Those who
do not know the distinction between these truths
do not understand the profound meaning in the
teachings of the Buddha’". Ndagarjund’s Philosopby
s Presented in the Maha projiiaparamita Sastra
(Vermont, 1966), p. 53.

211 Radhakrishnan explains the concept of Empti-
ness in these words: “To the Madhyamikas reason
and language apply only to the finite world To
transfer the finite categories to the infinite would
be like attempting to measure the heat of the sun
by the ordinary thermometer. From our point ot
view the absolute is nothing. We call it sunya
since no category used in relation to the
conditions of the world is adeguate to it. To
call it being iIs wrong, because only concrete
things are. To call it ncn-teing is equally wrong.”
indian Philosophy (London, 1966), vol. 1, p. 663.

22] The Perfection of wisdom ..... p. 193.

23] “The Madhyamika,» “writes Radhakrishnan,
“adopts a position midway between extreme
affirmetion and extreme nega tion. If the world
were real, no changes can occur in it at all.
Improvement and enlightenment are possible
only if the world is plastic and in a state
of constant becoming. As  Chandrakirti,
commenting on Nagarjuna, observes: “If every-
thing has its own self-essence, which makes it
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impossible to pass from cne state to another, how
could a person desire to ascend, if he ever so
desire, hirher and higher on the scale of
existence ?° We cannot do anything in a world
perfect and real. So it must be unreal. Nagarjuna
asks: ‘If you negate the doctrine of sunyata, you
negate causation. If there were such a thing as
selfessence, the multitudinousness of things must
be regarded as uncreated and imperishable,
which is tantamount to eternal nothingness.
If there were no emptiness, there would be no
attainment of what has not been attained, nor
would there be the annihilation of pain nor the
extinction of all the passions’. Op. cit., p., 646
24] “Non-exclusiveness [$unyata]... is of the very
nature of wisdom [prajiid]. Rejecting the error
of misplaced absoluteness, he [that is, the
Buddhist mystic ] reveals the conditioned as
uacondiiioned and the unconditioned as the
unconditioned. In this he is doing just what the
sun does. The sun does not make the high low or
the low high, but just reveals the nature of things
as they are, the low as low and the high as high”:

K. Vr Ramana, 0p.cit,p. 42.
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MYSTICAL EXPERIENCE AS A SOURCE
OF KNOWLEDGE

Mysticism is such a vast and complex theme that
one can engage himself in the study of it from
various dimensions. It 1is one's interest
as well as the belief-system which will deter-
mine one’s approach to the study of mysticism.
A psychologist will naturally tend to reduce the
mystical states to psychological norms, whereas a
literary critic will not be so much interested in the
validity of the mystical states as much as in the
aesthetic quality of a mystical piece of writing. A
theologian, on the cother, may try, within his credal
belief-system, to find out whether a particular
mystical experience conforms to the articles of faith
or not. A philosopher’s concern maybe to find cut
the nature and content of a mystical experience in
the context of epistemology and ontology. It is one’s
nterest which is the deciding factor in one’s
approach to the study of mysticism. Their judge-
ments, tco, will have to be seen in the context of
their interests. Our concerns however, is not deter-
mined by any one of the above approaches. Our
desire is to find out whether a mystical experience on
ts own can be considered as a source of knowledge
concerning the transcendent reality. A mystic claims
that he hes, within the depths of his soul, experien—
ced union with the transcendental reality. The nature
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‘of this wunion js inexpressible and ineffable; it is
beyond the modes of discursive thought; it can never
be analysed with the empirical tools of knowledge.
.Sinr:e the nature of experierce is said to be ineffable,
It will be our effortto find out whether such an
assertion  has a cogaitive value concerning the
knowledge of the transcendent reality. The range of
our study, therefore, is limited, as no attempt will
be made at the psychological, theological or literary
aspects of the mystical experience. We shall restrict
ourselves to one point: to find out whether there is
any cognitive depth in a mystical eXperience in so
far as the knowlcdge of God is concerned.

