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FOREWORD

Tris book attempts to penetrate the nature of that strange
spiritual phenomenon which we call mysticism by comparing
the two principal classic types of Eastern and Western mystical
experience. By means of this comparison, and by explaining
the individual features of one type by those of the other, the
nature of mysticism itself becomes gradually more compre-
hensible.

At the same time, in the spiritual development of these two
types there is revealed from the earliest days of ancient Indian
mystical speculation right on to the modern speculative system
of Fichte, an astonishing conformity in the deepest impulses
of human spiritual experience, which—Dbecause it is almost
entirely independent of race, clime and age—points to an ulti-
mate inward hidden- similarity of the human spirit, and justi-
fies us in speaking of a uniform nature of mysticism. But we
are immediately confronted with the equally important task
of showing the possibilities of manifold singulasities occurring
within this uniform nature, and thereby of- meeting the
erroneous assumption that mysticism ‘is “one and ever the
same.” Only thus is it possible to comprehend such great
spiritual phenomena as, for instance, the German Meister Eck-
hart, the Indian Sankara, the Greek Plotinus, the mystics of
the Buddhist Mahdyana School, in all their characteristic indi-
viduality, instead of allowing them to disappear into the
shadowy night of “general mysticism.” The nature of mysti-
cism only becomes clear in the fullness of its possible variations.

In the winter of 1923 to 1924 I was invited to Oberlin
College, Oberlin, Ohio, to give the Haskell Lectures on the
subject of Western mysticism compared with the mysticism of
the East, with special reference to the types represented on the
one hand by Eckhart, and on the other by Sankara. I gave these

V.. :




vi Foreword

lectures in the autumn of 1924, and have since published sev-
eral of them, some in outline and others in more detail,~in
various journals. In this book I have collected, completed and
expanded them so that it repeats my Haskell Lectures in an
enlarged form. In publishing these I lock back with sincere
gratitude to the hospitality and the willing help extended to
me in my work in the States, particularly by my colleagues and
friends, Dr. Fullerton and Dr. Foster. My thoughts turn alse
in gratitude to the time which I was able to spend in Japan
and India fourteen years ago, and to the men who helped me
there to gain an insight into the strange world of Eastern mys-
ticism. My thanks are especially due to that venerable figure,
the Reverend Dr. Johnson of Benares, a truly Christian mis-
sionary and a loving and careful investigator into the thought
world of India, with whom I made my journeys to the sages
and saints of the Indian schools, and to the centers of their
learning and worship. Here for the first time in actuality I
saw opening out before me the curious parallels between the
feeling and experience of the Eastern and Western worlds. But
I also recognized their intimate peculiarities and dissimilarities.
This book will deal with Eastern and Western mysticism viewed
under both aspects.

It will be obvious to the reader that the book has grown
out of separate lectures and addresses. I have collected them
into one volume, but have purposely left to the various sections
the relatively independent form which they already possessed.
This has led to a number of repetitions, particulatly in the sec-
tion connecting the parts A and B. But as I have said in the
notes to that section, such occasional repetitions seemed useful
especially when dealing with particular points less easily under-
stood and of greater subtlety. It will also be obvious that this
work presupposes the inquity which I made in my book Duas
Heilige (The Idea of the Holy), and that it links up with cer-
tain chapters of my work: Das Gefiithl des Uberweltlichen
partly translated in Religions Essays.

Separate chapters of this book have been translated into
English previously by my friends Dr. Kemper Fullerton, Dr.
Foster, and Dr. Cumming Hall. The whole work has now been
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translated afresh by B. L. Bracey and R. C. Payne. I extend
to_them all my warmest thanks.

*Throughout the book in quoting Meister Eckhart where the
reference is given as Evans, the translation of his works by
C. de B. Evans has been used (The Work of Meister Eckhart)."
In all other cases the translation has been made direct from the
editions of Pfeifer, Biittner or Lehmann,

The quotations from Plotinus are taken from Stephen Mc-
Kenna's English translation of the Enneads with the exception
of the extract from the Sixth Ennead on p. 213.

* Watkins. England.
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INTRODUCTION

. « o East is east, and west is west,
And never the twain shall meet . .

so writes the English poet, Rudyard Kipling. Is that true? Are
the thought worlds of East and West so different and incom-
parable that they can never meet and therefore at bottom never
understand each other?

For this question and its answer there is no more fitting
sphere in the spiritual life of man than that of mysticism and
mystical speculation, for these rise from the very depths of the
human spirit. Here, therefore, will be shown most clearly
what is peculiar and incomparable in any spiritual type. If
there are any incomprehensible and fundamentally £visive
differences between them they will be strongest in this region.
Indeed, it has often enough been maintained by Orientals that
no Westerner could ever penetrate the inmost nature of Indian
mystic thought or comprehend the secrets of the Chinese
Dhydna-mysticism of a Bodhidharma or a Hui-Neng; and
similarly by the West that no Oriental can ever experience in its
depth and reality the motives of the great Western speculative
philosophy beginning with Aristotle and going on to Kant
and Fichte, to Darwin and Gauss. In complete contrast to such
statements it is often claimed that mysticism is zbe same in all
ages and in all places, that timeless and independent of history
it has always been identical. East and West and other differ-
ences vanish here. Whether the flower of mysticism bloom
in India or in China, in Persia or on the Rhine and in Erfurt
its fruit is one. Whether it clothe itself in the deli-
cate Persian verse of a Jelaleddin Rumi or in the beautiful
middle German of a Meister Eckhart; in the scholarly Sanskrit
of the Indian Sankara, or in the laconic riddles of the Sino-
Japanese Zen School, these forms could always be exchanged

xv .
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xvi Introduction

one for the other. For one and the same experience speaks
here, only by chance in varying dialects. “East is west, and wvest
is east.”

In the following pages we shall briefly compare Western
and Bastern mysticism; and in doing so we shall be guided
by the two points of view expressed above. But we wish to
anticipate and set out beforehand our results. We maintain
that in mysticism there are indeed strong primal impulses
working in the human soul which as such are completely unaf-
fected by differences of climate, of geographical position or of
race. These show in their similarity an inner relationship of
types of human experience and spiritual life which is truly
astonishing. Secondly, we contend that it is false to maintain
that mysticism is always just mysticism, is always and every-
where one and the same quantity. Rather, there are within
mysticism many varieties of expression which are just as great
as the variations in any other sphere of spiritual life, be it in
religion generally, or in ethics, or in art. Thirdly, we affirm
that these variations as such are not determined by race, or
geographical situation, but that they may appear side by side,
indeed that they may arise in sharp contrast to one another,
- within the same circle of race and culture.

- For this comparison of East and West we select two men
who have been the greatest representatives and interpreters of
that which is understood by Eastern and Western. mysti-
cism, and who are often set side by side: from the East the great
Indian Achirya Sankara, and from the West the great German
Meister Eckhart. With a little skill it would be possible so to
weigh up and present their fundamental teachings that the
words of the one would read like a translation into Latin or
‘German from the Sanskrit of the other, and vice versa. That is
certainly not mere accident, for words and names are them-
selves not things of chance but arise of necessity out of the
subject-matter itself and give it expression. In their resem-
- blance or even their identity is mirrored the resemblance or
identity of the matter which they have to express.

The analogy between these two masters— (for Achirya also

- means “master” as does “Meister” )—is in yet other respects
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remarkable. Neither is a chance phenomenon in his own age.
As their respective epochs themselves show striking general simi-
larities, so these two men correspond in the positions which they
hold in and toward their own time. Both are to the same extent
expressions and focusing points of great and more general tend-
encies and movements with which their age and environment
were filled. Both, in a similar fashion, have roots in the heri-
tage of past ages and great traditions, which they expand and
build up anew. Each of them is at the same time theologian
and philosopher and works with all the theological and philo-
sophical conceptions of his day. Both are men of abstract, soat-
ing and yet subtle speculation. Both are mystic and scholastic
in one person, and attempt to express the content of their
mysticism through the medium of their highly developed tech-
nique. Both present their teachings in the form of commen-
taries to the ancient holy Scriptures of their religious com-
munities. Sankara does this by commenting on the Upani-
shads and in particular the sacred Bhagavad Gitd; Eckhart
by expounding the books of the Bible. Both use the same
method of exposition: they force the old texts into the service
of their own doctrines. Then they gather up their teaching
into one great speculative work: Sankara in his Bhashya to the
Brahma-satra’s, Eckhart in his Opus tripartitum. In fact, as
has already been indicated, they are “contemporaries,” although
Sankara lived and flourished about 800 A.p. and Eckhart lived
from 1250 to 1327. For contemporaries in the deeper sense
are not those who happen to be born in the same decade, but
those who stand at corresponding points in the parallel develop-
ment of their environments.*

But still more remarkable than these outward analogies is
the resemblance of their attitude to mystical experience, of the
speculation which springs from it, and of the impulses which
guide this speculation. In the first main section of this book
we shall be dealing with these similarities, and shall see in them
the deep-rooted kinship which unquestionably exists between
the souls of Oriental and Occidental.

 In this sense for example the Japanese Honen and Shinran are not only
of spiritual kinship with Luther, but actually his contemporaries.
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CHAPTER 1
SIMILARITY IN METAPHYSICAL SPECULATION

1. SANKARA is the classic teacher and interpreter of
“‘Advaita” in its most strict and subtle form. Advaita means
non-duality or “secondlessness,” and the doctrine of “‘second-
lessness.” (The usual translation is monism but non-dualism is
more exact.) This monistic doctrine can be summed up in
general terms as follows: ““True Being is Sat alone, Being itself,
the eternal Brahman, unchanging and unchanged, undivided
and without parts, Ekam eva advitiyam.” That is (a) the
multiplicity of things exists only through “Maiya” (which is
usually translated as “mere appearance.” ) —Sat itself is the One
only, ekam eva; (b) in itself Brahman or Being is absolutely
and immutably “One only,” without parts, without any multi-
plicity, and therefore without the multiplicity of differences and
delimitations. Hence it is necessarily without any distinctions.
at all: nirgunam, nirvidesham. Therefore it is “advitiyam,”
non-dual, both outwardly and inwardly, and is opposed also
to all alteration (vikdra) and to all change:

Change rests simply upon a word.
It is a mere name.

Thence it is also opposed to all beginning (utpada) and be-
coming (sambhava).

This Eternal One in its uniform nature is wholly and purely
Atman or spirit (chit and chaitanyam), pure consciousness
(jiiana), pure knowledge. Similarly, because it is without divi-
sion, this spirit or consciousness or knowledge is beyond the
three antitheses of Knower, Known, and the act of Knowing.*

* In our language it is not so much unconsciousness as supraconscious-

ness, not so much the lack of consciousness as the identification of the
Known with the Knowet. ' ' : e
fard 3




4 Mysticism East and West

Thus it is at once “anantam,” without end, and beyond space
and time,

The soul of man, the “inward Atman,” is nothing less than
this one, eternal, unchangeable, homogeneous Brahman itself.
Through the enigmatic power of Mayd there arises in the
soul advidya’—not-knowing (or, better; false knowing).
Miyi “superimposes” (adhyiropa) upon the reality of the One
Being the deceptive multiplicity of the world. So Being, which
is One only, appears to the soul as world, as manifoldness, as
many separate objects (prapaficha), and the soul beholds itself
as a separate soul, entangled in samsira, the course of this
changing world, caught in the chain of birth and rebirth,
When however the true and complete Knowledge (samyag-
dar§anam) comes to it, the illusion of varicty and multiplicity
disappears. The soul sees and knows itself as the eternal
Brahman.

Knowledge thus summarized is the true knowledge. The
common thought of the people in popular conception or scien-
tific form, in mythology or theology, is “mithyajfiina”—false
knowledge—an illusion far below the level of knowing.

2. It would be possible to treat Eckhart just as we have here
dealt with Sankara. Expressions from his writings could be
gathered together which were exactly, or almost exactly, equiva-
lent to those quoted above. Sentences could be taken unchanged
from his works, or others could be formed in line with his
thought, exactly corresponding to those of Sankara. An almost
identical metaphysic could be built up from them in this way.
More astonishing still, both mystics express themsclves in a
metaphysic which seems to be essentially “ontological,” essenti-
ally a speculation as to the nature of Being, using methods
which are startlingly alike, and a still more similar terminology.
(2) Eckhart might have chosen the same text as the starting
point of his speculation which Sankara takes, namely the Great
Saying from Chhandogya, 6, 2, 1: .

Sat eva idam agre 3sit, ekam eva advitiyam: :

.

Being only was this in the beginning, one only, secondless,

~ Out of the mists of primitive mythology and mythical cosmology
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hzd dawned in India that “intuitus mysticus” of which we
shall speak later. From mystical intuition ontology was born
in India (and perhaps the same may be said of Greek ontology
and philosophy). The intuition arose from and was stimu-
lated by the multiplicity of the things of this world; “Idam,”
“this here,” that is to say the manifold world is its object. But
now the seer beholds this multiplicity in “unity,” as one, and
as “the One,” which suffers no second. This One is esse and
ens, “Being,” is that which is—absolutely and purely (eva).
Further, in the “beginning” (Latin, “in principio”) was this
One only. What the intuitive mind sees as an essential and
ontological relationship of the One and the many, the naive
mind apprehends and symbolizes as a temporal relationship,*
as the “primordial” which was at the beginning of all time.
The developed mind afterwards corrects such a mistake, yet
the old naive terminology is retained, for “‘principium,”’
principle, still implies literally a temporal beginning. Both
Sankara and Eckhart are thinking not of a temporal but of 2
metaphysical or ontological relationship of the One to the
Many. Yet Eckhart still retains the old term “in principio,” and
together with “Being” (esse) it is the very shibboleth of his
position. “To see things in principio, in their origin or their

principle,” is to see them in God, in the eternal oneness of =~
their primary essence, where all “idam,” all “‘this and that,” all

“hic et nunc,” all multiplicity and duality is eternal Unity.

(b) Now, this unity is Esse, is “That which is,” is Being
itself. The last definition is also contained in the Indian word
Sat, because Sat is the identification of the subject and the func-

- *Thus I interpret the puzzling Aristotelian formula: 1o =t fiv elvon,
This formula is meant to indicate what the definition of an object should
be, viz. to show the nature of an object in answer to the question, “What
was it?” ‘That appears to me to mean that the definition must indicate what

the object itself was a pripri, quite apart from the derails, accidents and in- :

completeness of its oceurrence, and purely in conception before it appears in
the singularity or manifoldness of its concrete realization. A primary rela-
tion of the corcepinal existence of an object to its realization “in’ concreto,”

' that is a logical and not a temporal relation, is here expressed by a preterite. - : ;
A similar expedient 'is to be found also in our term a priori which in its ..

form expresses a relationship in zime, while purely logical and metaphysical =
 zelationships are meant. LR T
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tion of being, as, conversely, Eckhart’s “Esse” [to be] includes
both existence and the existing subject. .

Not only mysticism but personalistic Scholasticism also
defines God as Being, regarding this as the expression of His
essential nature. At the same time it stated: Deus esf suum esse,
that is, He does not ave being as other things have their being,
so that they come under the category of being. But He is His
own being, and is also that which in the highest sense can alone
be called Being. Eckhart, however, goes a step further still:
“Esse est Deus.” Being here is not predicated of God, but con-
versely, God is predicated of Being; Esse is thereby logically the
first conception of speculation. Nor a certain being, not an indi-

vidual being, not a person (however superior) to whom one can
- point in distinction from other persons, but Being itself is God.
This is also analogous to the speculation of the Chhindogya.
For here also, after the conception of Being has been estab-
lished, it is confessed that: Sa Atma (Ir, the One and the Sat,
is Atman).

This Being, as also in Sankara, is “Esse absolutum, simpliciter
nullo addito,” Being through and through and nothing other
than Being, without any addition (sad eva, without any upadhi)

cuius quidditas est sua anitas, nec habet quidditatem praeter solam
anitatem, quam esse significat.®

~ As pure Being (esse) God is completely “fashionless,” with-
out “How” or mode of being, neither this nor that, neither
‘thus nor otherwise, just as Brahman is pure Being, is “nit-
gunam” and “'neti, neti,” absolutely “One.” Therefore it is
already as esse purum and simplex above all conceptions and
- conceptual differentiations, and so beyond all comprehending
~and apprehending (akaranagocharam, avigmanogocharam),

For our comprehension is bound up with distinctions, with
~genus and differentia specifica. ‘ S
~ (c) Now, these expressions, which are derived from logic -
- with its limitations, are for both masters alike only the start

~ing point for higher flights of speculation, which leave mere
- logical difficulties behind. The pure “Godhead” becomes |

2™, ... whose essence is its existence, and which has no essence

. except this existence alone, which Being signifies.”
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incomprehensible and inexpressible, so that every predicate
whieh could be used would veil and upset the very concep-
tion, and as Eckhart says, would make of God “an idol.” The
Godhead becomes therefore a Not-God, a Not-Spirit, a pure
silence, a soundless void, yea, a sheer “Nothing.”

(d) “And this pure Nothing is to be the highest, the end
of all longing and desire!” the reader may cry indignantly.
For here likewise it is the same with the two masters—their
halting attempts to describe by negations and contrasts with
the here and now an eternal, positive but unnamable One, are
taken in all seriousness for mere negations and abstractions, in
spite of Eckhart’s assurances that such negation is only meant
to be negatio negationis, limitationis, privationis. Both teachers
end their speculations with similar warnings. “Wouldst thou
be perfect, do not yelp about God,” says Eckhart. “This Atman
is silent,” says Sankara.

(e) There are further curious similarities between the two
in the relationship which they postulate of this entirely supra-
personal Godhead to the personal God. Sankara formulates the
relation as that between the higher and lower Brahman, identi-
fying the latter with I$vara, the personal God. Eckhart con-
trasts the “‘Deitas”” with “Deus,” the Godhead with God. God
is for him the conscious, petsonal, tripersonal God of Church
doctrine.* This self-knowing, thinking, self-contrasting, and
as such, strictly personal God, is “God.” But, “God becomes
and disbecomes,” says Eckhart. High above Him stands the
pure Godhead. Out of the Godhead comes God: Godhead is
the ground of His possibility, and He is enfolded again within
the Godhead in the course of the “"God process.” The seer has
to pass beyond “God” into the silent void ® of the Godhead
itself. That is the highest vision, and whoever still has “a God”

¢ Like Augustine, Eckhart tries to support and to use the ‘doctrine of
the Church, for he interprets the Son as the self-thought of God—the
knowledge with which the Father knows Himself and is conscious of Him-
self and of His own fullness of Being. The Son is the eternal Word, namely
the “Word” as thought or knowledge, and indeed as the divine Self-Know-
ing (which it is vain to make into a separate Person).

5 The word translated here as “void” appears as “Wiiste” in the Ger-
man text. It is used to imply the vastness of ultimate mystical experience,

which has passed beyond the distutbance of thought to a silence as of the
desert, TRANSLATOR'S NOTE.
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has not yet reached to the highest and the last. He stands only
at the verge of eternity, but not yet within it. This highest
Godhead is, like the Brahman, the absolute "One,” and the
word becomes for Eckhart as for Sankara an expression of the
numinous character of the highest Being. It is not only beyond
being, beyond goodness, but the “‘supra-Being” and the “supra-
Good”—it is the “mirum” which even the terms of greatest
exaltation cannot embrace on account of its absolute “other-
ness.” ¢ Like Brahman, it is neither conscious nor self-con-
scious. As in the case of the Brahman, it is beyond the
contrast of subject and object, knower and known, vet it is above
and not below this contrast.

3. In order to give more concrete examples of the parallels
in the speculative systems of Eckhart and Sankara we quote
here a seties of passages from Eckhart, to which are added the
corresponding Sanskrit words in brackets.

(2) As Sankara, in the sixth Prapithaka of the Chhindogya-
upanishad,” Section 1, puts Sat at the beginning of all things
and thereby considers it as the principle of all things, similarly
Eckhart in his prologue to the Opwus Tripartitum, page 535,
states that “ipsum esse” (Being itself) is not a dependent and
added delimiration of separate things or of things in general:

“Non enim supervenit ipsum esse rebus tanquam posterius, sed
est prius (agre asit) omnibus rebus. Ipsum esse non accipit, quod
sit, in aliquo nec ab aliquo nec per aliquid, nec advenit aut super-

- venit alicui, sed praevenit et prius est omnium.® EREAES

Everything which is separate (so long as it is still viewed as
separate) has being only from this ipsum esse which precedes
everything as the causa prima and the causa universalis (Sat
- as Kirana): : RS ‘

Ab ipso igitur esse et per ipsum et in ipso sunt omnia.?

® For “mirum” and the “Wholly Other” the reader may compare Rudolf k

- Otto’s The Idea of the Holy, p. 25. i
* Chhandogya-upanishad with Sankara’s Commentary, Znandiframagran-
thivalib, 14. , ‘ R
- .® Being itself is not added to things as if it came afrer them, but it is
befere all things. Being itself does not receive anything either from any-
-thing nor by anything, neither is it appended to nor does it follow anything,
~but it precedes and is prior to all things. . :
- ®Therefore from Being itself, and by and in it are all things.
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And, this Being is evidently “secondless” (advitiyam), for:
Quod enim aliud est ab esse (sato 'myad), nihil est.*

Just as evidently is it eternal (nityam) and beyond space and
time (kaladéa-animittam)

mensuratus eternitate, nequaquam tempore (page 536).'*

It is absolutely “unum,” not only in comparison with others
but in itself (ekam, advitiyam, nirvi§esham)

manens indivisim . . . in uno nulla est distantia, nihil inferius
altero, nulla prorsus distinctio figurae, ordinis aut actus (page
537).**

This eternal, one, undivided, non-multiple Being is for Eckhart,
God, as for Sankara the Sat is the Brahman:

Esse est Deus (page 537).—Deus igitur et Esse idem.*®

Such Being is opposed to all becoming and therefore to all
change (avikriyam):

Deus autem, utpote esse, initium est et principium et finis. Quod
enim est, non fit nec fieri potest.**

(b) It is, however, esse purum et simplex (Sateva). For

sicut album solam qualitatem significat, sic ens solum esse *® (page
542).

It is the One (unum) as without distinction (nirviSesham) and
- opposed therefore to the many (multum, ninitva) and to all
inequality (ekarasa)—the formless, fashionless Godhead as
Eckhart so often says in German. It is infinitum (ananta)

10 For what is other than Being is nothing.

11 1y is measured by eternity, not by time at all.

12, remaining undivided . . . in the One there is no dis-
tance (as berween separate objects), nothing inferior to the other, abso-
lutely no distinction of form or condition or activity.” :

18 “Being is God. . . . Therefore God and Being are the same.”

In support. of this Eckhart appeals to Exodus 3:14: “Ego sum qui sum,”
“*] am that I am”; and, “Qui est, misit me,” " ‘I am’ hath sent me,” ;

d“’ “But God, that is Being, is the beginning and the principle and the
cend.
“For that which is, does not become, nor ¢an it become.” '
28 “ A< white signifies quality alone, so ‘ens’ signifies Being alone.”
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because it is at the same time indefinitum (anirvachaniya)
and immensum because it cannot be measured by any standard.