It would be im»orudent and unwise to accept the
mystical assertion or claim uncritically and on its face
value. Tt is accepted;by most of the scholars that
the basic structure of a mystical experience Iis
almost the samz. All the mystics of all religions-no
matter to what historical period they may belong-are in
agreement in so far as the basic structure of th: mysti-
cal experience is concerned, that is, the mystics agree
that the nature of the experience is supersensory and
intuitive in the sense that it transcends the normal

‘or empirical modes of perception. In other words, it
‘'means that the normal modes of sense-perception are
suspended during the period of mystical experience.
What it amounts to saying is that the mystical
experience isin no manner the product of sense-
.perception. As such, it cannot be analysed and
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explained in a kind of language or thought-system to
which we are accustomed. Because of this character
of experience, the mystics mestly communicate the
content [in so far as it is possible] of their experience
in symbolic or metaphorical modes of language. |

Although mystics may be in agreement as far as
the basic structure of the mystical experience is
concerned, but they do differ from each other when
it comes to the question of interpretation. As the
mystics are generally in agreement about the basic
structure of the mystical experience, it is reasonable
to accept the mystical claim o1 assertion concerning
the ineffable or intuitive nature of the eXperience.
The reason for rejecting their claim, at this point,
would seem to be wrong information concerning the
experience, that is, there isa genuine reason to
reject the mystical assertion if it is found out that
the mystics have lied. However, we shall presume, for
the sake of argument, that the mystics do not lie
when they inform us that the nature of their
experience is supersensory. The reasonable ground
for accepting the mysfical claim as a reasonable
assertion stems from the inference that most, if not
all, mystics declare their experience to be intuitive.
There is no other ground for the non-mystic in accep-
ting this claim as a reasonable claim.We have to accept
this mystical claim as reasonable precisely because
the mystic alone is the person who has had this
experience. The only reports concerning the mystical
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@Xperience we <epend upon ar2 tkose o7 musiics.

“Whether a mystical assertion is valid or not has to be
®seen from (he perspective ofa myvstic and a non-
mystic. A mystic, when speaking about the mystical
«Xperience, is in an advantageous positicn, that is,
the is speaking from the vaniage-point of knowledge
iin the sease he has had the experience, and therefore
lhas the knowledge of it. A non-mystic, on the other
thand, has neither the experience nor the kncwledge
‘of the experience. He entirely depends on the
‘Communication cr explanation of the mystic bccause
he never h-d 1the experience himself. Whatever
knowledge a non-mystic may have of the mystical
cxperience, it is derivative in the sense thatitis
contingent upon the mystical accounts of mystics.
Even if the non-mystic is handicapped, he has much
more reasonable grounds in accepting the mystical
assertion concerning the nature of the eXperience
than he has for rejecting it. The only reasonablc
sround for rejecting the mmystical assertion, at the
preliminary level of investigation, is that if the mystic
is found out to be lying. Whether oné accepls or
rejects the mystical claim, it should, howeve , be kept
in mind that the non-mystic has no authority in
rejecting the experience as not genuine simply
because he never had the experience himself. A
philosopher, on the other hand, may reject the
mystica) experience as valid not because he did not
have the opportunity of having the expcrience, but
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On grcunds of reason. He may a priort assert that the
mystic’s claim that his experience is intuitive isto be
rejected on the ground that to exis!{ meansto be a
lDOSSible object of sense-perception. Any form of
knowledge, according to this viewpoint, has necessarily
to be a knowledze of pe-cept on, and the claim of the
mystics that their knwoledgz is non-empirical is
false. But if it is accepted that the mystic’s claim is
reasonable, and therefore true, then the philosopher’s
argument cannot be said to be true. It would be said
that the philosophers’ approach to mysticism is full
of prejudices and entangled by the chains of dogma-
tism. The philosopher should-even for the sake of an
argument-accepi it to be reasonable that there may be
other forms of knowledge or of knowing which
necessarily do not have to be empirical or discursive
in nature.

The whole thrust of this discussion is that it is
fair and reasonable to accept the mystical assertion
asvalid concerning the nature of the mystical
experience as intuitive and supersensory. The mystic
knows the fact that he has experienced certain states
of consciousness. It is also a fact that the mystics
differ in so far as the interpretation of these statesis
concerned. It can reasonably be argued that the
difference in interpretation among the mystics may
arise from their pre-existing belief-systems, from the
cultural environment, = etc, that is, eachmystic's
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imterpretation of his experience-may be subconsciously-
1:s determined by the belicfs and the cultural modes of
tihinking he has inherited. There are mystics who
agree in their interpretation, and there are mystics
vwho differ from other mystics. We cannot also
tdiscount the fact that the mystics may be mistaken
lin their interpretation. Whilc accepting the validity of
the mysti al experience, it is reasonable not to accept,
without careful examination, their interpretatioa.

B B OB

Itis not an easy task to decide whether the
mystic has resally experienced th: transcendent
reality the way he communicates, that is, it is difficult
either to reject or accept the mystic’s assertion as
valid or inva'id that his experience is nothing but the
experiencc of transeendent reality, namely, of God.
What tools do we have at our disposal which would
help us in deciding the correctness or incorrectness of
the mystical experience. The situation is very puzzling
because the non-mystic may arrive at the conclusion
that, since he has no tools at his disposal, it is better
to give up the entire enterprise. H: may contend
that the mystical proposition, in the light of the
mystical assertion, is said to be uon-verifiable-there-
fore the validity of the proposition is neither true nor
false but nonsense. The empirical proposition, on the
other hand. is said to be verifiable. The proposition,
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for example,- there is fire in the forest-can easily be
verified. The verifier can go to the forest to find out
the claim of the proposition;if there is really fire in the
forest, then the claim of the proposition is truc. So the
cleim of the proposition is easily established. But
this is not the case with the mystical assertion for
the simple reason that the mystical claim cannot be
verified or ascertained empirically. Sincc the mystical
assertion is said to be non-empirical in rature, it
cannot be verified with the empirical tcols. Because
of the non-empirical character of the mystical asser-
tion, the non-mystic may a firio? reject the mystical
assertion on the ground that such a claim is unveri=
fiable. The contention, thercfore, would be thata
proposition or assertion, which cannot be verified,
need not to be entertained; it needs to be rejeeted at
the very outset, as no knowledge would be possible
from such an assertion. But before arriving at sucha
negative conclusion, the non-mystic will have to
prove that his own theory is verifiable, and thercfcre
true. How are we going to verify such statements of
which we know nothing. An historical event is said
to be an empirical event. The event might have taken
place thousands of years ago- But then how we are to
verify the proposition. The only available tools are
the documents- But are these documents authentic?
The situation is not as easy as the non-mystic may
think. What it means is that the non-mystic’s theory
nced not necessarily be true. Therefore, the assertion
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that the mystical propositicn need not to be enler-
tained as valid has to be rejected. It is a very ambi—
valent situation. What is needed is to search for a
kind of theory which may be necessarily true. Let
us, therefore, see whether such a kind of theory is
available.

It may be asserted that the only way left open
to a non-mystic-in order to find out whether the
mystical proposition is authentic-is to repeat the
mystic’s experience himself, thatis, by undergoing
the experience himself the non-mystic will bein a
position to establish the truthfulness or otherwise of
the mystic’s claim that his experience of the transcen.
dent reality isineffable. This way would seem to be

the only'way open for verification. It means that the
non-mystic has no right to reject the assertion of the
mystic unless he undergoes the experience and finds
out whether the claim is true or false. The suggestion,
if seen only from the surface, may sound to bea
good one.