It is not being this or that, it is esse absolutum, simpi_iciter
nullo addito (absolute Being, simple and without addition),
the purum esse et nudum esse (the pure and naked Being,
(p- 560). Thus Eckhart comments on the personal “I” of
Exodus 3:14:

I AM THAT 1 AM—Li ego pronomen est primae personae, cuius
quidditas est sua anitas, nec habet quidditatem practer solam
anitatem, quam esse significat.—Discretum pronomen autem meram
substantiam signat: meram autem sine omni accidente (uphidi),
sine omni alieno (anyad), substantiam sine qualitate (nirguna)
et sine forma (amiirta, without namarpe) hac aut illa (na iti na
iti). Haec autem Deo et ipsi soli congruunt qui est super accidens,
super speciem, super genus—ipsi inquam soli.*’

‘Does that not sound like a translation from the Sanskrit when
Sankara, in his Commentary on the Gitd, writes:

The purpose of all words is to illuminate the meaning of an
object. When they are heard they should enable the hearer to
understand this meaning (presupposing that speaker and hearer
agree in their understanding of words), and this according to the
four categories of substance, of activity, of quality and of relation-
ship.  For example, cow or horse belongs to the category of Usub-
stance.” Or “he cooks, he prays” belongs to the category of activity.
White, black, belong to the category of quality. Having money,
possessing cows, belong to the category of relationship. Now there

20T am that I am’™—the I’ is the pronoun of the first person whose
existence is His essence and Who has no essence beyond this existence which
Being signifies. . . . But the pronoun by itelf signifies unmixed Being,
without accidents (uphddi) without anything foreign to its nature (anyad),
substance without quality (nirguna) and without form (amirma, without
_ namaripe) without this or that (ma iti, na iti). All these (negative)
_attributes are to be ascribed to God and to Him alone, Who is above acci-
dents, above species, above genus—to Him alone, I say.” : -
Deus non est in genere, nec genus habens nec speciem. (God is with-
out any genus, having neither genus nor species). ) e
Li ego non substantiam signat; quae sit in genmere substantise, sed quid
‘altius et per consequens purius, includens perfectiones omnium generum,
Since' Ego (I) does not signify being in a genus of being, but signifies what
I above that and in consequence purer than that, at the same time including
the perfections of all genus. i : % g
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is no class of “substances” to which the Brahman belongs, no genus
commune. It cannot therefore be denoted by words, which, like
“being” in the usual sense signify a category of things. Nor can
it be denoted by quality, for it is without qualities; nor yet by
activity, because it is without activity according to the Scriptures,
“at rest, without parts or activity.” Neither can it be denoted by
relationship, for it is “secondless,” is not the object of anything,
but is its own self. It is therefore true that it cannot be defined by
word or idea; it is the One as the Scripture says: “Before whom
words recoil.” **

Eckhart proceeds:

His simple nature is regarding forms, formless, regarding being,
beingless, regarding becoming, becoming not, regarding things,
thingless, and therefore He escapes from things of becoming, and all
such things there come to an end.

And in another passage he says:

He is the purely One without the admission (uphidi) even in
thought (na manag api) of anything quantitative or differentiated,
above everything which suffers even in thought or name the faint-
est shadow of difference (bheda), in whom all delimitation and
qualification is lost.

Or:

For in God there is not this nor that which we could subtract
from Him or which we could isolate and retain by differentiation.
There is nothing in Him but One, He Himself.

Or:

God is neither this nor that (na iti, na iti) like these manifold
things. God is One.

17 Note here particularly how Sankara immediately continues: “If it
now be falsely supposed that because the Brahman cannot be denoted as

being, it is to be described as Not-Being,” our text, in order to exclude this -

supposition (which makes Brahman a non-entity) teaches the “dstitvam”
of Brahman (what Eckhart calls “is-ness” “‘Istigkeit”), figuratively attribut-
ing to the Brahman all the organs of the living: “Hand, foot, hearing, etc.,”

Therefore, in order to avoid the error of attributing non-entity to the
Brahman, it is designated as that which is to be regarded as “Not-Being and
not Non-Being.”
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(c) Eckhart also says of this One That Is:
God is the same One that I am (tat tvam asi). e

Or occasionally he can speak of

. the clothed Godhead, clad with difference, multiplicity and
incompleteness, all which, together with similarity (instead of
identity) is foreign to God Himself.

With Him we are one, not only as united, but in an absolute

At-one-ment.

And:

As the Godhead is nameless and all naming is alien to Him, so
the soul also is nameless. (Cf. the corresponding relation between
Brahman and itman). For it is here the same as God (Identifica-
tion).

This relationship like that of the Brahman and the dtman, is
primary and essential:

T have maintained ere this and I still maintain that I already
possess (nitya-siddha) all that is granted to me in eternity. For
God in the fullness of His Godhead dwells eternally in His image
(the soul itself).

But this eternal, primary relationship is obscured through lack
of knowledge (avidyz): : :

It is hidden from the soul, as the Prophet says: “‘Lord thou art a
hidden God.” This treasure of the Kingdom of God has been
hidden by time and multiplicity and the soul’s own works (karma)
or briefly by its creaturely nature, (tirodhina through nandtva).
~But in the measure that the soul can sepatate itself from this multi-
plicity, to that extent it reveals in itself the Kingdom of God (the
satyasya satyam). Here the soul and the Godhead are one (ekatd).

Indeed, here the soul as a separate unit is “dead and buried in
the Godhead.”

Whete there is such unity there is no longer mere equality
or similarity, no distinction of subject and object:

~ Whete they (the soul and God) ate one in essence they are not
~ equal, for equality coexists always with difference. Therefore the



Similarity in Metaphysical Speculation 13

so;xld must put off equality with God in order to realize identity with
God. , ; '

And:

So long as something is still the object (vishaya) of our attention
we ate not yet one with the One. For where there is nothing but
the One, nothing is seen.

And:

The Knower and the Known are one! Simple people imagine
that they should see God, as if He stood there and they here. That
s not so. God and I, we are one in knowledge.

(d) The Godhead standing high above God as the Brahman
above I$vara, is, like the Brahman, not only free from all
fashioning, but also from all works: '

Not the Godhead made this or that (akartritvam), but God
(I§vara) first creates all things. Where God is the creator, there He
is manifold and knows multiplicity. But where He is One, there He
is free from all works, and knows in such oneness (of Knower,
Known and Knowing) nothing beyond what He is Himself (svayam-
prakasatvi of the akartri-brahman). e

For evidently: as Godhead and primal unity it is “‘knowl‘edgé’v" o o
(jidna) and Supreme Spirit (parama-itman): A

The Godhead is by its nature Reason. Or: The living (chit)
essential (satya) absolutely real (nishpanna) Reason (chaitanya),
which is itself its own object, and is itself ever the same, lives and
is only in itself. Here I have given no definition of Him,*® but I
have siripped Him of all definition, as He Himself is the only
determination of indetermination, and lives (chit) and is blessed
(ananda), (solely) because He is (sanmitra). ~ S

'God is abstrace being, pure perception, which is perceiving itself 9
in itself. (Evans, 377) ' : ‘ i
A living essential rationality which comprehends itself and is and
- lives in itself, and is the very same. S

This absolute essence is indeed spirit, but in its absolute oneness
‘2% As in Sankara the predicates sat, chit, chaitanyam, nityam, an; :
tam, svayamprakdsatd, Ananda, are not to be regarded as vifeshana.
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is not to be compared with any other spirit still remaining in
the distinction of subject and object. It is Knowledge (jAana)
but, like the JAina which is Brahman, without subject and
object:

a pure knowledge, living and moving in itself.

(e) This eternal, primary One is not "God,” though Eckhart
often so terms it, but it is the “Godhead.” Herein lies the most
extraordinary analogy between Eckhart and Sankara: high above
God and the personal Lord abides the “Godhead,” having an
almost identical relationship to God as that of Brahman to
I$vara. This relationship had already been formulated in an
abstract, purely academic form in Scholasticism before Eckhart,
and to that extent, even in this most curious doctrine, Eckhart is
still a Schoolman. But what had been previously an academic
question for the doctors became in him a penectrating and
inspiring vision: a flame leaping within him, to the kindling
“of which that doctrine was merely the chance historic spark.
He knows that he has something unheard of to say:

Meanwhile consider, 1 beseech you, by the eternal and imperish-
able truth, and by my soul: grazp the unheard-of. God and God-
head ate as distinct as heaven and earth. Heaven stands a thousand
miles above the earth, and so the Godhead is above God. God
becomes and disbecomes.—Whoso understandeth this preaching
him I wish well. But had no-one been here I must have preached
this to the collection-box,

(f) The personal God of India, ISvara, issues from the
Brahman simultaneously with the dtman, the soul, and both
appear together as simultaneous and mutually determined occur-
rences. It is the same in Eckhart’s teaching. Only with and for
the soul, with and for the creature, is God, God as person, as
subject, and as conscious of objects.

Only as I (i.e. the individual soul) flowed out of the abyss, out
Olf the sorérce and stream of the Godhead did all the creatures pro-
claim God.

This teaching of Eckhart'’s is summed up and expressed in
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words which could equally well be used as the confession of
Sankara: ‘ ' ~

When I came out of God, that is, into multiplicity, then all
things proclaimed: “There is a God” (the personal God, creator
of things). Now this cannot make me blessed, for hereby I realise
myself as creature (karya, kalade$a-nimitra). But in the breaking
through (i.e. through all limitations, in samyag-darfanam}) I am
more than all creatures, I am neither God nor creature: I am that
which I was and shall remain, now and for evermore, (the itman
as nitya-mukta and nitya-siddha). There I receive a thrust which
carries me above all angels (as the mukta is above all devas and
their heavens). By this sudden thrust I become so rich that God
(Iévara) is not sufficient for me, so far as he is only God and in all
his divine works. For in thus breaking through I perceive what
God and 1 are in common. There I am what I was. There I neither
increase not decrease. For there I am the immovable (achala),
which moves all things. Here man has won again what he is
eternally (what he is in principio, agre) and ever shall be. Here
God is received into the soul. o

Thus we have set two metaphysical systems side by side, which
in general and in detail appear strikingly similar. They are, in
truth, alike. But above all they resemble each other most inthe
" fact that they are not “metaphysical” at all but something '
wholly other. ~ o e




CHAPTER II

NOT METAPHYSICS BUT A DOCIRINE OF
SALVATION

1. SANKARA is usually regarded as the greatest philosopher
of India, and Meister Eckhart in the history of philosophy as
the creator of an original philosophical system. Yet both are
at bottom alike in that they are not so much philosophers as
theologians. They are indeed metaphysicians, but not in the
sense of the metaphysics of Aristotle or of the philosophical
schools. Their impelling interest is not “science’” as a theoreti-
cal explanation of the world. “We do not explain the world.
~ We explain it away”—as a follower of Sankara said to me,
and here he touched upon the core of the matter. Neither of
them is concerned for “knowledge” out of curiosity to explain
the world, but each is impelled by a longing for “salvation.”
This is somewhat obscured in Sankara’s works, and also in
Eckhart in his Latin writings, where the speculative ground-
work of his doctrine of salvation is stressed. But in his German
writings it is almost impossible to isolate his metaphysical sen-
tences as such. Even in the quotations given above, it was nec-
- essary to force the sayings out of their context, because they are
at once involved with soteriological applications and asso-
ciations.

2. Both men, it is true, are searching for a “knowledge of
- Being,” and it is this question which calls forth their most
weighty utterances. But it is knowledge of Being as knowledge
of blissful Being. This means that their compelling interest is
not a scientific interest in the ultimate—in the Absolute and its
telation to the world, resulting in some extraordinary state-
ments about the “Soul” and its metaphysical relationships—

16
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but that both are guided by their interest in something which
lies euiside scientific or metaphysical speculation. This idea
measured by these or any other rational standards must appear
utterly fantastic and completely “irrational”: it is the idea of
“salus,” of salvation, of $reyas, of Heil, and of how this is to
be won.?

This conception which is found in the teaching of both
Sankara and Eckhart gives their “metaphysical” phrases and
terms a meaning which they would not otherwise possess. It is
this which makes the two men first truly mystics and colors all
their concepts with mysticism. The “Being” of which they
speak is to be a “'salvation.” That that Being is one, without
2 second, that it is undivided, without apposition or predicate,
without “How” or fashion, these are not merely metaphysical
facts but at the same time “saving” actualities. That the soul
is eternally one with the Eternal is not a scientifically interesting
statement, but is that fact upon which the salvation of the soul
depends. All affirmations and arguments in proof of the abso-
lute unity, the complete simplicity, and the perfect identity of
the soul with God, all the evidence and declamation against
multiplicity, separateness, division and manifoldness—however
much they may sound like rational ontology—are for both of
them only ultimately significant because they are “‘saving.”

- “Where there is distinction even for 2 moment, there is danger,
there is great need.” , ST L

3. Truly, from the standpoint of our present-day ontology
it is almost impossible to understand how men could be inter-
‘ested in these lifeless assertions about an undivided Being, 2
“sanmitra,” a pure Being, which is nothing but Being, an Esse
purum et simplex, a modeless Being, the “neti, neti” that is
neither this nor that. The surrender and loss of self in this
pure Being would seem entirely meaningless for us: and to
dwell within it would be both tedious and valueless. But that =
“both Eckhart and Sankara had this curious interest, and were
 *This was implied by the very meaning of “Being” for Sankara as well
as for Eckhart, The Sanskrit word Sat (Being) as used in ordinaty speech
already connotes the true and the good. And the Latin “Esse” according to
the old teaching of the schools is convertible with Verum  (true) and
" Bonum (good). : i o L
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indeed impelled by it, must make us examine the matter more
closely to find out what they both really meant. .

4. The Being of which they speak was evidently for both
the truly valuable, the sole and absolute value from which all
values are derived. For that reason only is it the object of their
interest. This Being however becomes truly valuable as it is
contrasted with a certain antithesis, of which we do not imme-
diately think in these days. And this occurs in two grades or
stages which the masters do not consciously distinguish but
which can be clearly described as follows: _ )

(a) Being has its value in a clearly concexvgble, rational
form—(a) so far as it is contrasted with “becoming” and the
“change” inherent in becoming. Thus the Mandiikya-upanishad
says (4, 71):

This is the highest saving truth
That there is no becoming anywhere.

We to-day are not used to such antitheses. When we speak of
Being we think chiefly of simply “existing,” and usually we do
not contrast this with “becoming,” for even that which is in
process of becoming exists. And a process of becoming, e.g.
a process of growth exists—it exists as growth. Therefore,
Being, as existence, has for us no real opposite, save the simple
negation of itself. But not so, say, for the Eleatics or Plato,
and especially for Eckhart and Sankara. For them “Becoming”
stands in direct antithesis to “Being.”

Quod enim est, non fit nec fieri potest * (540).

Becoming, however, is a curious intermediate state between
Being and Not-being, between Sat and Asat, something which
(as Sankara says of the Avidyd) is “not determinable by Sat
nor by Asat” (sadasadbhyam anirvachaniyam).

With Becoming appears change (vikara, vikriyd) the
Anityam, the not-steadfast, the fleeting and transitory, as
opposed to Being. Vice versa, Being is opposed to all change
and thereby to all transitoriness. Therefore Sat is at the same
time “satyam” the true, and the sole reslity compared with

# For that which is, does not become, nor can it become.
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which all Becoming sinks to mere appearance. Being, as
imperishable reality, is at the same time the “Perfect” and
“Complete,” and this even more as it is wholly and purely
Being itself (sat eva), esse purum et simplex; as it is without
any admixture or addicion, without upadhi or accidens (acci-
dent), without guna or qualitas (quality). All these pro-
nouncements on Being are indeed “ontological” expressions,
but they are at the same time in the highest degree expressions
of walue. They contain and declare a “salvation” for him who
feels and suffers from the instability of Becoming, who, en-
meshed in the ceaseless change of becoming and “‘wandering,”
is under the painful ban of multiplicity, who, like Nachiketas
in the Kithaka-upanishad,

Knowing there that which does not die nor grow old
Finds himself here growing old, dying . . .

and who knows that he will be set free from this cycle when
he has reached and become “that which is,” or Being itself.
Without this valuation of Being the teaching of both men
would be mere abstruse ontology. But, again, without this
valuation, neither would have written a line. A few examples
may be cited here. The one among them which shows most
clearly the motive of speculation as to Being is the one in
which the concept of “Being” is not used at all: Brihadarany.

-2, 1ff. The old sage Yajfiavalkya gives up house and home in
order to follow the way of salvation. He leaves his possessions
to his two wives. But his wife Maitreyi refuses these and all
the riches of the world with the words:

Yena na amritd syam, kim tena kuryim!
If I am not thereby free from death, what ate these to me!

To be free from death and the world of death and from the
transitory, that is to reach the true, immortal Being. And so
Being is surrounded by continually recurring synonyms which
interpret its meaning:

W Here {in this world} nothing is eternal. All activity only helps
that which is perishable. But I am 2 secker after perfection, which
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is eternal, undying, fearless, unchanging, unmoving and constant.
(Sankara on Mund. 2. 21) .

This perfection however is:

Brahman, without beginning, without end, imperishable, death-
less, quenching fear, pure and transparent and nothing but Being.
(Sankara on Mund. 2. 10)

It may neither begin nor cease for then it would not be eternal
(Mand. 597). It must be wholly one, without parts, for other-
- wise it would be transitory. For ,

Decay consists in loss of parts. Witness the body. No decay is
possible in that which has no parts. (Sankara on Mund. 6)

It must be absolutely without division, for

 were there division that which is eternal would become mortal.
~ (Sankara on Mund. 3. 19)

~ The synonyms for Being which show most profoundly its
- soteriological meaning are found in the ancient verses of the
- Brihadirany: 1, 3, 28, which belong to the daily prayers of the
- devout Hindu:

From Non-Being lead me to Being.
From darkness lead me to light.
From death lead me to deathlessness.

- And what of Eckhart? He says with the Indian:

- In that which has distinctions man finds neither Unity nor Being,
nor God, peither Rest, nor Blessedness nor Perfection.

 Defect means lack of being. Our whole life ought to be being.
8o far as our life is being so far it is in God. (Evans 206)

© Thus ought we to be taken away from the inconstancy and from
~ the storm of the earthly flux.® - ,

' That is almost “samsdra.” -

 God is unchangeable. So he is the most desicable. (Evans 242)
- (&) We here come to a further point, which is cleatly

S
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expressed in Eckhart and is implied in Sankara: pure Being
which is only Being is at the same time fullness of Being—the
immeasurable richness of Being.

Nihil entitatis universaliter negari potest ipsi enti.*

says Eckhart (546), and Sankara affirms the same in his expla-
nation of Gitd 13, 13. For Eckhart this thought is the rational
outcome of his logic. Being is the general concept to which all
other concepts are subsidiary and within which they are all
contained. To be sure, for us to-day the most general concept
is the widest in compass but the poorest in content. But that
is not the opinion of Eckhart and his logic. For him the mote
general concept contains the subordinate ideas within it in such
a way that it includes all their essential content. For example,
color would not be for him emptier or poorer in content than
blue, red, or green, but incomparably richer than each separate
color, since it has in it the possibility of all known colors and
not only of these but of all possible colors.

Quanto res est perfectior in esse et simplicior, tanto est copiosior
secundum rationes (555).° ~

Includens perfectiones omnium generum (567).°

And:

The nobler a thing is the more general it is.
Or: ' ‘

- Quanto quid est simplicius et unicius tanto est portentius et virtuo-
sius, plura potens.” : P N

Thus for Eckhatt, Being is not, as for us, the most void but the
immeasurably rich, is “dives per se.” * And whoever reaches

“ No kind of reality can be denied to Being itself. g S

® The more perfect and simple a thing is in its being the more copious

it is regarding its content. LT gRUN

8 Including the perfections of all genera. - e

-7 The simpler and more unique this is the more portentous and virtuous,
commanding more. i B R :

® Rich in itself,
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Being enters into all the essential richness of Being. Thus
Eckhart says: .

God is a sole good in which all separate goods are contained.

That is the fulfillment, the full enjoyment of Godhead; that is
oneness. (Evans 182)

All things ate to God as a drop to the ocean. The soul imbib-
ing God turns into God as the drop becomes the ocean. (Evans
242)

In Deo non cadit privatio nec negatio, cum sit plenitudo esse.
This fullness, particularly the fullness of value, increases in

conception the more that Being is simply Being, is one only,
and the further removed it is from determination, manifoldness

~and difference:

' He who would grasp it aright must estrange himself also from
the “Good,” and “True,” and from all, which even in thought or
name still has any suggestion or shade of difference. He trusts
alone in the One, free from all manifoldness and difference, in
. which all distinction and attribute is lost and is one. This One

makes us blessed.

- Or again he says:

- We conceive essence as naked and pure Being as it is in itself.
- For (precisely in its purity of being) Essence is higher than knowl-
edge and life, for insofar as it is essence it has both knowledge
and life—If the soul knows God in His creatures, that is only
evening light: if it knows His creatures in God that is morning

i - light: but if it know God as He who alone is Being, that is the

clear light of midday. Therefore man ought to desire, to behold

~ with an almost insane passion that Essence is thus noble.

O

~As long as T am this or that, have this or that, I am not all
- things nor have I all things. Purify till thou not art nor hast, not

 cither this nor that, then thou art omnipresent, and being neither
this nor that thou art all things. (Evans 127)

~ ?In God there occurs no want nor negation since He is being in fullness.
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~ Both in Indian logic and in Sankara these conceptual relation-

ships are touched upon, it is true, but they play no part in
his theological speculation. Nevertheless, we can still feel in
his work the influence of the ancient Upanishad teaching that
Brahman is

sarvam idam,
yatkimcha jagatyam jagat,
(All that which ever is in all the world).

The comparison which is often made with the Esse of Western
mysticism also holds good for the Sat of Sankara: that it is like
the mother-lye which in itself is completely simple and homo-
geneous (ekarasa) and “only one,” yet contains dissolved and
suspended in it the fullness of reality. This comparison is
nowhere more fittingly applied than to the fundamental doc-
trine of Sankara in the passage on the sixth Prapathaka of the
Chhindogya-upanishad. It is his purpose here to show how
the one “'Sat” is the matrix of the entire fullness of Being. His
parable of the honey has exactly the same meaning as the
simile of the homogeneous mother-Iye. Thus also the introduc-
tion to the I3 says:

 Full is that. Full is this. Fullness is drawn from the full. Take
fullness from the full: it remains always full. ’

Or again:
k Incompleteness is the one place,
Fullness the other.

Sankara’s method in dea!ing with the Brahma-siitra’s (I, 1, 12-3,

13) is particularly instructive, bearing in mind this superabun-

dant fullness of the Brahman. Brahman here is to be sought
in meditation in ever higher and higher things of this world.

It is true that all these things and their multiplicity are only

upadhi’s (fictitiously superimposed). But still they are the
rungs of a ladder by which man may climb “higher and higher”

 to the All Highest Himself; to the most exalted, eternal, uni-
- form Atman, whose all-surpassing Being in its fullness and
 richness is revealed ever more clearly step by step through such
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“distinctive powers of Divinity.” These feelings of expansion
and enlargement are also characteristic of Sankara’s mysticism,
through which the mystic believes he will reach the unending
fullness of Being when he arrives at Being itself. “Sarvam
eva ividanti,” says the Mundaka-upanishad (3, 2, 15). And
Sankara adds: “"He who has reached the all-penetrating Atman,”
enters into the All. (“He becomes all things,” says Eckhart.)

(b) All these preceding valuations could be considered as in
a certain measure rational, but it soon becomes obvious that for
both masters there rises beyond them a still higher scale of
values, which leads to a completely non-rational, or as we
should say, a “numinous” value. From this viewpoint it be-
comes clear that for Eckhart as for Sankara the whole scheme
of speculation about Being is in itself only a preliminary
task, undertaken.in the service of another and higher idea. In
the light of this, Being itself takes on a new aspect. It is
~ removed from the rational sphere to which it unquestionably

 belonged at first, and becomes simply an ideogram of the

“Wholly Other,” of the “Anyad,” the alienum, the dissimile,
- of which we spoke in the Idea of the Holy, page 25ff. Thus
‘Eckhart says: ‘

For that is God’s attribute and His nature, that He is unlike to

~ anything and alike to nothing.

This “Wholly Other” attribute of Being is quickly discernible
in Eckhart’s works, when as the real, the true Being it is con-
trasted with that which is generally meant by the term Being,
the empirical Being, as we might say. And this higher stage
‘and its non-rational nature becomes still clearer when, after he
~ has for long enough made Esse (Being) the definition of the -
~ nature of the Godhead, Eckhart finally declares that God is
~ above Being: : VT '

:  Great masters teach indeed that God is unconditioned Being,
 (He has taught the same himself a hundred times!) But that is

- not so: He stands as high above Being as an angel ‘shove a gnat,

Itis as wrong to call God Being 2s to call the sun pale or black.
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And again:

L
Therefore one should press forward into the truth: to the pure
Unity which is God Himself, Thus one comes to strange wondets,
and one should stand still in these wonders for human sense cannot
penetrate to the ground of it.
But what is exalted above the spirit that is the One itself, an
incomprehensible wonder.

Therefore God is much more 2 “naught” which is yet an
incomprehensible “aught”: '

Everything which has being, hangs (is suspended) in the
Naught. And that same naught is such an incomprehensible aught
that all the spirits in Heaven and upon earth cannot comprehend
it nor sound it.

And:

When I say further: “God is Being”—that is not true. He is
something quite transcendent (atiSaya). He is a Not-Being above
Being (sat-asat-param).