We all agree that very few people have had the
opportunity of enjoying the mystical experience: In
other words, mystical experience occurs, as and when
it occurs, rarely. It is not a kind of experience which is
open to all. The non-accessibility of the experience may
be because certain norms have to be fulfilled. It may be
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because a certain kind of psychological disposition
is needed. A theologian, however, would say that the
mystical experience is gratuitous gift of God, that is,
it is an unasked gift of God in terms of grace.
Whether it is a gift of God, whether certain mental
disposition is needed, or whether certain discipline
has to bec followed, need not detain us. What is a
fact is that the mystics seem to be a rare kind of
species who have this eXperience. It may, however,
be accepted [just for the sake of argument] that the
mystical experience can be repeated. In principle
every thing seems to be possibile. But when it comes
to the practice of it, we find it difficult to accept the
theoretical principle of possibility, of possibleness,
019, Even if a person follows the discipline, he may
never enjoy the mystical experience. The argument
that the mystical experiences of different historicai
peliods are similar, indicates that the experience can
be repeated. It may, therefore, be pointed out that
if one accepts the mystical discipline, and follows
the mystical path, and also is able to eXperience the
mystical state, then the reasonableness of the
mystic’s claim may be said to be genuine. It would,
therefore, mean that there is no better method than
this in finding out the authenticity or inauthenticity
of the mystical assertion.

The above line of thought or argument may seem
to be reasonable in so far as reasonableness goes.
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IByt serious objections can be raised against this line
of thought. Even if the experience can berepeated,
iit in no manner can validate the truthfulness or
wotherwise of the experience on the ground that an
iexperience necessarily need not be true. Let us
‘illustrate our point with an old argument of snake
and rope or of water in the desert. Suppose a group
of people are travelling in a desert, They are thirsty
and are in search of wuiter. They perceive an oasis
at a distance. But on reaching the location of ths
oasis, what do they find: there is no oasis except
sand. Even though the entirc group collectively had
the experience of an oasis, yet their experience
deceived them. On verification, their experience
turned out to be untrue. It may, therefore, be said
that truthfulness of an experience cannot merely be
determined by repeating the ex ,erience. The cognitive

value of an experience may be. counterfeit. The mere
repetition of -an experience does not necessarily
establish the cognitive value of an experience. When

this argument is applied to themystical experience,
it means that. the cognitive assertion of the experi-

cnce concerning the ultimate -reality ‘need not
recessarily be true. The interpretation of the mystics
of their experience may be as mistaken as of the

group of people who interpreted a mirage in the
desert as an oasis. The argument that by repeating
the mystical experience the cognitive truthfulness
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concerning the ultimate reality can be established,
does not seem to hold water.

In any kind of study of mysticism, we are’
informed, distinction between experience and inter-
pretation needs to be maintained. This distinction
between the two, however, may be challenged on the
ground that there is no such a kind of experience
which is pure and uninterpreted- Each eXperience 1s
as well an interpretation. 1n other words, when ‘a
person has an eXperience of something, he experiences
it as something. When the mystic, for example,
asserts that he has experienced the unity of being,
he is really asserting that his eXperience is charac-
terised by the content of the unity of being. The
very assertion of the experience in terms of unity of

being is an interpretation. If it is argued that the
mystic’s interpretation of his experience is mistaken,
then the very assertion of the experience is wrong,
which, in other words, means that the mystic did
not experience the unity of being. If this argument
is further followed, we would be saying that
experience and interpretation are indistinguishable
for the simple reason that the one without the other

not possible. When the mystic says that he experi-
cnced the world as the “face of God”, it means that
he did have the experience-an experience in which
he literally experinced the world as the face of God.
The question is : how are we to interpret the mystic’s
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interpretation of his experience in terms of which he
experienced the world as the face of Ged? If we
accept that the mystic experienced the weorld «s the
face of God, then we must accept his explaration
also. If the explanation is rejecied, then his
experience too has to be rejected.

If, for example, a mystic maintains that ke had
an experience in which he experienced the merger of
his being in the being of God, then two cpticns
are left before us: either to rcject or accept ihic
assertion. If we accept the assertion. to be
valid, thzn his explanation of the exp:rienze in
terms of merger of his being in the being cf God too
has to be accepted. However, a strict monotheist will
be one with the atheist in his protest against this kind
of assertion. He will consider it as unbelief. An atheist

will think of this mystical assertion as madness. So
both a religious monotheist and an atheist become
friends, although reasons may be different. But a
person who, for religious or philosophical reasons
believes in the unity of being, will find support for his
own belief in this mystical assertion. His approach,
therefore, will be favourable and sympatl.etic. A
monotheist may feel that such an exprcssicn is
satanic, whereas a non-believer may thirk it (o be a
physio-psychological phenomena. This would mean,.
in the light of the monotheist as well as that of the
atheist, that the mystic’s experience as well as his
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expla1ation is mistaken oa ths eround that any kind
of mystical eXperience isthe result of a post-
experience reflection. What it meansis this: when
the period of experience is over, the mystic reflects
over his experience within the framework of his
ideology. Therefore. the mystic’s explanation is not
as authentic as one may think it to be. But what about
the mystical assertion concerning ‘the unity of being
which the mystic utters in utter-ecstasy-d time when
there is no possibility of reflection over the experience
in the context of ideology. Due to these various diffi-
culties, it is better that interpretation and experience:
may be treated as separate themes. ' '

Ll |

B B '
It is the mysuc a]one who knows the nature and
content of his experience, f_or he alone has
experienced; it. A non-mystic. on the othe l_1and,
not in such & privileged position for the simple
reason that he has not experienced the kind of
experience which the mystic claims he had. The _nb"ﬁ—"
mystic, therefore; has no means of. 'k'nowi'n"gthe
nature and content of the mystlcal expenence exaept

by relying on the accounts and reportf of the mystics.'
If the mystic's assertion concerning the Absolute is
accepted by the non-mystic as reliable and valid,
then surely he must be knowing the content and
nat.re of the experience. Since the non-mystic: never
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lhad the supersensory experienc: of the Absolute; he,

therefore., entirely depends upon the accounts and
explanations of the mystic. But, then. the mystic
asserts that his experience is ineffable, beyond descri-
ption, beyond normal modes of thought, and so on.
The mystic’s assertion of ineffability of his experience
ceems to block all the ways for a non-mystic of
knowine or understanding the nature and content
of the experience. o

How to cope with the situation ? The best Way.
of tackling the problem seems to find out whether
the mystics are totally silent about the nature and’
content of their experience.[1] If the mystics are silent

in expressing the content and nature of their experience,
it means that the experience is not communicable. If the
experience is not communicable. then the explanation

of the mystics must be 'uninfelligiblc. But when we
read. for example, St. John of the Cross or St. Teresa
of Avila, we do not find them as silent concerning the
eXperience of the transcendent reality as some would
like us to believe. Even though . they try to,
communicate their experience as - intelligibly as

possible, yet they constantly end with this refrain:
the nature of the experience is ineffable. They further
entertain the idea that a person who has not experien—
ced the mystical state, is in no position to uadzrstand
or grasp the truth or exact depth of the experience.
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A person, as John of the Cross points out,
who has not experienced the state of the trans-
forming union is like a person who is given a
description of a place which he has not seen. [2]
What St.John is maintaining 1is that there are
such kinds of experiences which cannot be commu-
nicated in empirical terms. It would, then, mean that
the mystic does not write his accounts of his experie-
nce for non-mystics. He may be writing only for the
mystics or for thpse who are walking the path of
contemplation, or who desire to be centemplatives.

The mystics, however, are in agreement that no one
can comprehend thz exact depth of the mystical
cxperience unless he himseli undergoes the

experience.

However, there are sceptics who do not accept
the assertion of the mystics that their experience,

being ineffable, cannot be anelysed. They are of the
opinion that the various mystical states can easily be

explained in naturalistic terms, that is, by reducing
the states to physio-psychological norms. [3] It is a

redu:tionistic approach: Even if the state of our
knowledge, according to them, is not perfect, it does

not mean that this vaccum canuot.be filled in the
future. In other words, we must not exclude the

possibility that in future no necessary means will be
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found in understanding the nature and content of the
mystical states in naturalistic terms. As our
knowledge at present is deficient, it is better that,
for the moment, we suspend our judgement concer-
ning the authenticity or inauthenticity of the mystical
assertion. If this argument is taken to its logical
end, it would mean that the mystical experience has
nothing todo with religion. In other words, the
assertion that mysticism and ‘religion are closely
realated to each ~other would seem to be a matter of
interpretation. But this naturalism has its own limita-—
tions and pitfalls. 1t is unwise and imprudent to
maintain that we'can explain that that which we do
not know. How are we going to explain a mystical

state in naturalistic terms when we do not know the

content of the experience ! As far as the future
possibility is concerned, let us wait for that day. . -