But that clearly means Being as the entirely non-rational in the
sense in which I have tried to define this word and its use else-
where (The Idea of the Holy, page 60). ‘

Had I a God, whom I could understand, I would no longer
hold him for God. , / , ‘

The nature of this non-rational element Eckhart himself de-
scribes with acute precision:

Now you will ask: How does God work without an image in
the depth and essence of the soul? That I cannot know, for the
soul has only power to conceive in images, and since the images
come always from without, God’s work remains hidden to it—

That is most wholesome for the soul, for the inconceivable tempts

her as to something wonderful and makes her pursue it. For she

feels indeed that it is, but does not conceive what it is. s
Therefore a Master has said: “In the middle of the night, when

all things were hushed in a deep stillness, there was spoken to me

a ‘hidden’ word. It came like a thief stealing in.”” What does he - o 'k

mean by that? A word that was yet hidden? Is it not in the namre
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of words to reveal what is hidden? “But it opened itself and shone
before me as though it would reveal something to me, and gave me
(in feeling, without distinct ideas) tidings of God. Therefore it
is (rightly) called a word. But what it was, was hidden from me”
(an inconceivable idea). Therefore it is said: "It came in a whis-
pet, in a silence, to reveal itself.” It appeared and was yet hidden.

When St. Paul was caught up into the third heaven, where God
should be made known to him, and then returned to earth, he
forgot nothing. Only it was so deep within him (in ineradicable
feeling) that his reason was pot sufficient for it. It was hidden
from him.

This superconceptual but at the same time most cettain com-
prehension, Eckhart calls the “unknowing knowing.”

In Indian thought also how far ‘“That which is” lies on the
border, indeed, beyond the border of the conceptual and in the
region of the non-conceptual, is expressed in the very words of
the Kithaka 6, 12, which yet strive to designate the eternal by
the idea of Being alone:

Not by speech, not by thought,

Not by sight does one grasp Him.
He is: by this word and not otherwise
Is He comprehended.

Were Brahman really grasped through this “He is” he would

be comprehended through speech. Therefore this “He is” is

itself really beyond speech. And so Sankara himself szys in
commenting on the Gitd 11, 37:

In the deepest sense of the highest truth is that which Vedins

. call the inexhaustible, beyond Being as beyond non-being. ‘It is

reality alone, nothing else.

- Above all he expresses the entirely non-rational nature of this

Sat by thq assertion that it is Brahman, which with its brihatt-
vam (majesty) and its gambhiratvam (depth) is completely
atiSayam, passing all comprehension. From ancient times it is

_ the mysterious, wonderful, entirely suprarational essence, the
“yaksha,” which completely disclaims all thought and expres-
~sion. It is deep and more than deep (atigambhira). It is as
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difficult to plumb as the mighty ocean, (dushpravesyim mahasa-
mudtavad, the Mandikya-upanishad 4, 100), its path is as lictle
to be traced as that of the birds in the sky. For as the scripture
says:

He who is the self of all beings and the salvation of all beings,

- About whose path even the heavenly powers are in confusion,

Seeking the track of the trackless,

As one cannot find the path of the birds in the air, o
(Mandikya-upanishad, 4, 95)

Though often testified to in the text of the Vedas and by the
Masters of Hinduism, yet it cannot be known, for:

He is proclaimed by a miracle,
He who attains Him is wondrously favored by Fortune.
(Mand. 4, 82)

5. In the writings of both Masters it is clear that the idea of
pure Being (in spite of their own assertions) is nevertheless
merely the utmost which concept or “ratio” can offer in the
approach to the highest of all things. But it still falls short of
the summit itself, and finally reveals itself as only a rational
“schema’” (model) of something which is fundamentally tran-
- scendent—something numinous. ‘ :

“Sa dtma. Tat tvam asi.” “'Brahmasmi”: that is palpably
something more and something “wholly other”’ than the rational
expression: “I have become pure Being, I am Being itself.”
And it is precisely the same when Eckhart speaks of “homo
nobilis” as “deified man.” This also is more than a man who
has arrived at true Esse (Being). Every concept fails utterly
here. In speaking of this experience Eckhart departs often
enough from mere definition of Being. He can, indeed, entirely
forget it. He is then no longer in the sphere of Being: he is
purely and absolutely in the sphere of “‘wonder” (as he himself
calls it), in the region of a purely numinous and non-rational
valuation. When on these heights he still uses the word “Esse”

and “collatio esse,” this esse has become in very fact a sheer

“wonder,” which is completely incomprehensible and fantastic

 to the ontologist and the metaphysician, but quite familiar to




28 Mysticism East and West

the theologian. It is the same with the original conception of
Brahman. Eckhart uses the word “wonder” while the Upani-
shad-tradition uses 3$charya and yaksha, and ultimately the
Brahman becomes this also for Sankara. However much he
struggles to confine it in the concepts of sanmitra, chit, chait-
anya, jiidna, he has to leave it finally as that which is: namely
as that

before which words recoil, and to which no understanding has ever
attained.

6. In any case, when we put (a) and (b) together, as sat
eva or esse purum et simplex, and as that which in truth is
above sat anf esse, as the still rational and as the wholly supra-
rational—then Brahman for Sankara and God and Godhead
- for Eckhart, as including both these elements, is the One
who saves, and is the superabounding value and salvation
itself. It is for this reason alone that Sankara proclaims his
- Brahmajijfidsa and Eckhart his metaphysic of Being and supra-
" Being. For this alone they spend themselves in thought and
~ create their doctrine and attempt to destroy opposing doctrines.
- “Fot,” says Sankara,

to accept the opposing doctrines without consideration might injure
one’s blessedness and lead one into evil. Therefore the study of the
‘Brahman is to be recommended as the means to blessedness.

" Brahmabhivo mokshah, To be Brahma means to be saved.

Eckhart says even more profoundly:
God is the only value.
Or:

i :Sum———chat is as much as to say a thing which contains all good
~ in itself.




CHAPTER III
THE WAY OF KNOWLEDGE

1. BorH Sankara and Eckhart are teachers of 2 salvation—
in that lies their most fundamental point of agreement. But a
further congruity between these masters of the East and of the
West is found in the fact that for both the way to salvation is
“knowledge.”

For even more than in the content of their speculation and in
the goal of salvation as unity with the Divine itself these mys-
tics resemble each other in their method of reaching, or pos-
sessing salvation. Their method is the same, it consists in this
—that in reality they have none! All that we usually term
“mystical method,” all purposeful self-training for “mystical
experiences,” all soul-direction, schooling, exercising, the tech-
nique for attaining a spiritual state, artificial exaltation of the
self—this is far removed from them and lies aside from their
path. Their mysticism is no mysticism in the usual sense of the
term. Ot rather, it is a type of mysticism which by its attitude
is further removed from other types of mystical experience
than from many forms of non-mystical piety.

Sankara, it is true, recognizes the old Indian tradition with
~ regard to the “eightfold Yoga,” but he is no Yogin, and the
samyagdardanam is not to be won through Yoga. At most
- Yoga is a prepatation for it, and it can be entered through a
knowledge of the “"Great words” “Tat tvam asi” without Yoga.
- Similarly, Eckhart on occasion recognizes the old traditional
“methodus mystica,” the via purgativa, illuminativa, unitiva.
- But his own method has nothing to do with it.* Indeed, itis 2

contradiction of his fundamental thought. For the “works” of
1 e does occasionally cite mystical method, as, for instance, in one
 place the four stages of ecstasy (raptus). But this passage is a scholarly
_quotation. He himself is never the follower of a method in any technical -
_sense, hE sk il R e g
‘ 29
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the via purgativa according to his assumption can only be per-
formed when the Eternal has been found and atrained. Betore
that they are lifeless, effect nothing, and lead to creatureliness,
not to God. (Similarly Luther speaks of “works” apart from
and prior to faith.) In the same way both masters are far re-
moved from illuminism, from mystical-occult visions and appa-
ritions, from the magic and semimagic of trance conditions,
from physical ecstasies and seizures, from conditions of nervous
stimulation and overstimulation, and from all that is visionary.
2. Further, both are equally opposed to a rival system which
appeared in their respective epochs. This was what we in the
West usually call “‘voluntaristic mysticism,” a very misleading
term. For what it is really meant to denote is not voluntas as
will but as excited emotionalism, and mysticism as an intoxi-
cated eroticism. This includes seeking and striving after “'sensa-
tions” and “experiences,” after the emotional excitement and
consolation of ebbing and flowing rapturous states, half
or wholly sensual; a striving after the bliss of the secret in-
tercourse of the “bridal chamber,” and a general overempha-
sis of personal feelings and moods. In the East of Sankara’s
time and environment the rise of emotional Bhakti, the bhakti-
marga in place of the jAdna-mirga, corresponded exactly to this
emotional element in Western mysticism. It is true that bhakti
and bhakti-marga could also be used as a name for the “way”
‘of simple love of God and of personal relationship to Him,
as for instance, with Raminuja, who here resembles Luther.
But for the most part it was just this “voluntaristic mysticism” :
a strongly sensual and often sexually determined emotional life,
which, particularly in Krishna eroticism, has its parallels to
Western “bride mysticism.” It is peculiar to this “bhakti mys-
ticism” as to our “voluntaristic mysticism,” that it seeks to
attain unity with the Highest through coalescence by an emo-
tional exaggeration and glow of feeling. And even the Highest
is thought of as responding to amorous longings. In contrast
to this Sankara’s outlook is cool and clear-sighted, serene and
pure. In his writings at least we find nothing of this attitude.
The path which he prescribes is in complete opposition to it,

and equally so is the way of Eckhart.
3. The special character of the mysticism of both masters



The Way of Knowledge 31

is that of an intellectual and not of an emotional mysticism.
- And because both are seekers after a knowledge, jfiana, vidyi,
samyagdar$anam, they are not content to remain in a state of
mystical premonition, of mere sentiment, or of inexpressible
emotion. No one could be further removed than they from
the supposedly fundamental confession of the “mystic”’: “Feel-
ing is everything, words are smoke and sound.” On the con-
‘trary, theirs is a knowledge which is to be translated into a
‘comprehensible doctrine with all the aids of proof, scholarly
presentation and keen dialectic. Indeed we are confronted with
an almost unbelievable spectacle: both these heralds of the
absolutely non-rational, inconceivable, and incomprehensible
- Godhead which escapes all definition and before which “words
and understanding recoil,” become the most critical theorists,
the strictest of scholastics, and create a language and dogma of
rigid formulas.®

“God is a silence rather than speech.” “This tman is

silent.” “The most beautiful thing which man can say of God

is that, knowing His inner riches he becomes silent. Therefore
prate not of God,” say Eckhart and Sankara. And yet both
‘do say a great deal, penetrate into the inexpressible, proclaim

its inmost state and try by the most definite doctrine to com-

- municate to their pupils what they believe themselves to possess
as explicable knowledge. ]
~ Nowhere does doctrine play a greater part than with these
two mystics. Thereby they represent in common a special type
of mysticism to be distinguished from other “mysticisms”: 2
teaching mysticism differing from a mysticism which speaks
through song or through symbols only, or from a cult,® or a
- completely silent mysticism. :
4. But one thing is certain, every word of instruction and
% The school of Sankara afterwards retained and exaggerated this tend-
“ency, and became rationalistic and dialectic, It confines the unspeakable
- 'within such close limits, forces the non-rational into such stiff formulas,
and develops such stereotyped and unyielding technical language, that feel-
ing is almost crushed out; the glimmer of the mystery almost disappears,
and a hair-splitting dialectical system replaces the deeply significant lan-
~guage of the mysteries of the Upanishad-tradition. - ‘ ;
~In this sense the relation of the later Sankara school is similar to'that of
 the later Eleatics, and their dialectic. :

*As in the book De eccle:iq:iim Hiémrc/::'a of Dionysius Areopagitica. a0
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1 knowledge which comes from such teaching is still not the
 nowledge which matters: the real knowledge of the object
. self to which teaching can only point the way. It is true that
¢t first sight in Sankara’s works, where one would soonest
ssume this recognition, it appears to be otherwise. According
> him, knowledge of salvation is knowledge on the basis of
 athority, and the acceptance of a doctrine. All knowledge of
he Brahman and of unity with the Brahman, he says, rests
~pon the authority of the Sruti, the Scripture, particularly on
s Great words: “tat tvam asi,” “That art thou” (viz. the
jrahman). He claims to be 2 “scripture-theologian,” a theo-
“agian of authority, for he only resorts to reasoning and proofs
f his own in so far as he can refute the attacks of his opponents
-y their aid. But the real purpose of this affirmation on his
- vart is principally to reject all human “‘anumina,” all mere
~ easoning of “‘tarka,” as powerless to find Brahman. And this
“issertion that no common logical or scientific consideration, no
~ onclusions drawn, no proofs offered, in short, no power of the
- srdinary understanding could reach the highest knowledge, he
~ makes in common with Eckhart. The latter expresses his con-
~ viction in a “doctrine of faculties.” He distinguishes a particular
' faculty for the transcendental, the “intellectus” which is not in
the least what we ordinarily call intellect, but is above all “ratio”
- or mere faculty of discursive, conceptual understanding which
. proves facts and draws conclusions, and functions quite differ-
- ently from “ratio” as “‘ratio pura.” *
. “Compare Coleridge’s differentiation of “understanding” and “reason,”
. or Kant's “Verstand” and “Vernunft.” Here “understanding” as ordinary
scutsive faculty is “tarka.” Coleridge’s “reason” and Kant's “ratio pura”
2 faculty of idea and of the “intelligibilia” agree with Eckhart's “intellec-
5" as opposed to mere “ratio discursiva.”
ckhart combines this teaching with the traditional conception of the
intellectus passivus” and the “intellectus agens,” substituting God himself
the eternal Word for the latter, which “informs” the “intellectus passivus”
1d thus gives it knowledge. This teaching is for him one with his mysti-
1l doctrine of the birth (Eingeburt) of “the Son,” who is indeed the eternal
"Word,” or the birth. of God Himself in the depths of the soul. In a less
ecise form, however, he teaches that God is known, not in conclusions or
oofs of the “ratio,” but as the soul, standing clear of all concepts, enters

to itself and its own depth. Within itself as in the mirror of the God-
d, in the place where God Himself goes in and out, and which is indeed

t

vine—is God—it attains knowledge,
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These latter teachings have again their exact parallels in the
mysticism of India and even in its terminology: “tmani,
itminam, dtmani’: “Know the Atman in the dtman alone
through the atman.” Alone through the dtman—that means
not by the power of the indriyani or of the manas or the
buddhi, not through the senses, or by common sense or by the
activity of the discursive understanding, but dispensing with
all these organs and mediators, directly through the dtman
itself. The Atman: means the Atman-Brahman. “In the
amar’’: is in the depth of man’s own itman.

Another parallel is the passage in which Sankara says:
“Atman is not capable of proof nor does it need any.” It is
“svasiddha.” It is “'self-proven.” For, itself inconceivable, it is
the ground of every possibility of conceiving, of every thought,
of every act of knowledge. And even he who denies it, in so
far as he thereby thinks, considers, and asserts, presupposes it.

- But above all Sankara holds that knowledge based on the
scriptures is merely the finger which points to the object and
which disappears when it is itself looked upon. The real knowl-
edge is that which he calls “one’s own vision”—daranam. This

~vision for him, as knowledge for Eckhart, is not a matter of

“having visions.” It is rather an awareness of identity with
Brahman, and that as an “intuitus,” a dawning of insight, onr

own clear-sighted realization of that which the scriptures taught.
'This awareness cannot be “produced,” we cannot reason it out.

It is not a2 “work.” It comes or does not come independently

~ of our will. It must be seen. The way may be prepared by the
words of the Vedas and by meditation (pratyaya) on them, but

in the end it must be our own vision. It dawns like an apercu
(Goethe) and as soon as it is perceived the Vedas become
superfluous. Study and reflection then cease: s ol
~ Only for him to whom this awareness does not come as with

~ one stroke (on hearing the Great words: Tat tvam asi) is repeated S

pratyaya (reflection) on the words of the Vedas necessaty.

~ Otin Sankara’s comment on the Bz;aggvgdi Gia 11,541
. He is able to know Me not only from the scriptures, but also to

o seemetrlyand directly.
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Such vision is finally not scripture knowledge but inward reali-
zation (itmani) and knowledge through the self (dtnfana).
Thus in commenting on the Giti 6, 20, Sankara says:

When the confusing play of ideas (chittam) has come to rest,
and he thus through himself (without the senses) through the
purified “inward otgan” apprehends the Highest, which is wholly
spirit, essentially light, then he wins through to joy.

Compare also Gita 9, 2:

The royal knowledge, the kingly secret is here knowledge of
Brahman. And this is not scripture knowledge, but pratyaksha-
gamanam: an immediate self-knowledge: “just as one feels one’s
own weal or woe,” i.e. in immediate self-perception.

Eckhart deals with the matter likewise, nor could the “knowl-

. ‘edge” which he too signifies be more exactly described. Only

~with him this knowledge has something more restful about it.
- It does not break out suddenly, or burst forth in a particular
act. It is rather an enduring function of the whole personality,
“a finely distributed element in the life of the soul. Nowhere
in his writings therefore is there so precise a theory of knowl-
- edge as in this passage from Sankara. Nevertheless, Eckhart
also occasionally notices the apercu-nature of the deeper knowl-
edge, realizing itself in individual acts of the empirical con-
sciousness, and he describes it by a quotation from Augustine:

In ipso primo ictu, quo velut corruscatione perstringeris, cum
- dicitur “veritas,” mane, si potes.®

 And as Augustine here indicates that the realization of the
- significance of the concept “Truth” comes as a flash of light-
- ning, so Eckhart from time to time implies the same with
regard to the knowledge that God is one’s own Being. He
describes as follows its character of pure, immediate self-
~ intuition, so utterly incomparable to mere reflection and to

- mediated thought: '

~ Let him who does not understand this discourse not trouble his

£ In this first flash when thou art as if struck by lightning, when thou
" hearest inwardly the affirmation “TRUTH"! there remain if thou canst.
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heart about it. For so long as a man is not equal to this truth, he
will got understand. For it is not a truth to be attained by reason-
ing thought, but comes directly from the heart of God.

5. The resemblance between the experiences of the two
mystics goes still further. For the ultimate significance of
Sankara’s teaching is that Vidya (knowledge) itself is not of
time. It is the Jidna which is eternal, uncreated, imperishable,
and inseparable from the atman itself. It is only cloaked by
the Avidyi (the non-knowing), (what we should call empirical
knowledge) which also for Sankara follows the laws of per-
ception and the syllogism. The same is true again for Eckhart:

The soul has something within it, a spark of supersensual knowl-
edge that is never quenched. But there is also another knowledge
in cur souls, which is directed toward outward objects: namely
knowledge of the senses and the understanding: this hides that
other knowledge from us. The intuitive, higher knowledge is
timeless and spaceless, without any here and now.*®

6. Such a fundamental “intuitus mysticus” as we said, lies
at the basis of the teaching both of Eckhart and Sankara, and
is the real source of their strange assertions and their deep
pathos. This intuition is not a result of dialectic but a first-
- hand and immediate fact and possession of the mystical mind.
Another parallel occurs here between the two masters: both
- veil this fact by their dialectic. Sankara, or at least his pupils,

makes every effort to derive this teaching dialectically. They
try for example to fprove that consciousness apprehends only
Being and not any form of Being, that difference and change
are logically incomprehensible, that the jiana, always uniform
and identical, is at the same time without beginning and im-
 perishable. Like the pupils of the Eleatics they support their
- own teaching of the One, the Undivided and Unlimited by
- oppressing their opponents with the difficulties and antinomies

- of perception and thought. Eckhart, on the other hand, sup-

ports his teaching so largely by the dialectic of Scholasticism,
~ using the Platonic elements of his tradition‘ in order to establish

e Both‘k the Jiidna and this knowledge are not empirical acts of conscious-~

~ npess, but a hidden, general “consciousness.” -
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his “ipsum esse” scientifically, and thence to reach many of his
mystical pronouncements by reason, that one is egsﬂy Iegl astray
and does not see the wood for the trees. But his mysticism is
not the result of his Scholasticism, nor of the unlucky fact that
—as one scholar has contended—he misunderstood St. Thomas
and mixed pure Scholasticism with Platonism. A peculiar “mys-
ticus intuitus” springing from the depths of his own mind is
fundamental to him, and in his environment it quite naturally
assumed certain Platonic forms of thought and conception, of
logic and realism in its doctrine of knowledge and of being,
and used them as instruments of dialectic, though often enough
they are more cloaks and disguises to his thought than real
explanations of it. Without these questionable aids his purpose
would undoubtedly have created its own symbols, and probably
- they would have been much more illuminating. And indeed it
~has created them. They continually cut across the Scholastic
‘terminology with their imaginative force and daring imagery,
and it is quite wrong to see in this imagery only the trimmings
of his thought or the poetical expression of his “scientific”
- terms.  Quite the reverse: the latter are themselves only the
rationalizations and artificial transmutations of something en-
tirely his own, welling up from a hidden deep, independent of
the terminology of scholarly speculation. It is just this per-
sonal element which speaks most directly to the reader, and
is understood of itself without explanation. His whole “scien-
tific” speculation (as is often the case) is merely his “idea”
reduced to sterile “concepts.”

- 7. It would be possible to separate the real content of the

~ mystical intuition in both Eckhart and Sankara from their tech-

- nical terms, which belong to the schools of their day and may

. seem abstruse to us. With Eckhart it would be easier, for here

- the true content is recognizable by anyone capable of a certain
- amount of sympathetic understanding, and in his German writ-
~ ings it bursts the bonds of his Scholastic terminology. In

Sankara it is not nearly so obvious since he is not, like Eckhart,

- a preacher and a poet with the magic gift of causing the truths
- proclaimed to blossom in the very soul of the reader through
- the creative power of his language. With Sankara one has first

~
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1o brezk through the dry husk of his speculative system and
disclose, embedded in his Brahman and Atman, the living
features of ancient Indian mysticism as it survives in the Upani-
shads and the Purinas. It will be our task in the next chapter

* (o pursue this mystical intuition and to describe it in our own -

terms.




CHAPTER IV

THE TWO WAYS: THE MYSTICISM OF INTROSPEC-
TION AND THE MYSTICISM OF UNIFYING VISION

RELIGION in the higher sense dawns in India as longing for
the salvation of Amrita—for freedom from death. The story
of Yijfavalkya and his wife Maitreyl which we cited earlier
marks its first breaking forth. In this story there still vibrates
the consciousness that knowledge of salvation which is “free-
‘dom from death” is not the result of a mere transformation of
ideas, nor of a simple “evolution” in the ordinary sense of the
word. It is, rather, a discovery—a revealing intuition. The

- positive form of the negative amrita, “freedom from death,”

would be “life.” This discovery of the eternal Amrita, re-
- moved from time and Samsara, thus runs parallel to the ideas
of life and the bestowal of life by the eternal Living One
Himself, as we have it in our own religious tradition. Maitreyi
is also a seeker after “life.” Therefore she speaks contemptu-
‘ously of the goods of this world, and demands something more.
This Amrita, this life, however, is more than “immortality,”
than the mere continuance of our empirical existence into
infinity. There is a quivering light of mysticism about it.
‘Maitreyl did not need to seek an empirical immortality. Of

- that, according to Indian ideas, she had experienced only too

~ correct to say

‘much, for death did not extinguish empirical existence, which
rolled on from birth to birth unendingly. It was from just this
~ mere “immortality” that the Indian seeker after salvation longed
 for release. He sought freedom from this whole world of
- death, and it is only the superficial who believe that religion is

 born of a longing for mere “immortality.” It would be more
‘a longing for life” if we remember that this life
_ even in the lower stages of the development of the idea, isnot

€
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merely natural, empirical life, but something wholly magical,
and in its higher stages wholly transcendent. e
- The search for salvation, for Amrita, as we have said, is
clearly the motive prompting speculation about the one, eternal
Sat. Sat is only a different expression for the summum bonum
of Amrita, and often enough in India it bears the old name,
Anmrita, as in the West the word “being” has the connotation
of “life.” On occasion, Eckhart’can forget all his ontology and
say: ‘ ‘ :

When it [the soul] is wholly united with God and baptised in
the divine nature, it loses all hindrances and sickness and incon-
stancy and is at once renewed in 2 divine life,

At the same time, this Amrita-idea is filled with that mys-
terious content of which we have spoken. Yijfiavalkya answers
- the question as to the salvation of Amrita by the teaching of

the mystical atman in the depths of our own being, and atman-

mysticism blends itself with the mysticism of the etetnal Sat-

- Brahman. Both are combined—Sa atmi, just as with Eckhart
“the search for “life” and being becomes the teaching of the
blessed miracle in the depths of the human soul, and of the
~ modeless Godhead as pure Being. And both in Eckhart are

similarly inextricably interwoven. R Tty

Thus we have in the East as well as in the West ,,twoftyi:‘,es: .
of mystical e:zﬁerience originally separate, now closely linked

together, whi

it would be possible to separate again from

each other, and of which each has its own motive and origin.

‘Both are mystical, but the one is the mysticism of infrospec-

~ tion and the other the mysticism of unifying vision. It will
be necessary to speak in more detail of their differences and

~ their interpenetration. s

~ In spite of much formal agreement, mystical experience is

 capable of great diversity. Its content can be curiously varied.
The moods and feelings which it arouses can differ from one

‘another even to the extent of being diametrically opposed. The

 variety of different types of mystical experience can result in
estrangement and conflict. It was the mystics who warred
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to bring him to the cross, while he himself from the standpoint
f another type of experience, fought against the mysticism of
is day. We shall speak later of differences of quality in mysti-
cism. But what interests us here is that even the form of mys-
icism, its particular attitude toward its object, the path to its
_achievement, and thereby the fundamental attitude of the mystic
“himself, can be of entirely different types. They often combine,
~ and may even help one another occasionally toward complerion
and fulfillment. Perhaps only in their combination do they
represent the ideal of mystical experience. It may be that be-
tween them there exists a secret affinity which the mystic him-
elf recognizes and considers natural. But to the non-mystic
their extreme difference is striking. The differences here re-
erred to relate to the types of mystical intuition which are
ated in the heading of the chapter. We may call them
 inward way” and “‘the outward way.”
nsidering the similarity between Eckhart and Sankara
eresting to see how both these forms of mystical intui-
on are found in each of them, and how deeply they inter-
enetrate. Indeed, the resemblance between the two masters
est  the way in which two clearly distinct methods of
ystical act itself penetrate and interpenetrate one an-
will be the exacting task of the present chapter, for
ose of clearer recognition, to separate and tear apart
the mystic himself is so often closely blended and inter-

I. THE INWARD WAY
‘The maxim of the first type of intuition is: *“The secret way
ds inward.” Withdrawal from all outward things, retreat
the»aground of one’s own soul, knowledge of a secret
pth and of the possibility of turning in upon one’s self, is
ar to the first type—mysticism as introspection. This
s sinking down into the self in order to reach intuition,
e in the inmost depth of the self to find the Infinite, or

the world but only into the self. For the final vision there
ed of : e wotld; ‘only God and the soul hold true. "I'his ‘

, or Brahman: dtmani dtmanam itmana. Here one looks not
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intuition would flourish were there no wortld glven would,
indead, then thrwe the more easily. The word of Augustme
applies here: “Deum et animam! Nihil aliud? Nihil omnino.”

In Plotinus also both types of mysticism intermingle. The
first is clearly expressed by him in a passage of the Sixth

Ennead:

Often when I awake from the slumber of the body and come to
myself, and step out of the outward world in order to turn in upon
myself, I behold a wonderful beauty. Then I believe unshakeably
that I belong to 2 better world; most glorious life works strongly
in me and I am become one with the Godhead. Transferred into
this I have reached that vital emergy and have raised myself above
all intellectual things. When I then climb down from this rest in
the lap of the Godhead to intellectual understanding I ask myself
how there can possibly be a sinking back out of that condition.

This intuition leads to “self-knowledge,” to research of the

soul, to psychology, and becomes interwoven with the “theory =~
of knowledge or resolves into one or other of these. Re-
duced to ‘'scientific’ terms its ideas become the concepts of

EE TS

“inborn knowledge, :
cept of “general consciousness.” In the history of philosophy it

knowledge a priori,” or even the con-

is easy to follow the gradual process of this reduction of mys

tlcal ideas, and their transference to “science.”

II. Tue WA’Y oF Unity

But compare this passage with the foﬂowmg extract from'V ,» T

the Fifth Ennead, 8:

They see all not in process of becommg but in Bexng, and they el

~ see themselves in the other. Each Being contains within itself the

 whole mtelhgable world. Therefore all is everywhere Each is theref

all and all is each.

‘Man as he now is has ceased o be the All But when he ceases
- to be an individual he raises himself again and pepetrates the whole =

~world. Then become one with the AH he creates. the All

The contrast between the foregomg passages is palpable S

o Agamst the introspective intuition of the first type there is set
o an mtmaon of a eariy dxﬁ’erent namre The mystxcal intuitios
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of this second way is often so closely bound up with that of
the first, that its peculiarity is not immediately noticeable. Nev-
ertheless, there is not only a great difference between the two,
but a direct antithesis. The second can be described under the
terms: ekatvam anupadyati, ekatd-drishti, the unifying vision as

“opposed to the multiplicity of the object. It knows nothing of
“inwardness.” While the first form necessarily has its own
doctrine of the soul, drawing it into the region of the mystical,
and so arriving at a particular soul-mysticism, whence it ad-
vances to 2 higher experience yet always remains largely a mys-
ticism of the soul, the second form has no need of such a
doctrine. It looks upon the world of things in its multiplicicy,
and in contrast to this leaps to an “intuition” or a “knowledge”
of its own most peculiar kind, which we, according to our scale
of values, may consider either a strange fantasy or a glimpse
into the eternal relationships of things.

2. Such vision and the men who possess it are not merely
affairs of the past. They are possible at all times, even to-day.
‘These men are not so far removed from us that we cannot
realize their experience to some extent. It was from such
glimpses that speculation arose in India, and it was the second
type of vision and not the first which gave it birth. Even as
eatly as the Rig-Veda we find this strange feeling for the
“Ekam,” the "One,” while the search for the atman only sets
in later, as an addition to this earlier experience, and combines
with it from a possible inner necessity which we shall consider
elsewhere. Very likely such vision was the beginning of specu-
lative thought not only in India but also in Hellas, and what
- we call Greek science was maybe the offspring of something
- which in its inception was mystical intuition. In any case it is
not dependent upon doctrine, nor born of rational considera-
tions, nor of the search after causality, nor of a hunger for a sci-
entific explanation of the world. It is born as a revealing experi-
- ence where there was a predisposition for such insight—where
the “eye of heaven” was opened.

3. Sat eva idam agre 3sit, ekam advitiyam.

-So runs‘}the 'Great word.” “Idam” namely, this manifold
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world of objects, was Being only, One only, without 2 second.
Intuition arises out of the “idam”—this manifold world. Its
multiplicity is taken away, and only “that which is,” only the
One is beheld. There is more emphasis on the “One only”
than on the “being.”

This vision we must. call “unifying vision” or “vision of a
unity,” for unity is its watchword—not soul, nor inward man,
nor atman, nor Brahman, nor deitas, neither sat nor esse, but
“Unity.” The emphasis on unity, and the struggle against
all diversity is its chief characteristic. But when we say “Vision
of unity” we must not imagine that we have thereby exhausted
the conception of the actuality itself. For this purely formal
element, this something perceived in unity or as unity, tells us
practically nothing as to why this Being in Unity is so palpi-
tating with interest, so filled with value and awe, and at the
same time brings so great a liberation and blessedness—says
nothing as to why it is the very “unum necessarium.” The ele-
ment of unity is like the pennon of a submerged submarine
pointing to something deeper which it indicates but does not

~reveal. It is the only element which can in any measure be

conceptually apprehended and considered, and even then very
imperfectly, for what is this unity? Certainly nothing which
can be determined by, or compared with, any logical forms
of unity that we know. :
4. This second form of mystical intuition has, like the first,

its “scientific” counterparts. From it there results the “scien-
~ tific’” conception of totality, of the universe, of the cosmic sys-
- tem, which as a system of substances acting and reacting upon
~ one another, is thought of sometimes in terms of vitality as an
~ organism, sometimes in mechanistic-mathematical terms as a

mechanism composed of mass and energy. The same applies
to the conception of law. Perhaps, as has been maintained, such
fundamental conceptions of natural philosophy were once really
born “out of the spirit of mysticism,” as the disjecta membra,

the discarded and soulless members of an originally mystical
~ intuition. St :
. 'The vision of unity, however, is one which shows stages of
. ascension. The reader is not to understand by this that these
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gradations are necessarily separate chronological stages in the
history of mystical experience or in the lives of individual
mystics, but that there is a gradation which seems to lie in
the nature of the vision itself.

In describing these stages we are attempting to trace a
“schema” of mystical experience of the second type. It is the
peculiarity of all systematic schemes that they do not copy one
given form but try to present a sketch of an average type. No
single form corresponds entirely to the scheme, but each one
suggests it, more or less clearly, more or less precisely, or with
a certain amount of distortion. The following schema is to be
understood in this sense.

The Lowest Stage

~ (a) Things and events in so far as they are conceived by this
“intuitive” vision, are no longer multiple, separate, divided,
but ate, in an inexpressible way an All, a Sarvam, a whole, one
‘whole and therefore One. I repeat “in an inexpressible way,”
for if we add that they now form an “organic whole,” “a uni-
- versal life,” or suchlike phrases, these are all rational explana-
- tions of the matter, derived from current scientific terminology,
~ which are at most only analogous and not in the least adequate.

- Thus Eckhart says: ‘ ¢

In the eternal goodness of the divine nature (as in a miraculous

- mirror) the essence of all creatures is seen as one. L

(b) Further, within this One all otherness as opposition

~ immediately disappears—things ate no longer distinguished as
- this and the other. But, rather, this is that, and that is this;
‘here is there and there, here.* This does not mean that all
things in the fullness and richness of their individual being

- disappear, but rather that each with each and all with all is
- identical—one and the same. The Indian expression for such
~ *Thus Plotinus says of the locus intelligibilis: S
. There . . . they see all, not in process of becoming but in Being.
' Fach Being contains within itself the whole intelligible world and also

Bach is there All and ‘Allji’s’each. (Ennead, 5:8)

“ beholds it complete in each particular Being. Therefore All is everywhere. e
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intuition is: “ninitvam na padyati,” or expressed positively:
“samam padyati,” or “dharmin samatam gatan paéyati,” he sees
objects as coalescing in identity.?

This results in the peculiar logic of mysticism, which dis-
counts the two fundamental laws of natural logic: the law of
Contradiction and of the Excluded Third. As non-Euclidian
geometry sets aside the axiom of parallels so mystical logic
disregards these two axioms; and thence the “coincidentia
oppositorum,” the “identity of opposites” and the “dialectic
conceptions” arise. ‘ :

Eckhart says:

There all is one, and one all in all. There to her (the perceiving
soul) all is one, and one is in all. It (i.e. the empirical world)
carries contradiction in itself. What is contradiction? Love and
suffering, white and black, these are contradictions, and as such

Herein lies the soul’s purity, that it is purified from a life that is
divided and that it enters into a life that is unified.” All that is
divided in lower things, will be unified so soon as the (perceptive)
soul climbs up into a life where there is no contrast. When the

soul comes into the light of reasonableness (the true insight) it

knows no contrasts. Say, Lord, when is 2 man in mere “understand-
ing” (in discursive intellectual understanding). I say to you:
“When a man secs one thing separated from another.” And when

® This is also the chief meaning of the term advitiyam, advaitam, without
a second. ; B T

In the printipal text of the Advaita doctrine, the Chhindogya- 5
‘upanishad 6.2.1, the word means that the “idam,” the “prapaficha,” i.e.

the world apparently extended in name and form, is “one only,” without a

second—is ‘in itself without multiplicity. That it is “without a second”

does not mean here as yet the identity of Brahman and the inner dtman,
but the identity of the multiplicity of the world as the “One only.” The

same thought often occurs later, cf. Mandakya Kar. 1.17:
' “Miyimatram idam dvaitam, advaitam paramarthatah.”

. The “idam” here is also the “prapaficha” as in the Chhandogya, for as
Sankara expressly states in his commentary: “Idam prapafichdkhyam,” cf.

also 3.19: “Mayayi bhidyate hi etat, na anyatha 'jam kathamchana: “Only -

by delusion is the (One) divided.” In truth it is “samatim gatam (3.2), '

and 4.91: o Bkl
S “ ... sarve dbarmdh.

‘Vidyate na hi nanatvam tesham kvachana kimchana”"
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is a man above mere understanding? That I can tell you: “When
he sees all in all, then a2 man stands beyond mere understanding.”

(c) Together with (2) and (b) we must take into account
~ what is called “visio sub specie aeterni”: that is, not only the
negation of the usual association of things together in space and
time, but a positive ordering of their existence in and with one
another in a higher but inexpressible way in the eternal “Now.”

(d) Closely connected with this as the accompaniment of
the “‘unification” of things is what we may call their “transfigu-
ration.” They become transparent, luminous, visionary. They
are seen—and this relates to their perception sub specie aeterni
—"in ratione ydeali” as Eckhart puts it, that is, not in their
“obviousness” but in their eternal idea.” “So I see in all the
‘eternal glory,” sings Lynkeus. And Plotinus says: “There is
the perfected beauty.” Eckhart has expressed it thus:

The man who has let things pass away in their lower forms
where they are mortal, receives them again in God (that means first
in their ideal ‘unity”), where alone they are real. All that is
dead hete, is life there. And all that is here gross and tangible
is there (sub specie ydeali) spirit. It is as when a man pours water
into a clean vessel and lets it stand, and then, if he holds his face

- over it he sees his face at the bottom (resplendent) as it is in itself.

Eckhart here clearly refers to the peculiar transfiguration of the
features seen in water, filled with the light and transparency
of the medium in which they are reflected.

The chief points included in the paragraphs (a)-(d) are
embraced by the Indian formula: ninitvam na padyati—"he no
longer sees multiplicity.” Such ninitvam we maintain has
not yet in itself any bearing upon the distinction between

2 To see creatures intuitively in their “uncreated” nature.

“This symbol of Eckhart’s curiously plastic speech, so entirely free from
the ornateness of the schools, shows us much more clearly what he means
b! his' “'sub ratione ydeali” than his whole, scholatly, Platonized system of
ideas. ' At the same time it is an illustration of the fact mentioned. in the
previous chapter, viz. that Eckhart would have expressed his opinions, and

pethaps expressed them better if he had not been a scholar but only a
. preacher in his poetic German mother-tongue.
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Brahman and atman, but denotes the manifoldness of the
namariipadi, the multiplicity of “names and forms,” which are
at the same time “kidla-desa-nimitta,” determined by space and
time. Positively expressed it is: samam pasyati—"he sees all
in its identity.” The perception of the samam is, however, the
same as perception freed from space and time, in principio,
sub specie aeterni, and in ratione ydeali.

(e) Together with this there now appears not only the iden-
tification of all things with all, but also of the perceiver with
the perceived, an identification which is clearly different from
that of the mystical experience of the first way, the subjective,
inward way, and of a different origin. There is here no men-
tion of the soul as an inner reality, and of the soul’s unification
with the Highest. No consideration is given to the soul of the
perceiver, but simply to the perceiver himself. He is what
everything is, and everything is what he is. So unified with the
All and the One, he then sees all things “in himself,” or,
moife precisely, “‘as himself’—as not differentiated from him-
self. '

Plotinus, with paradigmatical acuteness summarizes the points
(a)-(e) in the First Ennead, 8, 1:

Eyer mdvra mol Eoru mdvra xol olveoty ot ovviwv xual Fyel
movra otx Eyov. O yap dhha, 6 de &hhog: old: ywoic Exactov
v &v avt® Slov e ydo Eotv Exactov wol maviayj) mdve xol
o0 ouyxréyurar, GG od ywolg. But he is not spirit in the sense in
which we conceive spirit, which gains its content from logical prop-
ositions and its understanding by processes of thought and reflec-
tion on cause and effect, and which recognizes being by the Erinciple
of sufficient reason. Rather, every spirit has all and is all and is with
all because he is with it, and possesses all things, without possessing
them in the usual sense (as individual objects external to himself).
For he does not possess it as something different from himself. That
which is possessed is not one thing and he himself another. What
there is (of that which is possessed) in him is not each thing separate

for itself. For each is the whole, and is wholly all. Yet still it is not -

mingled but is again itself separate. (Cf. above: “Black does not
cease to be black nor white, white. But black is white and white
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is black. The opposites coincide without ceasing to be what they
are in themselves.”)

The spirit which here perceives is opposed to the pocess
of “ordinary” thinking—to discutsive thought activity. In con-
trast to the latter it perceives by means of mystical intuition.®

Mystical intuition can stop short at this stage, and mystical
experience can be indicated and described without going fur-
ther. There are plenty of examples where such experience has
been content to find its expression in the phrases of this first

halting place: “To see no other, to perceive in Unity, beyond
- space and time—to see yourself and all else in one, and all as
in yourself,” without using the higher affirmations of the later
stages. Mystical intuition is indeed present here, though there
- is no mention of beholding God or Brahman. For it, all is in
~ unity, is indeed in a fully mystical unity. When he sees things

in such unity, the perceiver himself becomes one with the
- objects perceived, and sees them now within himself:

He who has allowed the beauty of that world (seen in ideal
unity) to penetrate his soul goes away no longer a mere observer.
For the object perceived and the perceiving soul are no longer two
things separated from one another, but the perceiving soul has
(now) within jtself the perceived object.® (Plotinus)

~ The union which here occurs is not yet union with God, but
_that of the self with the object perceived in the unity of the

~ ideal world. ‘ ‘
- The Indian expression for the points contained in sections
(a)-(e) is ““anyad na pasyati”’; “he perceives no other.” That
- means both that he sees no variety in the object, and that he
- no longer sees distinction between subject and object. ‘

: ® This spirit is here the divine. But the divine spirit is for the mystic
the original type of the mystical spirit itself, the subject of mysticism, and
what has place in the divine has place also in man when he perceives aright.

" This is a fundamental conception of the mystical attitude. This analogous

. relationship which then passes into a relationship of identity is indicated

in Indian writings even as early as the Upanishads by the regular parallels

. between “iti adhidaivatam.’ Atha adhyitman’: “So ‘with regard to the
- divine, and now with regard to the soul ”(cf. Kena 4, 29), The same

S distinction of analogy and identity is found also in Eckhart.

. °N.B. The “perceiving soul” is here simply the perceiver himself,
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The Second Stage

But to go further, we said in the first place that “the many
is seen as one,” thereby the One is now beheld. This means
that the One is no longer a mere interrelation but a peculiar
correlate of the many. Unity now becomes “One.” “The One”
is no longer a predicate of the many but becomes an equa-
tion of the One and the many: Many is one, and the One is
many. Still further, these pronouncements do not remain of
equal value. The One comes to the fore. Oneness is not a
result of the many, nor is the relationship such that Oneness
and multiplicity are mutual results of each other. The One
soon receives the emphasis and takes precedence over the many.
As Eckhart says: What in many things is one, must of necessity
be above things (and that in the following four intermediate
stages):
Many is seen as one (and only thus rightly seen).
Many is seen in the One (where the One is sull a form of the

many).
The One is seen in the many (as supporting and conditioning reality).
The One is seen.

The One itself becomes the object of intuition as that which
is superior and prior to the many. It is the many, not as the
many is one but as the principle in which the many is grounded.
In relation to the many it becomes the subject in so far as it

unifies, comprehends and bears the many. It is in fact jts®

essence, being, existence. Already at this point the One con-
centrates attention upon itself, draws the value of the many to
itself, silently becoming that which is and remains the real
value behind the many. The many is now only the changing
modes of the One. It is itself the constant behind these modes,
which remains and is identical with itself, the unchangeable
foundation as opposed to the changing and fleeting. Thus
al Hallaj says:”

Nul ne peut fouler le tapis étendu de la Vérité, tant qu'il
demeure au seuil de la séparation, tant qu'il ne voit en toutes les

% 1. Massignon: Lg Passion d'al Hussayn ibn Mansour al Halldj, Paris,
1922, Vol. 2, 517.
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essences une seule Essence, tant qu'il ne voit ce qui passe comme
périssant, et celui qui demeure comme subsistant. ‘

L

It will at once be clear that we have here the beginning of the
two elements usually contained in this type of mysticism:

(2) That on the one hand it is necessarily systematized by
speculation on the Absolute; the One is the unconditioned, the
absolute which conditions all things.

(b) On the other, that it attracts or originates an ontology,
or a particular speculation about Being. The One is the only
true and complete Being behind the many; the many sinks
down into the half-being of changing, becoming, perishing,

“and of fleeting modes, which compared with the One is anrita,
the untrue, and “cannot be defined either as Being or as Not-
Being,” etc. At the same time it is obvious that the condition-
ing relation of the One to that which it determines is beyond
our rational categories of determination.

In theism the conditioning relation is that of the rational
category of cause and effect. But it is not so with the mystical
One. It has the power of conditioning but not in the category
of causation; it is a mystical and non-rational relation, not to
be grasped by rational thought. One can only use an ideogram,
and I am accustomed in my lectures to use the expression: ““The
verb ‘to condition,” here means to lie at the basis of a thing as
its principle, and to comprise it.”

Where mystical intuition is grafted upon Theism (which, as
the oldest Upanishads prove, is not always the case) this non-
rationa]l One lying at the basis of all things is called God. The
name, God, then takes on that opalescence which is so char-
acteristic where belief in God becomes mysticism, or where
-mysticism includes belief in God. The personal form of address
applies without further ado to the mystic One, and mystical
and personal attitudes slip into one another.

An example of all these relationships is furnished by the
following quotation from al Halldj, in which the first and the
second types of approach are mingled:

O Conscience de ma conscience, qui te fais si tenue
' Que Tu échappes 4 I'imagination de toute créature vivante!
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Et qui, en méme temps, et patente et cachée, transfigures

Toute chose, par devers toute chose. . ;

O Toi, qui es la Réunion du tout, Tu ne m'es plus “un autre”
mais moi-méme.* ‘ L

Or compare what the Ii says, in verse 6:

But he who beholds all Beings in himself and himself in all
Beings . . . : 5

and in verse 7:

In whom the self of the perceiver became all Beings—

What disturbance, what care could be in him who beholds Oneness?
In the first place this is simply the “‘anyad na payati,” the
intuition of unity, but soon this peculiar Oneness as mere form

rises to the higher stage of vision of *“The One” above the many,
till in verse 8 it becomes “He”: i

He comprises all things, in a luminous incorporeal, faultless,

sinewless, pure, sinless way. He the seer, the sage, the encompass-

ing one, who 7s through himself. : gEs o
This “He” is 18,” the Lord, of whom the introductory verse
- says: e
- The Lord is immanent in all that moves in this wﬁorld; St
| The Third Stage T
- Thus, what first began as a mere form of the many appears
now as the reql above the many. Only a step further is neces-

sary for it to appear in contrast and opposition to the many.

If it is One it can no longer be many. The many, at first

identical with the One, comes into conflict with it, and disap- ‘
pears. It disappears either by sinking down into the indivisible
One, as with Eckhart, or by becoming the obscuring veil of the

One, the illusion of mdya in Avidya, as with Sankara.
 'Thereby the meaning of unity and of oneness changes. At
~ first, Unity, being one, was a fact in the sense of a (mystical)
~ synthesis of multiplicity, which though not reproducible by any

';Massig'nbn’,‘p.; 520.
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of our rational categories was nevertheless a synthesis. But
out of this synthetic unity, out of this one in the sense of united,
grows a unity as One and Aloneness. That is, in other words,
out of the united comes the One only, out of the All-One the
Alone. Immediately, as with Sankara, the relationship of
original immanence—the immanence of the unity in and of
things and the immanence of things in the One—passes, and is
transformed into complete transcendence. The realm of the
many is now the wholly evil in contrast to the realm of the One
—it is mithya-jfidna and bhrama (error).

In Eckhart's teaching the vital immanence of the One
which mediates itself is always present and is peculiar to his
speculation, but at the same time, above this rises the One in
absolute transcendence—the “silent void of the Godhead” into
which difference or multiplicity never entered. For him, the
second stage remains bound up with the third.

* * *

Plotinus’ quotation from Parmenides corresponds to our three
stages in reverse order of succession:

Parmenides expressed himself more clearly and distinguished
between first, the absolute One, second the manifold One, and third
the One and the Many.’