It is also asserted that the mystical states can be
prcduced through the use of drugs. This view wants
us to believe that there is no difference between the
drug-induced experience and experience which
re sults from contemplation. What it amountsto saying
is that both kinds of experiences are identical [4]. If
there is no difference between the two, then they can
be compared to each other. There is no doubt that
certain kinds of experiences do take place through
the use of -drugsin which a kind of unity 1is
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experienced. There seem to be certain similarities
between the mystical states and the states caused by
the use of drugs. If. however, there are states in
contemplative life which elude analysis or explana-
tion, then an otsider is in no position to compare
them with the drug-induced states. It is pot, there-
fore, proper to adopt purely an empirical approach.
If Huxley says that his drug-induced experience is
comparable to the highest mystical state, then the
question is: how does he know this to be the case
since the mystics are unable to communicate the
content of this state ?If the highest mystical state is
ineffable, there seems to be no ground in asserting-
as Huxley does—that the drug-induced experience is
the same as the highest mystical state. The trans.
formating union, as explained by St. John, has not
the slightest resemblance with the kind of drug-
induced state of HuXxley. It 1s not at all correct to
maintain that the two kinds of experiences are one
and the same.

While discussing the mystical experience as a sou-
rce of knowledge concerning the ultimate reality, it is
evident that the difficulties will be encountered both
by the apologist, who thinks of the mystical
experience as further proof forthe existence of God,
and the sceptic, who is not enamoured by the mysti-
cal assertions.Both will find it difficult, in the light of
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the above discussion, to eXplain exactly what consti-
tutes a mystical state. The apologist may think that the
higher mystical states confirm his own belief: that

God exists. He can use this argument for the existence
of God, only if he is in a position to make clear the
content of the mystical state. If the mystical stdte
is. said to be ineffable, and therefore beyond the

scope of the intellect, then the apologist cannot use
it as a proof for the existence of God. The sceptic,
too, is in the same position. Since he himself is

ignorant with regard to the content of the
experience, he cannot brush off the mystical assertion
as invalid. The sceptic is as much in the dark concer-

ning the content and nature of the mystical experience
as an apologist of mysticism: The discussion bet-
ween the two parties will remain inconclusive in so

far as definite and exact information about the nature
of the experience is known. It will be premature
at this stage to give a judgement for or against the
cognitive value of the mystical experience.

B O ® % B B

The above discussion concerning the cognitive
dimension of the mystical experience may seem to be
tiresome. The aim of the discussion is not so much
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to make us weary as much as to make ourselves
aware of the difficulties which may arise when the
mystical claims are taken into consideration. No
doubt, many pcople scem to be genuinely aware of
the fact that mystics of -all cultures and religions
seem to be sharing a common spiritual heritage
in terms of claims concerring the ultimate reality
are made, that is, the claim is characterised by an
orientation in which it is asserted that the mystic has
experienced the transcendent reality. It is an
experience of a intuitive character of a reality which
is other than the physical world we perceive and
know through the means of sense organs and the
intellect. It may, however, bz pointed out tiatthe so-
called intellectual intuition is a false epistemolog'ical
assertion. The -only kind of knowledge man
has is that of sense-perception-and Kant
has long before shown us this epistemological
fact. But if it is accepted that the supersensory per-
ceptions occur, then Kant’s assertion may not be
accepted to be universally valid. It would, in the light
of this argument, be recasonable 1o say that the
mystics do experience intuitionally a reality which is
other than the tangible world of ours. This aspect of
the mystical experience is generally neglected when
attention is paid to such logicai questions as, for
example, whether to experience means to experience
something as, whether experience is distinct from
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Interpretation, and so on. Althoughthz mystics may
differ in their interpretations concerning their experi-
ence-and the difference may stem from their pre-
existing beliefs or ideologies—what remains a fact is
that all mystics, in one voice, assert that the nature of
their exp:zrience is intuitional and that they have
experienced a reality which is other than the physical

world of ours.