* * ¥*

The ways of approach described under sections I and II may

- be called “The Way of Introspection” and “The Way of Unify-
~ ing Vision.” They can result in two distinct types of mysticism
~which may even be thought of as mutually exclusive and
antagonistic. In Eckhart and in Sankara (or more exactly in

- the mystical tendency which Sankara and his school represent
- and fulfill) both ways converge, and this on the ground that
~ they had long converged in Indian and German tradition. But
. ®Closely akin to this is the saying of Eckhart: “Does the soul know
. God (Oneness) in the creatures, that is merely evening light (first stage).
. Does she know the creatures in God (second stage) that is morning light.

.~ But does she know God as He who alone is Being (third stage) that is the
~ light of midday.”
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Eckhart, especially, does not merely represent a tradition. In
him"all that is traditional is yet original and new-born. The
blending of both types of mysticism, and particularly the vital
interpenetration of both, springs rather from his own living
experience than from previous representations.

The necessity for this fusion only the mystic himself can feel
and see. Yet we also are in a position to understand at least
the motive that prompts it. But we have deferred its investiga-
tion to Section C, in order not to disturb the continuity of
thought here.



CHAPTER V

FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF THE STAGES OF THE
' SECOND WAY

1. THE first stage of the second way, namely that of the
simple “perception of unity” is not in itself necessarily an atti-
tude of the mystical soul, which she must first pass through,
before she can press on to a higher stage. It is a “first stage”
using that term in the logical sense as of a systematic scheme.

Indeed, with a developed mystical tradition this stage will
- scarcely appear as an isolated phenomenon, and can be dis-
 tinguished only with difficulty. But sometimes it may occur as
- a peculiar phenomenon of its own and remain separate. Its
formula is then: “To see no other, to behold no distinction,
'~ to behold non-duality.” ‘
 'This stage will be immediately recognized as only prepara-
tory as soon as the higher—the positive intuition of the One—
appears. But the further development of the intuition may
- sometimes remain below the horizon, and the soul’s action
really tarry in the first stage. In any case it is itself a character-
(istic element in the spiritual attitude of the mystic, and it is
interesting to collect sayings in which the experience is exclu-
sively or predominantly determined by this first stage. Such
examples are clearly to be found in the extracts from the Vishnu-
purdna 2, 16, which we translate as follows:

1. After a thousand years came Ribhu
 To Nidagha’s city, to impart further knowledge to him.
2. He saw him outside the city
 Just as the King was about to enter with a great train of
- attendants, :
3. Standing afar and holding himself apart from the crowd,
: His neck wizened with fasting, returning from the wood with
- fuel and grass. '

: 54‘,.
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11
12.
13.
14.

16
17.

I8l

- Hear now, T will tell t

~ So tell me this still; Which of us is you, and which is Al
15.

‘Ribhu said: “Yea, to nge thee teachmg,
Because of thy former willingness to serve me
- I, Ribhu by name, am come to thee. =~ )
And, what T have just taught thee in short—-« S

- Heart of hxghest truth—-—thac is camplete non-duahty (adva
e o
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» said:
O Brahman, why standest thou here alone?

. When Ribhu saw him, he went to him and greeted him and

. Nidigha said: Behold the crowd pressing about the King

Who is just entering the city. That is why I stand alone.

. Ribhu said: Which of these then is the King?

And who are the others?
Tell me that, for thou seemst informed.

. Nidagha said: He who rides upon the fiery elephant, towering

like a mountain peak,
That is the King. The others are his attendants.

. Ribhu said: These two, the King and the clephant, are pointed

out by you,
Without being separated by mark of distinction,
Give me the mark of distinction between them.
I would know, which is here the elephant and whxch the

King. S
Nidagha said: The elephant is below, the King is above him,
Who does not know the relationship of borne to bearer? '
Ribhu said: That I may know, teach me. -
What is that which is indicated by the word below a.nd What

“above”’?
Straxght Nidigha sprang upon the Guru, and said to him:
gee what thou demandest of me:

1 am above like the King. You are below like the- elephant
For thy instruction I give thee this example : Gl
Ribhu said: If you are in the posmon of the ng, and I m, e

that of the elephant, i

Then swiftly Nidigha falling down before him clasped msf
feet and spake: : : ‘ , .

- Truly thou art Ribhu, my 1 master.

For no other spirit is so endowed with non~duahty s o
As that of my master. By this I know that thou my Guru o
art come. sl
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19. When he had thus spoken to Nidagha, the Guru Ribhu de-
~ parted thence. : .
But forthwith Nidigha, taught by this symbolic teaching,
turned his mind completely to non-duality.
20. All beings from thenceforth he saw not distinct from himself.
And so he saw Brahman. And thus he achieved the highest
salvation.
21. So bear thyself, O Knower of the Law, to thyself, to friend
and foe
In knowledge of the self which extends through all alike.
22. For as the sky, which is yet one, appears with the distinctions
of blue and white,
So also the self, though one appears illusively in differentiation.
23, All, whatsoever is here, that is the One, Acyuta.
From Him, there is no other, nothing different;
He is I, He is also thou, He is all this.
Therefore let' go the mirage of multiplicity.
24, Thus taught by him, the King gained intuition of the highest
reality, and let multiplicity go.

The elements and gradations of intuition are unusually clear
in this example—are in fact almost programed. Nidagha does
not at first behold the One itself, whether as the Atman, or the
Brahman or as the eternally-one Acyuta. But the flash of
insight begins with the disappearance of difference, separate-
ness and multiplicity, so that he beholds that which is not sepa-
rated. This is that and that is this, and all is one. Hence the
naive questions of verses 6-11. And where the diversity of a
sensual and spatial perception would assert itself with an “I”
and “thou,” it is forthwith shattered in verse 14, by the revela-
tion that “T” is “‘thou,” and “thou” is “L”” At once with this
perception the difference between things and the self, which
presses upon one through the senses, disappears for Nidigha,

~and thereby all diversity in general. He perceives the advaitam
in the whole. Verse 20a takes us so far. Then, quite briefly
verse 20b continues: tatha Brahma: “So then he also per-
ceives the Brahman,” which now comes forward as the One
itself behind the non-differentiated.
- That the gloty of the mystical intuition can be fully expressed
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at the first stage, without explicitly lifting itself to the con-
scioustless of the Brahman, or without necessarily developing
this consciousness, seems to me to be indicated in the vital pas-
sage of the Chhandogya 7, 23-25:

24. Yatra na anyat pasyati, na anyat $rinoti, na anyad vijaniti,
sa bhiima.

Whete one perceives no other, hears no other, recognises no
other, there is fulness.

The anyad here is not first of all an object as distinct from a
subject, for it is only the next passage of the Upanishad which
enters into the question of the identity of subject with object,
and this it does expressly mentioning it as a consequence of the
first statement. But it is in the first instance the contempla-
tion of “samam,” the identity of things. This identity of all
things is here first and foremost the object of contemplation,
and to behold it is “fullness,” while the perception of the ordi-
nary man as the “alpam” or the “insignificant” is contrasted
with the mystic’s contemplation of fullness:

Fullness, however, consists in happiness. In the insignificant
(little) there is no happiness. One must therefore seek to know
fullness. For fullness is the immortal, but the insignificant (little)
is mortal.

This fullness is at the same time the absolute: it “'is rooted
in its own greatness,” while in the region of the little, nothing
absolute is to be found, for here “one thing is always rooted in
another” (24, 2). The one fullness in which there s no anyad,
is:

Below and above, in West and in East, in South and in North.

It is all (in one, without distinction).

'The Chhandogya proceeds: “‘atha ato ‘hamkara-adesah’ ”

And now following upon this, the instruction with regard to
the I: I am below and above, I am in West and in East, in South
and in North. I am this whole world.
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Thus, the following verse says in 26, 2:

The seer sees no death,

Nor sickness nor hardship.

The seer sees only the all,

He penetrates the all everywhere,
He is simple, he is threefold . . .
Yea, he is twenty-thousandfold.

He who has attained intuition beholds no longer the little with
its suffering. He sees the all, the fullness (which is symbolized
in the foregoing verses). He beholds the All in one: “pene-
trates it,” becomes one with it and is then fullness itself.

It is only in 8, 3, 4, of the Chhindogya that the transition
to the Brahman stage follows:

That is the immortal, that is the fearless, that is Brahman.

2. With these statements we may compare certain expres-
sions of Eckhart. If we look closely we shall notice that here
also there is at bottom that will-o’-the-wisp, “Perceive no other,
no duality, nothing different.” True it rises immediately to the
fuller development of the second stage, but even in the form
of the first it has already its own value.

So long as the soul still beholds a divided world, all is not well
with it. So long as anything separate looks in or peeps out, so long
there is not yet unity. Mary Magdalene sought our Lord in the
tomb: she sought one (dead) and found zwo (living angels). And
yet she was sull indignant! Then spake the angels, Why are you
troubled?  As if they would ask: You seck only one dead man, and
find two living. (Is that not much better?) Then she might have
answered: That is just my plaint and my trouble, that I find two
but I am secking only the One. '

The Soul is troubled so long as it perceives created things in
their separateness. All that is created, or that is capable of being
created, is nought. But that (viz. the thing itself beheld in its ratio
ydealis) is apart from all creation, indeed from all possibility of
creation. Because it is something united, something without rela-
tion to another, which receives nothing from without.
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And now compare the following passage and try to see that
there is, here clearly a transition to a higher stage of mystical
perception, into which the first stage glides imperceptibly:

So long as the soul beholds forms (nimarfipe, miirti), even
though she behold an angel, or herself as something formed: so
~ long is there imperfection in her. Yes, indeed, should she even
behold God (as separate), in so far as He is with form and num-
ber in the Trinity: so long is there imperfection in her. Only when
all that is formed is cast off from the soul, and she sees the Erernal-
One alone, then the pure essence of the soul feels the naked, un-
formed essence of the divine Unity—more, still, 2 Beyond-Being.
O wonder of wonders, what a noble endurance is that where the
essence of the soul suffers no suggestion or shadow of difference
even in thought or in name. There she entrusts herself alone to
the One, free from all multiplicity and difference, in which all
limitaz{ion and quality is lost and is one. This One makes us
blessed. "

Just as imperceptibly the higher stage, the intuition of the
Eternal-One can slip back again into the lower, the simple per-
ception without difference. !

3. For an understanding of the character of the intuition it

is instructive to note how it is kindled in Nidigha. The Master o
does not present him with a doctrine of Atman or Brahman, At

- does not set before him a theory of singleness, does not dis-
concert him with the logical difficulties of muleiplicity. This =

last is after all a secondary business which makes its appearance
- only when the first power of intuition itself is alteady exhausted.
His procedure has a curious resemblance to the method of
“Koan” in the Dhyana school, of which I have spoken else-
where.* By means of an arresting question, which brings the
pupil up short, where hitherto he has been able to answer

readily, he is led to the point where intuition suddenly springs
into being almost explosively within him. Now he himself has
intuition, and there develops within him the perception of non- =
~ differentiation, the intuition of unity, the vision of the One, the

Brahman, the Vasudeva, which contains all in unity.
o "‘CfR 0“0: Das Gefahl d;ij ‘Z?‘éeﬂaeliziéb;eﬁ; Munchen, 1931.
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4. This stage, where the emphasis falls first upon non-
duality itself, or as we say, upon identity of all with all, is
frequently illustrated in the Upanishads. And at times they
give the impression that there have been philosophic currents
of thought in which the mystical intuition of identity of the
first stage was so much to the fore that the mystic could per-

haps do without the intuition of Atman and Brahman, or at

any rate so use it that its content does not reach beyond the

o

first stage. At least that is true of certain sections of the

Mandikya-karika, which curiously recall the speculations of the
mahdyina-Buddhist Lankavatira-siitra, and the experience of
the Dhyana school (cf. Mand. 4.91).

All objects are in origin unlimited like space,
And multiplicity has no place in them in any sense.

- Also all are at bottom deeply still, full of serenity,

‘And mutually alike and indivisible, a pure eternal identity.

But this purity exists no longer, so soon as it is multifariously
: divided; ) ‘

- Sunk in multiplicity, torn asunder they are called poor.
But he to whom the eternal identity became a certainty—

He knows something great in this wotld.
But the world understands him not.

~ The dark, immeasurably deep, eternal pure identity,>—

- Having known the place of Oneness, according to our strength, we

reverence it.

~ Here nothixﬁg is said expressly of Brahman and Atman, The

direct recognition of “Identity,” without taking the way through

Brahman, appears to be the complete experience, which at the

same time beholds things like and identical with one another,

in “'serenity,” that is, as in their origin quick * and blessed—an =

experience which is itself bliss. & -
5. Compare herewith passages such as the following, from

o k;'E,Ckhartk‘:f

2 Note the entirely non-rational nature of this identity. B

~ ®*Quick” is here used in the same sense as in the phrase “the quick

_ and the dead” TRANSLATOR'S NOTE.
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1 say, all creatures are one Being.

Or: >

Therefore T give you still another thought, which is yet purer
and more spiritual: In the Kingdom of Heaven all is in all, all is
one, and all is ours.

Or:

All that a man has here externally in multiplicity is intrinsically
One. Here all blades of grass, wood and stone, all things are one.
This is the deepest depth and thereby am I completely captivated.

Or:

When the soul comes into the light of the supersensual it knows
nothing of contrasts.

Or:

As all angels in their ongmal pusity (sub ratione ydeali) are
one, even so all grass-spiders in original purity are one. Yes, all
things are one. ,

- Or;

This Knowlédge is timeless and spaceless, without Here and L

Now. In this life (of higher Knowle g¢) all things are one and

all things in common, all things are in all, and are one in the all.

Eckhart recognizes this mystical intuition in other myst;cs He, R

relates the followmg of St. Benedict:

It is reported of him that he beheld 2 transﬁgurauon in Whlch Lo

he saw the whole world before him as in 2 sphere all collecced i
together.* " :

The transition to the * hlgher stage” is described i in the Words

God carties all things hidden in himself, not this and that, dis- v
tinct and separate, but as one in Unity. —And when man finds the
‘One, in whorn all is one, he cleaves to unity. : '

- * This last is a form of the plastic Advaita perceptzon, whxch for those'_u il

who are visually disposed, takes the place of the more spiritual intuition,
which is itself purely * mtellectual perception.” In India the parallel is the
vision of vi$va-ripa, which is likewise 2 fantastxcaliy visual dxsgmse of the
.mtumon of umty and of the One. (Cf Gzta, Chapter 11, ) :
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Or:

. . . a perceptive mind. Herein the soul has God. What does
the soul behold, when she beholds God? A single power. This
single power makes her one with itself.

Or:

" God is neither this nor that, as these manifold things are; God
is one. (Evans LXIX, p. 172)

6. A parallel passage to the extract chosen above from the
Purdna is a song, not of Eckhart but doubtless from Eckhart's
school:

1. My spirit has grown out of all segarateness:
So I stand unformed in my own being.
I may not bind myself in any otherness.
I have passed through into freedom and cleave to it.
I cannot live any longer otherwise.
My sense-perceptions have passed away,
My reason can scarcely grasp it:
My heart would leave me:
I must live in freedom.
This you must forgive me.

2. Wouldst thou also behold it

In its pure being-ness!

- But thou desirest always that which is different,
And thus art thou betrayed!
Thou dost not wish to believe me,
But I swear to thee
Thou canst become no other
Than what thou eternally wast.
Oh, wouldst thou rightly behold it
What lies hidden there in the Holy Trinity! ®

I will remove myself from the cares of all things of time,
And of all things whatsoever.

Thus I shall live in a free stillness

- And unmoved in all things.

O thou noble, blessed life!

~ ®In it lies hidden the “ground,” the eternal oziginal unity.
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3. He who learns to float high above all things,
, And without ceasing unifies himself. . . .

Well, then my soul, we must remain unmingled,®
The natural is driven out of the new creation
And shall not come again into its own aught.
Therefore I do not find any more createdness in myself.
Time and eternity have also passed from me ‘
When I stand entirely in oneness.

The exalted feeling of Eckhartian mysticism is here incom-
parably expressed: floating high above space and time, above
the multiplicity of things, in blessed freedom (mikei), it
ascends also beyond the “Holy Trinity” to that which is hidden
behind it, to the eternal unity. Here also it is clear that what
we said previously of the possibility of the mystic remaining
largely or absolutely at the first stage, and expressing his full

experience by means of this stage, holds good. For of “Brah- 3‘

~man,” of the Deity, there is scarcely a word. “Is-ness”
(Istigkeit) and “Unity” suffice almost by themselves to express
what a man here finds and means. :

7. This first stage finds expression in Eckharet, (a) particu-
larly in his insistence on beholding all things “‘above space and

~ time,” and on the other hand in perceiving and possessing them el

“in principio.” So to behold things is to behold them from the

first stage. Above space and time: both are indeed the princi-

pium individuationis, and with them falls, so it was believed,

the individuatio itself. If I perceive beyond space and time, I

perceive unity, things indistinguishable. For us non-mystics

 space and time are the conditions & priori of the real existence

of objects and events. Only in a spatial separation and in a time -

 sequence or proximity are both possible to us. But Eckhart

- would say: “In space and time the One cannot also be the other;
objects fall into distinction. Let me however conceive them

- without this dispersing prism, then should I see them in their

identity.” In space the same subject can be only black and

 white, so far as it is black in front and white behind, or is .

‘to-day black while to-morrow its color changes. Only through

 ® With the creaturely. G e
. " And thereby at the same time “in essence.” .
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spatial distribution and by the change of becoming and becom-
ing different in time—i.e. in the form of opposition, can any-
thing really be here. Therefore it is a false and not a true
reality. Tear away the fetters of space and time, and objects
merge into one another. The true fullness of the unified being
enters then into your vision which was dazzled by the veil of
space and time. Highest of all you perceive then the One, unity
itself, in which all variety has utterly disappeared.”

In the same way his so-called conceptual realism is in truth
intuition of unity (and is thus perhaps what it had been
originally). In space and time I behold Tom, Dick and
Socrates. Without space and time I do not behold this man
beside that man. Then this is that and that is this.® There,

~in principio, stands man, the one, the whole, all mankind
undivided and joined together in him.® Next to man in ratione

- ydeali stand what may be called the other creatures. Yet intui-
tion rises beyond them also. As in the individual man (beheld
in unity) the real idea of humanity is contained, so all ideas
- come together in the unity of the one, complete, undifferenti-
- ated Being, which is thereby eternally enriched. Everything has

entered into it but nothing is Jost.*® '

(b) Beyond the vision “above space and time” and in prin-
cipio—as forms expressing the first stage of intuition—we must
notice further the strange dignity which the name of “the One-
ness” can have for Eckhart, in its general sense and apart from
the special unio mystica between the soul and God. Oneness is a
mysteriously solemn symbol, in itself nearly sufficient to express

 the fullness of his experience. It can be a complete synonym
for the divine, for God and Deity. Already in beholding the

2 'That is really the right expression instead of “‘conceptual realism” of
“hypostatizing  of species.” IS : y i
o % And io such a way that we are not left with the pale abstraction of
~the concept “man,” our meager, logical, impoverished “‘species,” but that .
 those elements which here (on' the conceptual plane) are separated as Tom's’
- self and Dick’s self are blended together in their higher unity, SRR EEe:
o *°Tom is not lost. He is only at one with all that is not Tom. Eckhart
.- probably would not have understood the reproach brought against him that -
‘. 'he denies personal immortality. He does not think in those terms. But @
~his idea of all variety ceasing to be in the one eternal identity is something

_entirely different from the denial of immortality.
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One and in “becoming One” the full content of the mystical
expenience is comprehended. Sometimes the name God or
Deity hangs only as a ttimming upon the One or upon
Unity.

(c) To this conception of Unity belongs that strange mystifi-
cation which we find occasionally in Eckhart in the simplest act
of presentation and cognition. He follows here the doctrine
of knowledge of Aristotelian Scholasticism, but the process of
knowledge gains with him a sense of which the Scholastic him-
self never dreamed. Even the simplest cognition is indeed an
act of unification and an abstraction. I recognize “per speciem”
on the basis of my sense-perceptions, as I relate them to the
unity of this one object. And in so far as I can now abstract
from the perceptions as such, I advance to that which is no
longer sensual, to the abstract concept freed from sense, which
is then intellectual, spiritual and a unity evolved from multi-
plicity. Eckhart added no new mystical ingredient to this teach-
ing, but this simple, rational process becomes mystical, in that
he discovers a strange and deep significance within it. Con-
ceptual knowledge means now to grasp and to have in one’s self

~ the spiritual essence of things. They are now in me. As I lay

hold of them in idea, spiritualizing them from sense-perception,
unifying them out of multiplicity, I lead them in myself to be
one in Unity, and lead them back again to the Oneness from
which they have fallen away in their sensual-space-time separa-
tion.’* And in doing that I lead them back again into—God! **
It is worth while noting such indications when discussing the
question as to whether Eckhart “really only popularized Scho-
lasticism and St. Thomas Aquinas—with some excusable mis-
understandings.” The material with which Eckhart is working
here is certainly the commonplace material of the Scholastic
system. But what he expresses by means of it is begotten of no

11 The soul collects together things scattered and dispersed. The result-
ant of the five senses, when these are recollected gives her a common sense
wherein everything sums up to One.” (Evans LXXXII, 207) '

12 Guidance into Unity and into God. Cf.: “T alone take all creatures out
of their sense into my mind, and make them one in me.” (Evans, 143)
“Creatures all come into my mind and are rational in me. I alone prepare
all creatures to return to God. (Evans, 143)
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“school,” and even without its aid he and his message would
have remained the same. .

8. Let us once more set out systematically the symbols
which Eckhart uses for the stages of the second way. He has
the following very clear gradations:

(a) His effort is to behold beyond space and time and num-
ber, with the vision which is outside the corporate body (and
tangibility ), outside the manifold (“menige”):

The first thing is that the soul be detached from here and now.

“Rejoice in God all the time,” says St. Paul. He rejoices all the
time who rejoices above time and free from time. Three things
prevent 2 man from knowing God. The first is time, the second
corporeality, and the third is multiplicity. . . . While there is more
and less in thee God cannot dwell nor work in thee. These things
must go out for God to come in; except thou have them in a higher,
better way: multitude summed up to one in thee.

There develops in him a true hatred of “time”:

. time, which is what keeps the light from reaching us. There
is no greater obstacle to God than time. Not only time but tempo-
ralities, not only temporal things but temporal affections; not only
tempor)al affections, but the very taint and aroma of time. (Evans,
p. 237

Or:

Here and now, that, in other words, is time and place. Now is
the minimum of time. Small though it be it must go; everything
time touches has to go. . . . Here means place. The spot I am
standing on is small, but it must disappear before I can see God.
(Evans, p. 115)

(b) That means for Eckhart however that in place of the
mutual exclusiveness of things and predicates among them-
selves, there arises a mutual -inclusiveness:

Every creature makes a denial: the one denies the other; an angel
“denies being any other creature.

'This mutual denial must also go; esse hoc et hoc must disap-

e T
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pear, the hocceitas, i.e. the distinction according to 165
. ) L
vanish.*® ‘ g to Tbe Tv must

Thus Eckhart says:

We shall be like the angels. Perception oot
the light that is in time, forg anything ]IPthinl? e;fe Imt;x%ﬁi sefel'ng l?xn
light that is in time and temporal. But angels perceive in Othn]i't he
dhat is beyond time and eternal. They know in the etern f g
. . . Yer take away this now of time and thou art evei'l ng)W-
and hast the whole of time. This thing or that thing i yj)v erﬁ
things; as long as I am this or that, have this or that Igat;z E: :11
things nor have I all things. Purify till thou nor art nor ha‘z
cither this or that, then thou art omnipresent. (Evans, p 12‘7;10t

And again: \

Being neither this nor that thou art all thin i
from time and temporalities. (Evans, p. 127) g+ .,Remocg g
‘Eckhart calls such perception “perceiving distinction ﬁvimcut § o
number and without multiplicity.” s

But to one who sees distinctions apart fro L
; ) om nd
number, to him, I say a hundred is as one. (Evmfﬂgltgl;mq and s
(c) Now this is at the same tme the “Knowing in satione’
ydeali” and “in principio of which we have already spoken:
k ‘Unde nimet ez in principio, e

: (d) All this then is to see in Essence, in the One. and ink">'

unity; it is to see in God, and to see God:

. The Father’s eternal One, where every blade of grass ~"a‘m:1 Wood o
! and stone S T RNt Gl o
(And all Angels, and thou and they and T and all creatures) are '
- ome. PR e e e L )

o Itis to"\bé,, noted that with Eckhart the “““Sééingfo‘fw»tﬁé One”

 remains still as the highest stage. Oneness and God are sacre:

18 Hocceitas tbtfési:dnas;'exactly' to idanta infysuk B LY
sl I HOCCEE C yonds exactly to 10antd in Sankara. i :
- identity as one might suppose from the similarity of 'SoundFogd:da?;aqﬁaﬁf;

. l,an';bve,ing*“'id‘,".", v6de m, the idditas.
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interchangeable terms, and it is difficult to say which has prefer-
“ence—the fact that God is Oneness, or that Oneness is Ged:

The Oneness which is God Himself.
That is the fulfilment, the full enjoyment of Godhood; that is
Oneness. . . . I find two where I sought one alone. (Evans,
p. 182)
Our Lord departed to heaven, beyond all light, beyond all under-
~ standing, beyond all human ken. He who is thus translated beyond
- light of any kind dwells in the Unity. (Evans, p. 182)

This unity is causeless: it is self-caused. Of bottomless depth the

foor, of endless height the roof, of boundless space the rim.
(Evans, p. 375)
All remains the One, which is its own source. Ego, the word,
I, belongs to no one but God alone in his unity. Vos (you) means
that you are one in the unity. That is to say: ego and vos mean
. unity. May God grant that we may be this same unity and that
unity may remain,

This apparent abstraction, unity, is palpably different from the
concrete “Hen” of Plotinus, to which Eckhart himself seems to
- object in the words:

It is not One, it is Unity. (Evans, p. 250)

It bears on the one hand the traces of the synthesis of the first
- stage:

: In this embrace all is dissolved in all; for all encloses all.
- (Evans, p. 285)

- But it is on the other hand a much more mystical ideogram

- of the Ultimate than the “Hen” of Plotinus. It is a looser and

more far-reaching notion, escaping definition. This preference

- for the abstract “Unity” instead of the “Hen” clearly denotes
- what we have described as the refusal to be circumscribed by

- conceptual limits:

But in itself (viz. the all-inclusive unity) it is itself unbounded.

9. We have dealt with the intuition of the “second way” in
considerably more detail than with that of the first, because it



e
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seems to us that its appearance and its peculiarity in Eckhart
as ine the Indian mystics has not been realized clearly enough
hitherto. But we have done this not because the intuition was
the more important element or the one most emphasized by
them. Rather one could say that the opposite is the case. It
forms the warp of the fabric, but the woof both with Eckhart
and with Sankara is the mysticism of the first way. What fol-
lows in this book refers more to the latter than to the former.
Also the artificial cleavage which we had to make for purposes
of our investigation must now disappear. For that which we
have separated in the analysis forms in the living experience
of both mystics the inmost unity, both elements mutually inter-
penetrating and permeating one another.




CHAPTER VI

THEIR COMMON STANDPOINT AGAINST OTHER
TYPES OF MYSTICISM

1. CoMMON OPPOSITION TO THE ILLUMINISTS

NEerruer the mysticism of Eckhart nor that of Sankara, as
we have already said, has anything to do with the mysticism of
the so-called “illuminists,” with its fantastic visions, occultism,
or miracle-hunting. Eckhart never saw “'visions” or experienced
“occult facts,” nor does Sankara appeal to such experiences.
- Neither of them was ever a “'visionary” as were the "illum-
inists” and the “yogins” of their time. True, their object is
completely supza-rational and opposed to everything empirical,
for both Eckhart's “knowledge” and Sankara’s dar§anam are

- utterly different from all knowledge of the senses or of reflec- |

~ tion, or anything we can achieve by logical mental processes.
~ Yet, in the deepest sense of “ratio” they have something rational
and luminous about them which is in direct antithesis to all
occultism and obscurantism. : ;
) Again, the illuminist is the “miracle-man” who receives
‘magical insight, special revelations and heavenly visions
- through supernatural powers. He is an empiricist and a hyper-
physical sensualist in so far as he experiences objects of a
~ supersensual but still empirical sphere by means of a sixth
~sense. One is here trapped in the antithesis between the super-

“natural and that which is contained within the natural conceived

~as two levels of existence. And this is a kind of physical an-

_‘,‘:["f_tithesis‘,' where powers, conditions and experiences are classified
- according to the physical and hyperphysical. The real intuitus
~ mysticus however is beyond this contrast. For it knows one

 spheres miraculously intermingling. It is a secret but not 2

- kind of reality only, veiled by sense experience, and not two i
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supernatural light. It is depth, ground of the soul, divine, but
it is pothing magical; it knows a distinction of natural and
supernatural but this is not so much an ontological differentia-
tion as a distinction of sense and value, The power of the
higher insight is not supernatural in the sense of a “donum
superadditam” but it is just the essential of the soul. It is
wonder but not miracle. Thus Eckhart on occasion fights the
vulgar supernaturalism and illuminism of his time. He says:

People try to find out whether it is “grace” or “nature” that
saves us and they never reach a solution. How foolish of them! Let
God rule within you, leave the work to Him. Do not trouble thy-
self whether he does it naturally or supernaturally. Both nature
and grace are His. What does it concern thee how it suits Him
to work in thee or in another? Let Him choose how and in what
manner. If someone would like to have a spring brought to his
garden, he will say to himself: “So long as I get water I do not
care what kind of a pipe it is through which it flows to me.”

Mystical intuition is always being confused by the super-
naturalists with “mere reason,” so that even Eckhart had to
protest against the accusation of teaching reliance upon this.
But when the idea of the mysticus intuitus is translated into the
language of “secular concepts” it becomes not “‘mere reason”
but “‘pure reason,” which is in contrast to sense-perception Ot
to reason conceived merely as the capacity of understanding.
Yet to this very emaciated idea of mystical intuition—for that
is pure reason—there clings, however faintly, some last rem-
nant of the sacred and sublime, some trace of the original
wonder and depth of the soul. The “ratio pura” in opposition
to mere sensation or reflection, remains always something crea-
tive. As is often said, it is a capacity for principles, a capacity
for “ideas,” a capacity to pass by ‘“ideas” beyond sense-

perception.

At the same time, pure reason according to Kant, is the
capacity to produce general and necessary knowledge. It is this
which characterizes the mysticism of Eckhart and forms its
greatest contrast to all mysticism of the illuminists. The vision-

 ary illuminist makes his own little rent in the veil which hides
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the supersensual world from us, and individual apocalypses,
oracles, and intimations are revealed to him in single flashes of
light. He recounts the visions and dreams which he alone has
received, and his believers accept them on his authority. But
Eckhart never tells what be seeks, what be knows. Not this
man nor that man, not the talented, nor the man with special
knowledge of God, neither the oracle, nor the ecstatic is for
Eckhart the subject of knowledge. It is the soul: the soul in
general quite apart from its chance possessor, the soul that pene-
trates into its own ground and depth and becomes “essential,”
that does not allow itself to be separated by division into crea-
tures or powers from the knowledge which wells up deeply
‘hidden within, and which must spring from it of necessity
 when in concentration it meditates upon itself. The samyag-
‘dar§anam of Sankara has just as little to do with illuminist-

mysticism. Jfiana is eternal, is general, is necessaty, and is not
‘a personal knowledge of this man or that man. It is there as
knowledge in the atman itself, and lies hidden under all avidyz,
irremovable though it may be obscured, unprovable because
self-evident, needing no proof, because itself giving to all proof -
the ground of possibility. These sentences come near to Eck-
~hart’s “knowledge,” and to the teaching of Augustine on the
eternal truth in the soul, which, itself immediately certain, is
‘the ground of all certainty, and is a possession not of A or B
but of “the soul.” -

2. CommoN OPPOSITION TO THE MysTICIsM OF EMOTIONAL
' EXPERIMENTALISM :

This second point of contrast is connected with the fore-
- going, but is still distinguishable from it. According to both
“Eckhart and Sankara, unity with the divine reality is appre-
- hended by knowledge based upon real being, not by extrava-
- gant emotion. This knowledge of unity has its emotional side
~ (beatitude, ananda), but unity is neither experienced nor

attained by excited states of feeling. Such states are not the

i ',V"criteri”a',qf realized unity, nor are they even the confirmation g8
 of such realization. Eckhart says, and here he almost antici-

pates Luther:
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"Now you may say: "I feel nothing of it.” What does that
matter? The less you feel it and the more firmly you believe it, the
more praiseworthy is your faith. ,

Or:

Satisfaction through feeling might mean that God sends us com--
fort, ecstasies and delights. But the friends of God are not spoiled

by these gifts. Those are only a matter of emotion, but reasonable
satisfaction is a purely spiritual process in which the highest summit
of the soul remains unmoved by ecstasy, is not drowned in delight,
but rather towers majestically above these. Man only finds himself
in a state of spiritual satisfaction when these emotional storms of
our psychical nature can no longer shake the summit of the soul.

Or:

Verily, whosoever imagines that he has more of God when sunk
in rapture, in worship, in extravagant emotion and peculiar feelings
of nearness than when he is by the hearth and in the stable, does
nothing else than if he should take God and wrap a cloak about
his head and put him under a bench.

Or:
Those who ate out for “feelings” or for ‘“‘great experiences” and

only wish to have this pleasant side: that is self-will and nothing
else.

3. CoMmMON OPPOSITION TO NATURE MYSTICISM

Whoever affirms the unity and similarity of all types of mys-
ticism should at least be at a loss to account for one difference,
apparent even to the most superficial observer, i.e. the con-
trast between the mysticism of the spirit and nature mysticism.
There are, it is true, certain traits common to both types, and
therefore they are both called mysticism: for example, the
impulse toward unity, the feeling of identification, the disap-
pearance of the sense of otherness or of the contrast between
the particular and the general, the whole mystical “logic” of
the “second way” as opposed to rational logic. But, neverthe-

less, each has an entirely different content. Take, for instance, ‘

the ecstatic verse of the Jelaleddin:
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I am the dust in the sunlight, I am the ball of the sun,
To the dust I say: Remain. And to the sun, roll on. -

I am the mist of morning. I am the breath of even.
I am the rustling of the grove, the surging wave of the sea.

I am the mast, the rudder, the steersman and the ship.
1 am the coral reef on which it founders.

I am the tree of life and the parrot in its branches,
Silence, thought, tongue and voice.

I am the breath of the flute, the spirit of man,
I am the spark in the stone, the gleam of gold in metal,

The candle and the moth fluttering round it,
The rose and the nightingale drunk with its fragrance.

I am the chain of being, the circle of the spheres.
- The scale of creation, the rise and the fall.

I am what is and is not. I am—O Thou who knowest,
Jelaleddin, oh, say it—I am the soul in all.

That is mystical feeling for nature. It corresponds outwardly
to what we have described as stage one of the mystical experi-
ence passing over into stage two of the second way. All the
formal elements there described recur again here; and yet, how
peculiarly different are both the mood and the experience here
portrayed. There is not a trace of this mood in Sankara, and
Eckhart too knows nothing of it. This is all the more remark-
able in Eckhart since for him God has in Himself the fullness
and the essence (essentia) of all things. He is, and is the
essence of all things from the angel to the stone: therein would
seem to lie the best theoretical basis for Jelal’s mystical feeling
for nature. Yer Eckhart's mysticism, like Sankara’s, is a spiritual
not a nature mysticism. Nature mysticism, as is clear from
Jelal's verses, is the sense of being immersed in the oneness
of nature, so that man feels all the individuality, all the
peculiarity of natural things in himself. He dances with the
~motes of dust and radiates with the sun; he rises with the dawn,
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surges with the wave, is fragrant in the rose, rapt with the
nightingale: he knows and is all being, all strength, all joy, all
desire, all pain in all things, inseparably. The unbridgable
gulf set between Eckhart’s mysticism and this is that here the
divine One is reached and experienced in the essence and joy
of nature, while for Eckhart the very opposite holds good. He
views things and the essence of things from the standpoint of
the significance and value of the divine, in absolute contrast to
nature. This is a spiritual, not a natura] nor an esthetic valua-
tion. The mysticism of the verses quoted above is romantic,*
presupposes a highly developed sensitiveness for nature which
was present neither in Eckhart nor in Sankara, and is a sub-
limated naturalism even in its highest and most abstract forms,
and therefore easily passes into the fervor of erotic mysticism.
But Sankara and Eckhart seek the illimitable as spirit, as knowl-
edge, as consciousness, and Eckhart particularly ascribes to it
still higher values, as we shall see later. What we have in
Jelal is what William James is accustomed to call “Expansions.”
Such feelings of expansion are indeed very common in Indian
mysticism, e.g. becoming Sarvam, the All-being, and knowing
one’s self as the AlL® Certainly, the statement that in intuition
the soul expands to the universal would be applicable to Eck-
hart also. But mere “expansion” itself does not say very much
and is only a term for a moment of experience that may include
very different elements. What is expanded? What is it that
stretches to the infinite? Whereunto does it expand? With
what infinite content is it permeated by expansion? That is
the question.’

1 St. Francis in his Song of Brother Sun shows a closer kinship with
the mood of the song of Jelal than with the mystic Eckhart. No wonder,
for he is the troubadour of God and permeated with the spirit of the real
troubadour.

2 Prasnopainshad, 9, 5: mahimdnam anubhavati.

 Compare with this what L. Massignon says in his penetrating criticism
of the varieties and contrasts within Sufi mysticism. La Passion d’'al Hussayn
ibn Mansour al Halldj, Paris, 1922, Vol. 1, p. 116:

“L’ivresse délirante constatée chez al Bistami n’est pas la vraie et durable
presence de Dien dans la mystique (de Halldj). Dans essence de I'union (in

‘al Hallaj) tous les actes du saint restent coordonnés, volontaires et déliberés

par son intelligence,—mais ils sont entiérement sanctifiés et divinisés.”
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This also applies to the definition: “Mysticism is to possess
the infinite in the finite,” and to the term “mysticism -of the
infinite.” The concept “‘infinite” if not used in a strictly defined
sense is an easy way of leaving the problem as we find it, for

“mysticism of infinity” explains nothing, or at most expresses
again that moment of expansion. But as to the content of this
expetience it is silent, and “infinite” can be used as a vessel
to hold the most diverse experiences.”

As religion has manifold varieties—nature religion, spiritual
religion, and many other distinct types—so there is a nature
mysticism, a spiritual mysticism and many other forms. These
differences are revealed in both the East and the West, and
are not divided into East and West. In Eckhart and Sankara we
see clearly how types and combinations of spiritual mysticism,
identical or very similar, have sprung to life in the Orient and

~in the Occident. They reveal indeed a spiritual kinship of the
human soul, which transcends race, and climate and environ-
ment.

We shall retutn to these considerations in a separate chapter
on the divergences of mysticism.

-~



CHAPTER VII
ATMAN AND SOUL

1. ATMAN AND BRAHMAN. SoUL AND GODHEAD

THE Indian speculation upon which Sankara’s system is
based had, as we have said above, two starting points and
thereby two lines of development along which it advanced.

The one was the discovery of the “thing of Wonder”
(yaksha), the Brahman at the foundation of the world, and
the other the discovery of the gandharva (the fairy-like being)
of the Atman within man’s own self. Only later do these two
meet and their relationship, indeed their identity, is recognized
in mystical intuition. With Sankara they are identical. Brah-
man is Atman and Atman is Brahman. Even the terms are
used as synonyms. Yet if the question were asked: *'Is Sankara’s
knowledge Brahma-bodhi or is it Atma-bodhi?” it would not be
easy to give a definite answer. Atma-bodhi is with him obvi-
ously accentuated, and it is characteristic that his explanation of
the Brahma-stitras, which are intended to teach the Brahma-
jijidsa, the study of Brahman, begins with an introduction in
which “‘the Knowledge of the Inner Self”’ seems to be para-
mount. This introduction culminates in the sentence:

The Knowledge of the oneness of the soul (Atma ekatva-vidyd)
—to teach that is the purpose of all the Vedanta texts.

It is only with the first of the Sttras that the term Brahman
occurs. It alters the whole emphasis of mysticism as to whether
one proceeds from the knowledge of the eternal Brahman and
then comes to the astounding perception: Sa Atma: the
(Brahman) is the Atman (the self), as Svetaketu does in the
Chhandogya-upanishad, or whether, starting with the search

77
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after the true nature of the inward Atman, one comes to the
knowledge that: aham Brahma asmi (I [this Atmap} am
Brahman). Sankara belongs to those who take the second line
of approach rather than the first.

In this respect he is again like Eckhart, with the difference
only that what in Sankara is merely indicated in outline is quite
obviously expressed in Eckhart. One might almost say: the
center of Eckhart’s mysticism is a “Mysticism of the soul”: a
mystical view of the soul which carries with it a mystical view
of God. For him, quite decidedly speculation does not move
from above downwards, but ascends from below upwards.
(The recognition of this will become important for us later
for the fuller understanding of his speculation about God.)

2. MysTICISM OF THE SOUL

To know and to find one’s self: to know one’s own soul in its
true nature and glory, and through this knowledge to liberate
and realize its divine glory; to find the abyssus, the depths
within the self and discover the self as divine in its inmost
depth; in short, “'the canticle of the soul as the bomo nobilis”
has been rightly pointed out as the core and pivot of Eckhart’s
teaching. Absolutely parallel to this is the lofty atman faith
of Sankara, and his “inner self.” The wisdom of both is first
and foremost Atma-bodhi.

With Eckhart the “soul,” das Gemiite, the inner citadel, the
spark, is more profound, tender and emotional in experience
than the inward atman of Sankara. There is nothing of the
Seelenvoll (fullness of depth) about Sankara’s atman. Over and
above this the bloom of the gandharva, the gleam of irration-
ality which the original atman possessed, is much worn away
in Sankara’s dissertations. It is not surrounded by that play of
- light and color which Eckhart conjures up about the soul.

Apart from this, however, the inner atman of the one and
the soul of the other form very definite parallels.

(2) A common antithesis between the “inward” and the
“outward” in general, is characteristic of both masters. For
both, deeply hidden “within” is something ultimate, pure,
- inward, entirely separate from all that is outward. This peculiar
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possession is absolutely different from all other elements that
may bg associated with it. It is a “Self”—this expression occurs
again and again with the same solemn significance in both
mystics—as the spiritual center in a ring of ramparts and court-
yards to which it is our task to penetrate. We have to know
and liberate this self which is purely spiritual and gives forth
its own light. This inward being is for Sankara the atman, for
Eckhart the soul.

(&) Similar psychological means are used by both to carry
forward this antithesis between inward and outward.

For Sankara, the inward is separated first of all from flesh
and body, and the first struggle is against deba-abhimana, the
false illusion that the body is the self. But further, beneath the
‘indriyani (the senses), beneath the manas (the organ of
thought, which is likewise a sensus communis) and beneath the
buddbi lies for Sankara the atman itself. ‘

With Eckhart, beneath the “faculties,” the lower powers of
sense-perception, of outward senses, of the sensus communis,
the sensuous, impulsive will, the lower understanding; and
beneath the “higher” powers, memory, reason and the reason-
~able will, lies the soul. It is the deepest and the highest, the
apex, the summit and the “ground of the soul,” the spark, the
syntheresis,” the third heaven within.?
~ Both amman and soul, however vastly different from all
the faculties they may be, however foreign and separate in the
psychic life, are yet at the same time the stay and foundation

- of the faculties, without which they could not function.
(¢) Unknown and unknowable, unprovable, self-proved is
the dtman; unknowable is the soul and the ground of the soul.
Deep within the atman there dwells for Sankara (according
_to the provisional “middle wisdom”) the Lord as guide of
the inmost, in mystical union with the atman; for Eckhart there
blooms and springs in the ground of the soul, God (so long as
. *Syntheresis is in Scholastic philosophy a name for that function or
_ department of conscience which serves as a guide for conduct (“scintilla

conscientiae” of Jerome). TRANSLATOR'S NOTE.
" 3 This innermost something is ineffable like God. Eckhart says: “God

. 5

' is inexpressible and he has no name. At bottom the soul is also inexpressible
 as He is.” The Bhagavad Gité says the same, 2, 39. :
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He has not “'ceased” [“disbecome”]. There God goes in and
out; there He has His hidden dwelling place; there He brings
forth His eternal word; there He holds converse with the soul.

(4) The soul, like the dtman is the “self.” Now the self
comes into sharp conflict with that which we are accustomed
to set up as self, as ego—"I"” and “mine” as Eckhart puts it;
the Ahankdra or “I-sayer” as Sankara says. The Ahankara is
the erroneous act by which consciousness relates things to an
“L” by which I make the abhimana, falsely imputing a rela-
tionship between possessions, relatives, friends, body, senses,
will and action and the self, and wrongly calling them “my
senses, my body, my possessions.” Yet it is that faculty by
which I regard myself as individual, separate and different from
others. All this does not belong to the true self but to that
“ego,” which, in true self-knowledge, is brushed aside as alien
and false. Thus for Eckhart “I” (ahankara), me and mine
(mamatva) do not belong to the soul. I must renounce all
“me and mine” and enter into complete “poverty” (tyaga) in
order to attain the selfhood of the soul.

(¢) Both atman and soul must free themselves from
the world which surrounds them. They must withdraw from
the senses and from sense-impressions, without attachment to
the objects of sense; they must free themselves from all out-
ward objects as well as from objects of thought, and thus
from all manifoldness, multiplicity, and difference. This both
masters maintain.

(f) Thus withdrawn inwards, free from all inclination and
attachment, stripped of all sense-impressions and thoughts,
freed from an egoistic selfhood, the atman shines forth in its
own light as pure consciousness. Yet it is entirely free from
the ego, free from differences of subject and object, free from
the threefold contrast of knower, known and knowing. For
Eckhart, the experience of the soul is the same: entirely with-
drawn from all things, all objects, all division into will and
thought, the soul knows nothing more of the world or of any

- object, is modeless and formless, is neither this nor that, neither
‘ éubject nor object. It has become completely one and is the
ne.
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(g) Here the dtman is in truth the Atman, free from the
obscusity and restriction of avidya. It is light and spirit through
and through, high above all devas (heavenly beings). It is
again in truth the aécharyam, the miraculous being which it was
by nature, and has attained to highest bliss. For Eckhart the
soul stands here in its full glory as the homo nobilis, more
wonderful than seraphim and cherubim, exalted above all crea-
tures.

3. TuE MysticisM OF THE SouL OVERLAID BY THE
MysrticisMm oF Gob
Thus, in both writers, there stands as central to the doctrine
of salvation what we can call “‘a higher faith of the soul, which
becomes a mystical conception of the soul.” One might be

tempted, particularly in the case of Eckhart, to determine the

nature of his whole speculative system by this, and perhaps
~even take his conception of God as an extension of the mystical
consciousness of the soul. Does he not himself say—and there
are most exact parallels in Sankara’s conception of the Asman—

that with knowledge of the soul God Himself is known, that

knowledge of the soul is knowledge of God? Even more: are
- not his speculations on the modeless, supraconscious, supra-
- personal, objectless and subjectless “Godhead” merely repeti-
tions of the mystical state writ large, copies of the soul which
has become “one,” has sunk into itself, has passed beyond

‘world and things and self-consciousness? Is not “Godhead,” or

“Brahman” merely a name for the soul which has found its
own glory? N , : 4 an
(2) This would be a complete misunderstanding, but to

dispel that doubt is, nevertheless, very difficult. It is perhaps i
easier to do so with regard to the Indian teaching, though it !

is just here that Atman and Brahman seem to be perfect syno-

nyms, and Brahman is supposed to be nothing other than the i

Atman itself released from multiplicity and limitation. It can

" be done by comparing the teaching of Sankara with that of L
- the Yoga. In the Yoga, speculation as to the soul is everything.
~ Also in the Yoga, the Atman is to be found, known in its glory

- and set free. Here the kaivalyam of the Atman is striven for,




82 Mysticism East and West

i.e. its isolation from all additions and connections, which con-
stitutes its ai§varyam (lordship), its complete divineness and
omnipotence. This aisvatyam scarcely falls short of that of
Brahma-nirvina in the absoluteness and fullness of glory
artributed to it. But for the attainment of this kaivalyam and
aiévaryam in the Yoga system, the approach through the
Brahman is not necessary; one does not need the knowledge of
the unity of the Atman with something beyond itself, whereby
it first attains its own glory. Atman has this glory eternally
within itself which only needs to be set at liberty.

(b) Sankara could really say the same of the inward dtman,
indeed he does say it often enough. The dtman is essentially all
that the secker after salvation needs. Sankara assures us that
the tman attains nothing above itself, is united with nothing
besides itself. It is in itself the divine glory and has only to
be recognized as such. The terms Atman and Brahman seem
to be tautological. Nevertheless, there is a deep chasm between
Yoga teaching and Atman-Brahman teaching. Those who prac-
tice yoga, who do not seck the Brahman, and who wish to find
the Atman only, stand far below those who know Brahman,
and are perilously far from salvation.