It may be pointed that this kind of argument
may be acceptable to those who may be disposed
towards mysticism, or who, being religious, would
like to use mystical expcerience as a1 evidence in their
argument for the cxistence of God. A religicusly
disposed person may also use mysiical experience as
a means of affirming his own belief in God. By
resorting to mystical eXperience, the believer would
thereby be strengthening his own belief.- For the
believer mystical® experience would not be an
isolated event. He will try to integrate it with
other lines of . thought concerning God. Thus
various lines of thought are seenin integral
terms, which collectively provide a cumulative
ecvidence 1o the believer for the cxistence of God.
When reflection on mysticism converges on other
lines of thought, there emerges a comprehensive view

of reality.

The basic characteristic of a comprehensive
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reality is thatreality is seen from various dimensions.
Hegel, for example, approached reality from varicus
horizens He integrated the various iines of thought
into a whole, and thereby endeavoured to present-a
general view of reality. His reflections on art,
religior., philosophy, history, etc. converge on a single
point, and thereby give birth to a view of reality
which is sweeping and comprehensive. His vicw of
reality, therefore, is not tragmentary; it is totalistic.
It is because of this view of reality that Hegel's ideas
have played a persuasive role on minds of those who
are inclined to view reality in such a fashion, But
does this argument serve any purpose ? It may have
a psychological value, but that does not mean that it
is offering us any definite knowledge of reality. In
order to prove something what is nceded are hard
proofs. It is at this point that a ¢omprehensive view
of reality lacks depth Both Marx and ,Hegel, for
example, give comprehensive views of reality. But the
pictures of reality they present are incompatible
with each other. To decide which picture of
reality is correct is to engage in logical proofs and
arguments. Each argument of a particular viewpoint
will have to bs eXxamined on its own. If the arguments
Jack the logical depth, then the whole picture of
reality will fall to pieces. The truth-claims of a parti-
cular general viewpoint of reality will serve no cognitive
purpose even if the entire picture may be persuasive.
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The claim of the mystics that they have experie-
mced a reality which is other than the physical world
of ours need not be accepted as a valid assertion even
though the honesty and integrity of the mystic may
be beyond doubt. The critic may assert that there is
no such a kind of kinowledgc which is the result of
intvition, and the claims of the mystics as a
cumulative proof fcr the the existence of Cod
need not be taken as a sufficient proof for
the cutherticity of their assertions. It may be
assumed  that the mystic may have simply
encountered his own psyche where distinctian
between subject-object vanishes. If a philoscepher,

for example, is able. without resorting to the subter=
fuge of mystical argument, to show that the
mystical claim, on the touchstone of logical
proofs,is reasonable, then it may be considered
reasonable to accept that the possibility of
a mystical experience is possible. Further, if a
philosopher is able to show that there is a crcative
power beyond and behind this world, then the
mystical claim may not secem to be far-fetched. In
this manner a philosopher may attempt to integrate
various lines of thought, and thereby give birth to a
comprechensive vie w of reality.

The emergence of a particular -general view of
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reality does not mean that a definite knowledge
of reality has come into being. There may be
another general picture of reality which is
much strong in its presentation :nd argument
than the one which we first adhercd to. There
may also be disagreement among the contending
parties with regird to question of deficiency orf
strength of a particular viewpoint. Many people, for
example, would argue that MarX’s picture of reality
not only distorts the religious expericnce of mankind,
but makes a hash of it. Marxists, on the other hand,
would opine that MarX’s presentation of religion is
based on'solid scientific investigation and logical
proofs. If a particular picture of reality is accepted
as valid and accurate one, it is necessary to furnish
the reasons for it- It means that the rational discus—
sion with regard to merits aud de-merits of various
viewpoints must be possible. If so. it is therefore
imperative to find out whether the mystical assertion

is valid in the context of its knowledge-content.
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