It is almost impossible to reproduce the absolute difference in
attitude between the two conceptions, apparently separated only
by the fact that the one does not use a term, which in the other
seems to be merely tautological. Yet this difference of mood
is very palpable and is rooted in the deepest essence of the
matter. One can express it thus: The Vedantin would indig-
nantly reproach the Yogin with what he himself seems to do
continually in his own phraseology: viz. (he would say) the fol-
lower of the Yoga is practicing a blasphemous self-deification.
The Yogin ascribes to the atman that which belongs only to the

Brahman. Theoretically, this charge could not stand, for it is
meaningless with the complete identity of itman and Brahman
which is maintained. The speculative mystic, if he came across
this problem, would know how to wrap it up in dialectic. He
could not set it aside. It is obvious here again that one can-
not understand mysticism and its terms, if they are taken as they
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are in themselves instead of in relation to the “soil” out of

which they spring, With Sankara this “soil” is the original
separation of the Brahman and Atman speculation. To judge
by terms and speculative efforts, “Atman is Brahman” is an
analytical statement, or rather a verdict of identity. In secret
however, it remains a verdict of synthesis. Thereon depends
the whole inspiration and attitude of Sankara’s speculation in
distinction from mere Yoga. Because it is also Brahman, some-
thing incalculable has been added to the Atman, which is not
contained in the kaivalyam of the dtman merely stripped of
limitations. And exactly the same applies to Eckhart.®

4. THE PoNT OF VISION 1s FROM BELOW UPWARDS
To the elements named in Section 3 a fourth must be added

equally significant for both masters. We must pay very

close attention or this further element will be confused with the
earlier ones, while it is indeed something new. i

From the terms which they use, the teaching of both masté’rysl i

could be presented as if the whole process described were a

matter not of the dtman but of the Brahman. It would then e

run something like this: “‘Brahman, one only, without a second,
is multiplied through avidyi. By false representation a world

‘of muluplicity is built up around it. In a multdrude of (ficti-

tious) individual souls the one pure Being appears as mani-
fold. The whole significance of the teaching of Brahman is
that at various points this net of Avidya is torn an‘dvthe mon-

strous error as to true Being is corrected.”

- But the matter has only to be presented in this way for the
reader to feel immediately how little it corresponds to the real
purpose of Sankara. His interest is not to correct a dosha,

- a mistake, that has befallen the Brahman; it is not an objec-
~tive correction of the nature of Being. His true teaching as =
~ he sets it forth with great emphasis and earnestness in the intro-
- ductory chapter of his principal work, is offered for this pur-

pose: “that none should injure bis own blessedness, and fall

~ into evil.” His teaching is for the purpose of salvation, not

| ® We shall deal with this more fully in the “Transition from A to Bl
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for the salvation of the Brahman * but for man who has need
of saving. .

The formula aham Brahma asmi (I am Brahman) expresses
this also. In the first case it could only run “Brahma asti, ekam
cha asti, i.e. “Brahman is, and is alone; and at one place at least,
where formerly an illusion, viz. the ego, obscured his all-one-
ness the error is remedied.” Without question such a formula-
tion might be consistent if it were permissible to draw the
logical conclusions of formulas which—in spite of their own
assertions—are not theoretical propositions but enigmas. But
that would not correspond to the inner significance of a teaching
which is not objective metaphysic of the Brahman, but a doc-
trine of salvation of the dtman. This meaning is revealed as the
true one in the experience of the man who has attained to sav-
‘ing knowledge. However much in the moment of awakened

~and achieved fullness of knowledge all ego and all separate-
ness may disappear, as soon as the spirit draws back out of
such states it knows these moments of insight in remembrance
~as salvation which /¢ has experienced. The content of this experi-
ence is not ‘'there was Brahman” but “there I was Brahman,”
- and that is something that concerns me not Brabman. In spite
of all, the sentence: “Brahma is this dtman’ is indeed a £1al ‘
synthesis of two subjects. '

5. Tue Mystic CopULA

- The last sentence is of course not of a logical, but of a mys-
tical nature. The word “is” in the mystical formula of identifica-
tion has a significance which it does not contain in logic. It is
1o copula as in the sentence: § is P; it is no sign of equality in a

- reversible equation. It is not the “is” of a normal assertion of
~ identity. However much the emphatic pronouncements of San-

~ kara and Eckhart strive to attain to the latter, they do not suc-

; ‘ ceed in hiding the fact that their logic is indeed the “wonder”

(.. *This it is indeed in Schopenhauer’s interpretation of the Vedinta. But
- 'to see the Vedanta through this lens is to see it quite falsely. God redeem-
© . ing Himself, salvation applied to the Brahman, which is nitya-siddham,
' nitya-buddham, nitya-muktam, would be for Sankara, not only the most repel-

' lent blasphemy but pure nonsense. And the same holds true for all religion.
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logic of mysticism. One might try to indicate this by forcing
the Ignguage and making the word “be” into a medium of
higher unity of intransitive and transitive. For instance one
might say mstead of: "I am Brahman,” “I am ‘existed’ by
Brahman” or “essenced” by Brahman, or “Brahman exists
me 2 5

The reader should compare what is said later in cmhtes
words about the mystical copula.

5 If Sankara builds the forms astitvam and astikatd, and Eckhart the

corresponding form “Istigkeit,” the form to exist semebody (isten) would
be permissible in a grammar of mysticism.




CHAPTER VIII
CREATURE AND MAYA

THE most surprising doctrine of Sankara is that of Maya.
It is 2 growth which seems only possible on Indian soil, yet
there is at least a strong resemblance in Eckhart, in the latter’s
curious conception of the “creatura” and the nature of the crea-
ture. : '

- That the creature, which of itself is nothing, has no essence,
being, ot value, may come to “being” and “essence” is the
meaning of Eckhart's teaching of salvation. It is the same with
Sankara, for he uses the same terms: arriving at being; to reach
being: to become unified with being: sampatti, sampadyate,
apnoti, sad-dtma-svaripa-sampatti; to become united with sat,
sad-atman, sad-itma-brahman, satyasya satyam, the beyond-
death, the immortal, yea, immortality itself.

This quantity which is thus to arrive at being, Eckhart calls
the creature. Here it is almost forgotten that creature is de-
rived from create and means a creation of God’s. All the
emphasis lies on the fact that as creature it is what God is not,
it is the vain, unreal, non-essential. In this respect it resembles
Sankara’s world-being, which, set up by Maya and Avidya is
the unreal, vain and untrue. The two masters also resemble
each other in the fact that this explanation of the creature is
built upon a quite realistic, naively conceived doctrine of crea-
tion. In this conception, creature exists through creatio, through
$rishti. God is the creator of the creature, and Brahman is
“that from which the world has its beginning, its subsistence
and its dissolution”’; Brahman is jagato miilam, the root of the
world. Finally, they resemble one another in this, that, as with

- Eckhare the “creare,” so with Sankara the maya, has the opales-

86
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cence of a curious double meaning. These elements of com-
parison must be followed up in detail.

Of all Eckhart’s ideas none is more elusive and difficult to
grasp than that of the creature; but none is more important
for the significance of his whole doctrinal system.

1. Creare, on the one hand, as “conferre esse,” to confer
being, is the highest function of God, indeed the whole value
and significance of His Being.

(a) In countless instances, when he is talking of creare and
creatura, Eckhart is simply speaking the language of the Chris-
tian speculation of his age, just as Sankara presupposes the
whole realistic doctrine of creation, and presents it over and
over again in whole and in part. God is then causa and prima
causa of all that is, superior to the world, all-wise, effecting all
things. He is in complete transcendence to His creature, pre-
ceding it as causa precedes effectus, Himself like every causa,
containing all that is to become in effectus, and at the same
time containing infinitely more than ever was, or can be, in
the world.

(b) God creates through His word out of nothing: no
second rival principle, no material, no prima materia confronts
Him.

(c) He creates according to the eternal types, the ideas or
“rationes” which are eternally in Him. These ideas are * the
elements of his own rich inexhaustible Being.® As He contains
them within Him He sees and knows in them and through them
His own self in the radiant fullness of His eternal, uncreated
and uncreatable Being. This self-knowledge is, vice versa, the
setting forth of ideas and the system of ideas and of the eternal
mundus ydealis, which Eckhart on occasion also calls a creatio.
(See below creatio in principio.)

~ What can be well-pleasing in things, that should please God?
~ The things must please Him, for He who saw them was God, and

' Bonitas nec est creata nec facta nec genita. (Goodness is not created

“nor made nor born) and this applies equally to all ideas or rationes:
Creaturarum rationes non sunt creaturae sed nec creabiles ut sic (the

“ideas of things created are not creatures nor creatable as such).

. 271dea in Deo est nihil aliud quam Dei essentia (the idea in God is

" nothing other than the essence of God). Thus says Thomas Aquinas also.
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that which He saw was likewise God: in their eternal types, which
He Himself is, God beheld Himself and therein beheld He also all
things.

(d) The ideas in their totality are the eternal Word in Him,
which He speaks from everlasting to everlasting; they are the
‘eternal thought and the knowledge of His own self through
which He is conscious and self-conscious, person and per-
sonal.”

(¢) When He creates the world in space and time, He
creates it according to these ideas, and since they are the con-
tent and expression of His Being, He creates the world in
truth after His own image. Deus est exemplar mundi; the
world is therefore a copy, an expression of the eternal God, of
His riches, and His gloty (Upanishad: “all shines through

~ Him”), though of course infinitely diminished and falling
~ far short of the original type. This empirical world is in space

and time, is six thousand years old, and has its beginning
not in time but with time, for before the world was, titme
‘was not. The creation of this world confined in time is never-
theless for God not a temporal but an eternal act. (This
conception is quite self-evident in Scholasticism and in
Augustine.)
- (f) Following the Platonic precedent, every separate thing
is for Eckhart that which it is inasmuch as it “participates” in
the corresponding idea: it is album in so far as it participates
~in the eternal idea of album, in the eternal albedo, the album
ipsum. It is bonum in so far as it participates in the eternal
bonitas, the bonum ipsum. This participation or having part
in the eternal idea, is from the standpoint of the idea, a giving
- of participation.* The idea gives itself to the object, gives it
- part of itself. The idea is in it or of it. It constitutes the
essence of the thing, inquantum est album or bonum, and in

2 The " creation fthrough the “word” has a curious parallel in Indian

oy ftyheol‘ogy in the idea of the zdg and the faksi. This is the Indian Logos.

% Quando dicimus_bonum, intelligimus, quod sua bonitas est sibi data,
o+ influxa et innata_ab ingenita bonitate. (When we call a thing good, we
-understand. that its goodness is' given to it, flowing and borne into it by

E  the unbora good.)
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so far the idea is the ‘“being” of the thing.® Now the ideas
are nqthing less than the elements of God Himself unfurled.
God therefore “is” the nature of the creature, inquantum ea est
alba, bona, una, etc.

This is true also of the idea of being, of esse ipsum. God
is the ipsum esse, Being itself, as He is the Good itself, bonum
ipsum. Therefore the creatures inquantum sunt not only in-
quantum, sunt album, bonum or anything else, but in so far as
they exist at all, they are because they participate in ipsum esse
(Being itself) which is again God Himself.

All that seems to us pantheistic in this teaching is at first
nothing more than the attempt to express the Christian concep-
tion of creare and creatum esse scientifically by means of the
speculative system of the time, but with a more Platonic than
an Aristotelian emphasis.® : :

(g) At the same time the meaning of both “creare” and of
“world” expands. Without its being noted in the context,
world often becomes that original world, the “mundus ipse,”
the “mundus ydealis,” the world of ideas, and the world as
idea, apart from its descent into time and its expression as this
world here below. The bringing forth of this ideal “world,”

which is the self-knowledge of God in the richness of His - o

own being, and His eternal beholding of the same, is now
also called “‘creare.”” Creare is then a parallel term to the “'speak-

ing of the eternal word” (begetting the Son). The difference

between “‘creare” and “'speak” (or beget) is only this, that the

one is generally used when the eternal world is spoken of asa

multiplicity of ideas, and the other, when vice versa, the mul-

® Quomodo enim esset quid album distinctum seu divisum ab albedine.
(For in what way should what is white be distinct or divided off from -
whiteness?) A T R - R
! aln For the Platonic realism of this teaching of participation. compare espe- .
- cially: - i : RO R ;
Bonitas et bonum non sunt nisi una bonitas praecise in omnibus, praeter
generare et generari, (Goodness and good are one and the same. Goodness .
is absolutely and in all things distinguished only as generating goodness and -
generated goodness.) Eckhart substitutes for the Platonic: “methexis” - the
term V'generdri” from trinitarian speculation. The idea -of the good gen<:
" erates the good in the good individual.. And therefore this, in so far as it
is bonus (good), is, itself something generatus (generated), not something -

" (factus) made, or ‘creatus (created).
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tiplicity of the world of ideas is meant in their unity, as one
eternal whole, as one Word, as God’s thought of Himself.
This “creare” is then also creare in principio: creation in prin-
ciple, a bringing forth in and as idea. In this sense it is safe
to say, that this creatio in principio is as eternal as God Him-
self. God speaks His word, begets His Son from everlasting
to everlasting. It is also safe to say: the “world” is God. For
the wotld in principio, in the fullness of ideas, is “"God out
of God.” And the eternity of this “world” is not denied by
Scholasticism: it is the logos, “‘the word.”

(h) Eckhart’s teaching became “dangerous™ only because on
the one hand he seldom distinguishes clearly between the
“creare in principio” and “‘creare” in general, and on the other
because this failure to distinguish is with him not merely acci-
dental. In consequence of the Platonic realistic conception of
participation, something of eternity entered into the idea of the
creature—an intimate connection which is indeed the unity of
the world and God. By means of a kind of “communicatio
idiomatum” there crept into the world something of the divine
substantiality and essence, which was more than the fact that
it had been created after God as its exemplar.”

2. On the other hand, creatura in Eckhart is often a principle
directly opposed to God, is indeed in complete contrast to the
divine Being itself, as prapaficha, the world of things and of
multiplicity, is in Sankara’s teaching. We can understand this
curious fact by considering the common meaning of the word
“creature,” and the two contrasting valuations attributed to it,
which did not originate with the mystic but are apparent also
in forms of common religion.

(a) We say “creature” and we mean thereby on the one
hand something begotten, caused, called into existence by the
Creator. We thus recognize the existence and the real being
~of the created, and also its value. For if a thing is created it
is of God, and therefore it is obviously real, for God creates

" Compare with this what is said below of the madhya vidyi in Sankara.
Here Iévara creates out of himself, and gives the world thereby a relationship
which is'intended to be a participation in himself, a tad-dtmyam, a weaker
counterpart of identity. '
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nothing unreal; and it is good, for God creates nothing evil.
Thus the term “creature” expresses a positive reality and value.
But we also say “miserable creature” implying thereby that
 the thing is miserable just because it is “creature.” In this case
the creature is not so much considered as a creation, issuing
from God, but as a created thing, merely a creature and there-
fore nothing of itself, fragile, unable to stand alone, lacking in
value: something pitiable, even contemptible. *‘Creature” then
becomes synonymous with a miserandum or actually with a
miserabile. Thus the German says “'diese Kreatur” (this crea-
ture) when he means an utterly worthless fellow. Here creature
expresses a negation of reality and value. :
(b) This double meaning has developed from a common
religious dual evaluation of world and creature. On the one
hand: the “world” and the “creation” is the work of God, is
good and a reflection of His glory. On the other: the “world”
and all that is “creature,” is vain and empty, transient and
perishable. It is a fetter and an obstacle, a hindrance and a
bedazzlement, *“a handful of sand,” sorrow, and confusion.
The world has to be conquered and overcome; it is opposed to
God—is essentially antagonistic to Him. We find the world
thus disavowed not only in the mystics but in simple prayers,
hymns and sermons of Christian, Jewish and Mohamme-
dan origin. Without resorting to mysticism this negation can
make use of expressions which come near to the doctrine of
miya: for example, “illusion and deception of the senses,”
“vanity and hollowness,” “vapor and dream.” * Non-mystics
- also have said of the creature: : o
 Formed from the dust, returning to the dust. Like a broken
shard and withered grass, like a faded flower and a passing shadow,
a vanishing cloud, a dying breath, flying dust and a fleeting dream.
(From the Mussaf prayer of the Jews at the New Year.) :

(c) Eckhart develops this antithesis and thereby approaches iy

 within a hair’s breadth of Sankara’s maya doctrine:
%71 have dealt elsewhere with this double meaning as explained in (a)

“and (E? by differentiating ‘between' ‘'createdness” which stfmﬁes the nature
" and value of the creature, and “creaturehood” which “indicates the vanity
- of the creature. Cf. R. Otto: The Idea of the Holy. , S
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All that is created has no truth in itself. All creatures in so far
as they are creatures, as they “are in themselves” (quod sunt in et
per se) are not even illusion, they are “pure nothing.”

All that is created is nothing.

Omnes creaturae sunt unum purum nihil. Nulla creatura est,
quae aliquid sit. Nulla creatura habet esse. Quidquid non habet
esse, hoc est nihil.

All creatures are one mere nothing. (Or:) There is no creature
which is anything. (Or:) None of the creatutes has being. What
has no being—is nothing.

But this “purum nihil” of Eckhart is a puzzle for his inter-
preter. To e:(clplain it we should have to invent the very terms
which we find already used in Sankara. It does not mean that
the creatures do not exist at all. They must exist somehow in
order that this judgment of their non-existence may be cast in
their faces. They “are” not, does not mean that they have no
empirical existence, no physical reality. They cannot be non-
existent in this empirical sense, for they could not then be
“pure nothing.” °

They resemble in fact the prapaficha of world and multi-
plicity in Sankara. According to Sankara, things and the world
and its multiplicity only exist through Avidya. But in what
sense then 75 Avidya itself? And who is it who has Avidya?
Individual souls pethaps? But they are themselves the products
of Avidya. Does Avidya really exist? If so there would be
something other than Brahman, and Brahman would not be
“without 2 second.” Does Avidya not exist? If it does not, how

® This being of the creature in its empirical nature and existence, Eck-
hart ascribes to the “esse formaliter inhaerens’ of the creature. If this were
the “esse”. of God, then Eckhart would indeed be 2 pantheist. He would
then set the patural being of things on a level with the being of God as
the pantheists do. The pantheist deifies the creature. Eckhart does the exact
opposite. - Where the creature ends, God begins. In this sense he says:
distinguendum de esse formaliter inhaerente et de esse absoluto quod est
Deus.. And: Esse est Deus. Hoc verum est de esse absoluto non de esse
formaliter inhaerente. (A -distinction must be made between the empirical
“being and the absolute being which is God. Being is God. This is true of
absolute being but not of empirical being.)

el i
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can it then effect the illusion of the world and set up multi-
plicity, about the one Brahman? What might be taken in Eck-
hart as a possible explanation of the “how” of creation is ex-
plicitly formulated by Sankara: Avidya (and thereby the mul-
tiplicity of all Karyam of all “that which is effected i.e. cre
ated”) is sad-asadbhyam anirvachaniyam, viz. not to be defined
either as Being or as Not-Being. Exactly the same is applicable
to Eckhart’s creatura.

3. But whence comes this “creature,” in the second sense of
the term, for Eckhart? That God created the world, that this
world was six thousand years old, that it was empirically real
and was there through God, Eckhart maintains and believes just
as firmly as every churchgoer. But as the orthodox believer
- already admits the peculiar rejection of the world, of which
we have spoken above, yet does not ask whence then is this
vanity, this fleetingness, this opposition to God in the creature,
so it is with Eckhart’s higher speculation. The creatures are
simply there with their nothingness, with their lack of real
being or value. How they may attain to “Being,” how, above
all, that creature of most importance, man, seeking salvation,
can escape this nothingness, can become essential, can attain
Being itself, can find himself as Being—that is all that is sought
in Eckhart’s teaching. :

It is exactly the same with Sankara’s Avidya. Pressed and
plagued by the controversy of the schoolmen one must wrestle
with this problem. But Sankara hardly bothers about it. He
asks how creatureliness is to be overcome, not how it is to be
explained. (“We do not explain the world; we explain it
away.”) This is, by the by, a new proof of the fact that the
interest of his teaching is not a scientific one, which seeks prob-
lems in order to solve them, but an interest in salvation, which,
starting from a certain given lack of salvation, desires to remedy
this need, but not to solve its origin theoretically. And so he
quietly ignores the insoluable problem or answers it roughly
and incompletely.*’

4. In his exegesis of John, 1:2, Eckhart attempts to explain

19 As Christians we also do not know where the devil comes from.
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his idea of creare. Here he distinguishes between the creata
and the facta. The creata, as merely creata—pure nothing—
receive Being in so far as they are also facta. Facere is then
conferre esse, the true gift of Being by means of which the
creature is withdrawn from its mere creatureliness:

Now listen carefully. I will now say what I have never said:
When God ¢reated (creavit) heaven and earth and all creatures,
then God made (fecit) nothing. But then spake God: We make
an image that is like unto us. Merely to create is easy; that one
does when and how one will. But what I make, that I make my-

' self, with and in myself, and impress my own image upon it. . . .
Therefore, when God 7ade man, He did more than merely create,
He made in the soul a work equal unto Himself, His own efficacious
and eternally enduring work.

We might try to develop this thought as follows: Eckhart dis-
tinguishes a lower and a higher “creare” viz. a first positing
~ of things—the mere “creare,” and a second further making—

the “‘facere,” through which they receive “Being.” This teach-
ing would then resemble the Platonic doctrine of the pi &v,
which is not non-being and is also not being. But Eckhart does
not draw these conclusions. The doctrine of a pi) 8v opposed
to God, particularly of one which He Himself had produced,
would have been forcibly denied by Eckhart. God could not
create a pn dv. In Eckhart there remains that curious double
valuation of things which is peculiar to all religion: things and
men so far as they are creaturely, i.e. as they are of themselves,
~are valueless and simply nothing. But inasmuch as they were
~created by God and are of God they have existence, are good
and divine. This accounts for Eckhart’s favorite “in so far as”
(“also verre als” ). '

In so far as the creature is creature, it carries within itself bitter-
ness, shame, evil and hardship. Whoever forsakes things in as
much as they are accidental, possesses them in as much as they are

- pure Being and eternal. :

- The simplest expression for the true content of this teaching is:




- Creature and Maya 95

All things—in their finite form—have flowed out in time, and
have nevertheless—in their infinite form—remained in eternity.

(5) With regard to this double valuation, creare has a resem-
blance to Maya. Mayi has also a double aspect both in its first
beginning and in its finest ultimate form in Sankara. Miyi is
in origin a magic force, the power by which the magician
- obtains his effects. He produces an “existence” through im-
aginative suggestion which is distinct from being and non-
being, which approaches the calling up of a mere illusion, and
which yet on the other hand results in extremely real effects.**

At a higher level Mdya is then miraculous power. Brahman ’

is the great miyin, the one rich in miyd. According to the
original meaning of Mayi, this miracle-worker by his power
creates the world as magic which carries in itself the half-reality

of all magic, but is certainly not mere appearance in the usual
sense of the word. Sankara also on occasion advances this idea

with the utmost naiveté,

But even in the highest form of his speculation Miyi retains

a final flavor of this magic. The world which we perceive in
multiplicity through Avidyd has still its foundation in the

Maya of the great Mayin himself, floats like the magic spell .
indeterminate between being and non-being. With this hybrid

interpretation it resembles Eckhart’s “creature.”

6. On the relation between real Being and the beingi—ncn-"7

“being of the creature Plotinus expresses himself thus:

By this non-being, of course, we are not to understand some-

thing that does not exist, but only something of an utterly different

order from Authentic-Being; there is no question here of movement
.of position with regard to Being; the non-being we are thinking

of is, rather, an image of Being, or perhaps something still further
‘removed than even an image. Now this (the required faint image
‘of Being) might be the sensible universe with all the impressions

it engenders, or it might be something of even later derivation,

accidental to the realm of sense, or again it might be the source of

© 11 Gaubhari, the saint, created for himself through his Maya fifty bodies:
an illusion, yet such an one that it could actually marry and have a hup-

dred kand’.ﬁfty‘ children. (See: Vishnu Narayana, p. 19)

=
i
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the sense world or something of the same order entering into it
to complete it.*®

This explanation resembles Eckhart’s and Sankara’s conception.
Yet there is still a difference. For Plotinus, the creature derives
its non-being from materia. As a Scholastic, Eckhart also
touches upon this idea. But for him, the real distinction is not
between God and materia, but is given in his peculiar expres-
sion “in as much as.” Inasmuch as the creature is conceived
of God, it is true being, is unified and one, is eternal and
identified with the Being of God. But inasmuch as it is “‘of
itself,” it is vain, empty and of no account. Sankara expresses
precisely the same contrast, for example, in the passage com-
menting on the Chhandogya-upanishad 6, 3, 2, p. 313.

Sarvam cha namarfipadi vikirajatam sad-atmani eva satyam.

Svatas tu anritam. ~

This whole multiplicity of production (creatures) existing under
name and form in so far as it is Being itself is true. Of Ztself (svatas

‘tu) it is untrue.

This svatas is in Eckhart the creatura per se apart from its
existence in Being. For that very reason Eckhart and Sankara
are alike far removed from so-called “idealism”; in a way they
are both staunch realists. This world is emphatically not “my
conception.” It is, truly conceived (i.e. in unity and as the
eternal one which is Being itself) absolutely true and inde-
pendent of all my “conceptions.” It is one unified body of
reality, and the satyasya satyam.'® So too, the inexhaustible
fullness of the being and depth of things** is real, for it is
Being, Beingness, astitvam itself, only gathered and blended
in the identity of the one complete Being.

Only what the creature (svatas) is of itself—its multiplicity
and division, its dispersal in space and time—is anritam, is
untrue, is to be overcome by the true knowledge of mystical
insight.

2 Bunead 1, 8, 3. ‘

*® “Sad-dspadam sarvam sarvatra”—says Sankara of Gitd 13, 14, p. 557.

. The all is everywhere a storchouse of sat (Being, reality, truth).

** Pirnam-dives per se; also in the dspadam, in the stored-up Being, lies
fullness and riches.
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But how the creature or the vikirajatam which is in truth th
one etgrnal Being, instead of remaining jn this Bein colrl:le ;
exist per se, or svatas, and thereby falls , prey to vgani S to
riddle that neither the Eastern nor the Weﬁe&: mast 7, 1,15 a
In this they are also alike, oF solves.




CHAPTER IX
RELIGION AS EXALTEDNESS OF SELF

MEASURED by a simple personal belief in God, mysticism is
always bold. It dares to use expressions which overstep the
relationship of the simple believer to his God, and from his
position must appear astounding, reckless and even blasphe-
mous. There are grades and stages in this boldness, and mysti-
cism shows itself capable of much variety in respect of greater
or less temerity. Sankara and Eckhart are at one in this, that
they are bold to the highest degree, so daring that their temerity
cannot be surpassed. Sankara says in his exegesis of the Chhan-
dogya-upanishad 6, 16, p. 657.

The Atman, to know whom is salvation, not to know whom is
bondage to the world, who is the root of the world, who is the
basis of all creation, through whom all exists, through whom all
is conceived—the Unborn, the Deathless, the Fearless, the Good,
without second,—He is the Real. He is thy Self. And therefore
that art thou.

He expresses himself in similar terms again and again. That
~is his opinion absolutely without qualification. This absolute
and immense Brahman with all its awe-inspiring attributes—
that art thou thyself, fundamentally. But that is more than
unio-mystica, than becoming one in a simple close relationship.
It is, or should be, complete identity. With what feelings of
exultation this certainty was permeated and surrounded, the
following verse from Kaivalya, 2, 9 shows:

Finer than the fine yet am I greatest.
I am the All in its complete fullness,
I the most ancient, the spirit, the Lord God.
- The golden-gleaming am I, of form divine.
98
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Without hand and foot, rich in unthinkable might,
. Sight without eyes, hearing without ears,

Free from all form, I know. But me

None knows. For I am Spirit, am Being.

Eckhart makes the same claim: not only Deo unitum esse (to
be united with God) but unum esse cum Deo (to be one with
God), to be indeed the One itself, the #nio as complete and
absolute identity. He does not try to soften the astounding-
ness, even the terror of his assertion. On the contrary he
seeks ever bolder and harsher expression. He knows that
he is teaching rara et nova, is saying what was never heard
before. :

There is no question that the two masters here harmonize in
presenting a type of religion which goes far beyond what is
usually implied by that name. All religion, indeed, seeks the
transcendent, and salvation in transcendence; seeks rest and fel-

lowship with something strange, unapproachable, unspeakably o

lofty. It strives thereby to pass beyond the natural and merely

creaturely; to escape limitation and find completion at what

appears to the natural eye a giddy and exalted height. But
however close the fellowship is thought to be, there remains
~always the chasm between creator and created. Even in the

final consummation of this fellowship the cleft is unbridged

and unbridgeable. In the mysticism of Eckhart and Sankara,
however, the soul seeks to pass out of the region of the created
to the Being and dignity of God Himself. It feels satisfied
with its salvation only when it is uncreated with the uncreated,

eternal with the eternal, high above deva and angel, blessed i

with the Blessed, original being with the original Being; when
it is this not merely as a part or element of its nature and life,
but Being in its fullness and its unity; when it is the One
Ctself. ST S R e
- 2. This tendency in Eckhart (particularly in that which we
are later to know as his “vivacity”'), soars even higher than in
- Sankara. There is a strange ring of exultation in the expres-
sions by which he describes the soul as not only one with the
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eternal ultimate Being, but as creating from eternity with the
creator, as the eternal creative power itself: * .

God made all things through me, when I had my existence in
the unfathomable ground of God. (Evans, pf. 589, 1)

My innermost man enjoys the creatures, not as gifts but as what
is and was ever mine.

True, if we only examine his terminology we can regard even
such expressions as quite harmless and not going beyond scholas-
tic philosophy. For Eckhart is here speaking of the soul sub
ratione ydeali, i.e. of the idea of man as eternal in God and
as one with His own nature, a conception likewise found in
Thomas Aquinas. This idea of being in and with God and God
Himself is also according to the scholastic doctrine, the creative
principle. What is specifically Eckhartian is that this harm-
- less conception sets Eckhart's thought aflame and fires him
~ with a feeling of exaltation of which no Scholastic would have
- dreamt. According to his conception of the true participation,
“I” have part in this idea. Yes, ideally, I am this idea. What
is true of it, is true of me. So it is verily true that I have
existed eternally in God, before the foundation of the world
~was laid, and that I with Him laid the foundation; that I am
conceived with the eternal Son from the Father in eternity.
Before God was begotten out of the Godhead, before He spoke
‘His Word I was included without distinction in the eternal,
silent abyss of the Godhead, and was one and the same with it.
3. This experience is in fact something more than religion
or theism could afford to permit. This is “numinous feeling of
self” and exalted feeling of self, revealed in sharpest con-
trast to all religion of “absolute dependence.” It seems to
~ be a complete and exclusive antithesis of all theism.
4. Yet a further point of similarity between the two masters
1 8uill, there are also many expressions in the Indian mystics which
closely resemble the Eckhartian feeling of creativeness: Compare Kaivalya-
Upanishad 19: = ; , S
B ‘ L In me arose the whole world,

- In me alone exists the 'All
~In me it passes.—This Brahman

- Without second, am L'
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lies in the fact that both are theists, that beneath their mysticism
lies a-substructure of theism (and in this theism also there are
many analogies). This is a fact which must be admitted on the
evidence of the original texts, but usually it is not held to be
of any importance. In Eckhart it is generally regarded either
as simply a matter of accommodation and of adaptation to the
traditional conception, or as inconsistency. Sankara on the other
hand distinguishes between a higher and a lower knowledge.
For the lower knowledge of popular understanding there is the
I$vara, the personal, world-creating and world-controlling God.
But this lower knowledge is avidyi, is Not-knowing, which
disappears when the higher wisdom enters. As mystics it is
said that both Eckhart and Sankara are esoteric, as theists that
they are exoteric. :
From such a position the problem of how to explain San-
kara’s positive theology and his devoted and even passionate
zeal for the personal God, fighting and crushing his Buddhist
and materialist opponents, remains a riddle, even when one is
aided by esotericism. Again, to take Eckhart’s real and simple
Christian piety, which he acknowledges as warmly as his mys-
tical heights, for mere allegory, compromise or esotericism, is
sheer folly. , ‘ : e
‘For Eckhart there is a necessary antinomy arising out of the

very experience itself. He who cannot understand this an-

tithesis may at least help himself out with the pitiful (and
nowadays so cheap) “Complexio oppositorum.” Or he may
class Eckhart with Goethe as *'Mensch mit seinem Widerspruch”
(“man with his contradictions”), but should not force him into
a scheme of the esoteric and exoteric, which does not fit him
in the least, and which he would probably not have understood.
~ This type of mysticism is accompanied by a certain type of

theism which is more than an historical accident. It needs this

theism, and that for two reasons: first, for the sake of its own
~inward tension and aspiration—it is the bow which makes the

string tense. Secondly, no mysticism extends like the arc of the =

rainbow in the blue, without a basis. However high it reaches,
it always bears within it some faint scent of the soil from which
it rises, and from which it draws the sap of life. In both mas-
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ters there is a positive relationship between their mysticism and
their orthodox religion, and what is still more importane, it is
this relationship to theism which distinguishes their mysticism
~and gives it a peculiar note, as we shall show later. First let us
deal shortly with their theism.

We need only remark here that the Western sage, although
in his higher speculation he is at times even more abstract than
the Eastern, in his utterances frequently challenging orthodox
religious opinion and intentionally seeking the boldest, the most
confounding and almost blasphemous phrases, yet in truth main-
tains a decidedly more positive relation to personal speculation
than Sankara.



CHAPTER X
A COMMON THEISTIC FOUNDATION

1. THE THEISTIC FOUNDATION IN SANKARA

WHEN we speak of Indian religion we usually think imme-
diately of monism, pantheism, impersonal mysticism, of the
Brahman, which is pure Being, the One without a second, iden-
tical with the soul. Often, we do not know that fierce battles
have been fought on Indian soil over the question of personal
theism, and that a large number of Indian schools have com-
bated and decidedly rejected that form of monism. The most
famous pioneers of a personal theism, outside the Se$vara-Yoga
schools, are such men as the great Rimanuja and Madhva,
whose communities still exist to-day and are just beginning to

show a new zeal. But even with regard to the classical school -

of Indian mysticism, the school of Sankara, which prefers to
be called the school of the absolute Adwvaita, caution is neces-
sary. For, this school, at least in its substructure, represents
pronounced theism of a high type. The impersonal Brahman
rests here also on a theistic basis, and this basis is not unim-
portant for the conception of Brahman itself. It definitely colors
the mystical experience of the school. Later we shall attempt

an examination of a mystical experience so colored, but here

we shall confine ourselves to becoming familiar with this pat-
ticular form of theism. Apologetically it is at least not unim-
portant that it exists, and that upon a soil so different from
that of our own religious development, a system of thought and
experience has arisen which in many respects shows a marked
similarity to our own religious ideas. Occasional references to
our own conception may therefore also be allowed. :
Particularly important for the purposes of our examination,

is Sankara’s Commentary on the Bhagavad Giti. For the Gitd

103 , :
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is the great basic text of Indian theistic piety. Garbe has trans-
lated the Giti into German and has proved that in its pure
form it is one of the original texts of Bhakti piety with its dis-
tinctly theistic stamp. Undoubtedly Sankara rather forces the
text when he attempts to read into it his own teaching of the
suprapersonal Brahman. But we must not overlook or deny
the positive telationship which he adopts toward Theism itself.*

1. In reading Sankara’s introduction to his Commentary on
the Giti, it would never occur to one that here a Monist is
speaking and that the impersonal Brahman, and absorption into
him, is being proclaimed as salvation.

Om

Narayana is exalted above the not unfolded [unfolded nature}
~ (Out of the not unfolded has come the world egg.)

He uses this old traditional verse as a preface to his com-
 mentary and then describes how Nardyana, that is, Iévara, the
- Lord, creates this world, and with it the lower demiurges *

‘who must fashion it in His name. He then reveals to the

‘ancient wise men the twofold Vedic religion, the lesser religion

~ of sacrifice and other works, which leads only to earthly happi-
ness, and the true religion of knowledge and freedom from
passion which leads to salvation. This Lord, possessed of the
divine attributes of infinite knowledge, divine majesty, and
- power, guides nature in its evolution and its course. Though
~ Himself unborn, immortal, eternal, pure and free, he consents
~ to appear in human form as Krishna, in order by revealing the

- Gita to teach the world anew—that wotld, which through the

~ passion of desire, has allowed true religion to grow dim. The

- Gita contains the sum of the Vedic teaching. Its purpose is the
highest salvation, which is at first described simply as the ces-
sation of Samsira and the cause thereof, and which is reached
- through the constant exercise of Atman knowledge, and the
- surrender of all sacrifice and other works directed toward earthly
happiness. , :
;{%:Ilr'gfﬁote from the Ananda-d§rama-samskrita-grantha-avalis, 2nd. edition
: ,0 2 The highest of whom is Hiranyagarbha,

e
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All this could be affirmed by a purely Theistic Vedantin
even i he were not a disciple of Sankara, as for instance
Rimanuja or Madhva. :

It may be urged that this is an adaptation, a passing allegoty,
or a compromise with the “lower knowledge” demanded by
~ the text. But that is a very inaccurate statement of the position.
Sankara’s relationship to the thought-world of the Gitd is an
inner one. His point of view is no longer simply that of the
old Monistic Upanishads. The reason for this, viewed histori-
cally, lies in the general development of Indian religion.

2. Long before Sankara, India had developed a distinctly
theistic philosophy, partly in striking contrast to the monism
of the old Upanishad teaching, partly in close relation to it and
even admixed with it. The Gitd, the great epics, the Purinas,
the Stitras of Badariyana had been its heralds and witnesses.
Sankara’s philosophy enters into this heritage. He also pro-
claims and defends I§vara, the Lord, the personal God. The
name “Lord” has for him the same full solemnity as Dominus
Deus has for the Christian of the West. Brahman is Lord, the
Highest Lord, Paramesvara. It is true that, as such, Brahman
is the lower Brahman, and for the samyagdar§anam, for com-
plete vision and knowledge, “the Lord” together with the soul
and the world is absorbed into the highest Brahman, the
Nirguna-Brahman, who is Being only, without qualities and
distinctions, one single undifferentiated mass of knowledge
without the contrasts of Knower, Known, and Knowing.* :

But it is not unimportant for this Brahman, nirviSesham and
advitiyam, that an I$vara has been submerged and fused into it,

- for it is unmistakably there. The Brahman conception rises
- beyond a personal God and yet still bears the fragrance and color

of the ground from which it springs. - L L

3. For the apari vidya Sankara is a passionate theist. If he
~ was the greatest teacher of his time, the restorer of the pure

3 YWith almost startling agreement, Eckhart ‘says: “But in as much as
thereby (through the disappearance of the soul in God) God is no longer
there for the Spirit, there is for it no longer any eternal archetype.” (The -
- archetype is the eternal idea of the soul. God and the soul disappear
together into the eternal One, just as I$vara and Jiva disappear into th
- Brahman.) T S Ll
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Vedintic doctrine, the antagonist and destroyer of sects, false
teachers and mistaken philosophers—particularly the Buddhists
—he was this in the name of a Brahman whose foremost and
fundamental definition reads thus: Brahman is that from which
the origin, continuance and dissolution of the world comes.
That is, He is a world-creating, world-sustaining and world-
dissolving God. That statement is simply the commonly used
definition of a strictly theistic conception of God; and in so far
as his doctrine of God is theistic, it has far-reaching parallels
with Christian teaching. In a short survey we are setting
forth here a few of the fundamental characteristics of Sankara’s
teaching about God, the Christian parallels to which we do not
need to mention. They will be evident to every reader.

4. Brahman as Parame$vara,* as the Lord, is the One, unique,
 world-surpassing, free, all-powerful God; He is all-knowing,
‘all-wise, just, good, personal and purely spiritual, not to be
- known through philosophy, nor by the logical proofs of reason,

‘but through His revelation in the Veda, which He Himself
in the beginning of the world breathed forth. Against the
- attacks of his opponents Sankara, like his colleagues in the
 West, develops what is for him a proof of God's existence.

‘As the teachers in the West reason from movement to a
mover, who is himself unmoved, so Sankara states (Brahma
Sticras 2, 2, 1) that an unspiritual material could not of itself
~ pass from the primary condition of equilibrium into a creative
~ activity, still less into a purposeful activity, i.e. into one which

is moving toward a definite effect (a télos, namely a purposively

formed world).

' This movement, namely toward a goal, is impossible with 2 non-

spiritual cause. For instance, clay or a wagon, because they are

. non-spiritual, cannot of themselves move toward a definite end

. (i.e. their own formation or destination), unless they are directed
by potters or by horses. R e A

 eg. in the regularity of the monsoons:

o ‘Among 'I%idian Christians to-day t‘hz"s‘k is the usual term for God.

. - ,Sixnilarl‘}(.‘~ 'he"s'eeé the pfbof of God:in the klaws of the univér‘s:e,” f
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The wind fulfills its function, namely to blow, regularly. But
such regularity presupposes a guide (who wills and realises this
regularity). (Sankara’s Commentary on the Taittiriya 3)

He also uses a physico-theological proof similar to those of
the West. :

‘Houses, palaces. beds, chairs, and pleasure gardens are built by
judicious artists for the purpose of furthering pleasure or dispelling
ennui. It is the same with the whole world.” See, for instance how
the earth is arranged for the enjoyment of the fruits of manifold
works, and how bodily form both outwardly and inwardly possesses
a disposition of parts fitting to the different creatures even in
detail, and thus forms the basis of enjoyment of the fruits of
manifold works. Even intelligent and highly trained artists are not
able to comprehend it with their reason—how then should this
disposition of the world come from a non-spiritual primary material,
since clods of earth, stones, etc. are not capable of achieving this?
(Brahma Siitra, 2, 2, 1) :

He has something clearly analogous to the so-called cosmo-
logical proof, which concludes that the chain of evolution can-

not stretch endlessly backward, but leads to a first primary

cause, which has no need of an origin (because necessary in and
of itself), and which supports the whole chain of creation.
Sankara says also in Brahma Siitra 2, 3, 8: o A

Brahman exists, for it is the cause of the ether etc. ,Wépéfteivef :
nothing in the world which has arisen from nothing. If name and
~form (the multiplicity of things) were products of nothing, they

would not be perceived. But they are perceived. Consequently

Brahman exists (Sankara’s Commentary on the Taittiriya 5).

Or: Bl D

 If there were no primary nature as the"ul‘tir/h‘ate‘ root, the result
would be a regressus in infinitum (which is impossible). -

‘Sankara also deals with the problem of theodicy. When the Lord L
creates creatures unequal, the one on 2 higher, the other on a

lower plane of existence, that seems to be unjust, but neverthe-

- less He is acting justly. For He is thereby taking into considera-
- tion merit and guilt in an earlier’:existeqce,'~ I$vara is also judge
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of the world, or at least, the guardian of the moral world-order.
He ordains reward and punishment according to the wark, the
Karma, which each achieves. This just Nemesis which inevi-
tably overtakes everyone, whether for good or ill, is not a blind
world-order, but is the government of the All-seeing, All-
ruling and All-judging.
~ Brahman-Iévara creates the world without organs, without

tools, purely through His decision (sankalpa). For as a purely
spiritual Being He has no organs and no need of them. He also
creates it without the dualistic rivalty of a world material
opposed to Himself. Sankara disposes of this rivalry by the
doctrine that Brahman-I§vara brings forth the world out of
Himself, that He is both causa efficiens as well as causa materi-
alis. (The tendency of this teaching is expressly to allow of no
second beside God as world cause, and thereby to assure the
complete conception of creation.)

As in the West, God Himself and His Being are “exemplar
mundi” so that the world is the reflection of God, similarly in
the East, everything in the world “shines through Him”: and
mirrors His splendor.

As He Himself is of a purely spiritual nature so the worship
 of Him should be spiritual. Brahman, and particularly the
personal I$vara-Brahman, rejects idolatry and the worship of
images (pratika). (See Brahma Sitra 3, 14)

Just as the God of Scholasticism creates according to the etet-
nal archetype of “Ideas,” which He, as the eternal Word, eter-
nally possesses, so Brahman creates the world according to the
eternal Veda, which has within itself eternally the primary types
of all classes of things, and which He recalls in creation.

5. He is the One Highest, above the gods, the devas, who
are His creatures, and which as inferior 1évaras hold a similar
position to Him in the formation and control of the world, that
the angelic powers and the directors of the spheres maintain
- in the heavenly hierarchy of Scholasticism and of Dante.
__He is at the same time the Savior-God: He gives forth the

Veda. The redeeming knowledge of salvation comes not

through effort or reason but through His elective grace
(prasada). :
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The good go to Him after death to attain there the ai§varyam,
the divine majesty, which I$vara grants to His own, with the
sole exception of the control of the world, Thus the whole
Bhakti-marga, the way of salvation, as updsani, that is, per-
sonal reverence of worship, prayer, praise, and the private
devotion of love and trust in a personal, redeeming God, are
also to be found in Sankara. :

6. Sankara distinguishes indeed, as we have already said, the
apard vidyd and the pard vidyd, a lower and a higher knowl-
edge. Where he keeps this distinction consciously before him
he makes it clearly and strongly enough. Thereby, he differ-
entiates a higher and a lower Brahman, the uncreated and the
created. As soon as this distinction enters “the highest Lotd,”
the name which he very often involuntarily uses for the Brah-
man, is only the “lower Brahman,” which disappears in perfect
knowledge, and together with soul and world enters into the
higher Brahman. But to avoid complete misunderstanding we
must keep the following points in mind. el

(a) Every reader of Sankara who comes fresh from the
interpretations and presentations most usually given of his
teaching has the same experience: he is bewildered by a seem-

ing confusion, a constant change and variation of expression,
and is conscious of a sense of helplessness in face of his author’s

assertions. The system of contrasts between higher and lower
knowledge often simply will not fit. For pages together, one

does not know whether Sankara means the higher or the lower i

Brahman. At times this thesis is partially or entirely lost sight

of, and emerges as a kind of makeshift. But this does not S
signify hopeless confusion of thought and inconsistency: rather

it is the natural result of the intimate fundamental relationship
between the two conceptions. The nirguna-Brahman is not the

exclusive opposite of the saguna-Brahman, but its superlative

and a development of the tendencies which lead to the saguna-
Brahman- itself. s e e

We can explain this by means of certain conceptions from
Western theology: for example the via eminentiae and the via
negationis. Both ways are methods of expressing the divine.

 The via eminentiae is the way of idealization—the setting up
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of an ideal. Man finds expressions for God by attributing to
Him all possible ideals at their very highest, or better still, in
their absolute perfection: the absolutely good, wise, righteous,
powerful Being, etc. In India they say in the same sense:
Brahman is “a collection of all noble qualities.” It is saguna-
Brahman. The purpose of this expression is exactly the same
as with us—to set up the highest absolute ideal, via eminentiae.
The other method of finding expressions for the Godhead is
the via negationis. The Godhead is defined by negative predi-
cates, and the purpose of these is exclusion (remotio, vyavritti),
This, however, is not meant to indicate impoverishment or
emptiness, but the exclusion of all definition as limitation, im-
- poverishment, or creatureliness. So it is negatio as negatio nega-
tionis and therefore (as litotés) it is intended as the very high-
~est positive. And so the via negationis emerges not as contrary
_to the via eminentiae, not even as a merely parallel mode of
expression, but really as a continuation of the via eminentiae
iself. :
~ The case is very similar with Sankara. When this relation-
ship is understood one is no longer perplexed by his apparent

~ “confusion.” The method which he uses is really that of

o samuchchaya (summing up) with regard to the saguna and the .

- nirguna-Brahman. Only thus is he comprehensible, and from
this point the confusion in his writings 1s solved. Sankara can
- employ this method quite consistently, for the term “Nothing”

which the mystic uses of God is the superlative exaltation of the

divine above all “something.” In like manner Sankara’s nit-
~ gunatvam is the superlative of sagunatvam. The former does
- not deny the latter, but the latcer 1s taken up into the former.

 Therefore Sankara can justifiably pass from the standpoint of

the pari vidyi to that of the apard vidyd and vice versa a hun-
dred times until the distinctions between them are completely

obliterated. (Eckhart does exactly the same.) The significance "

of this process of samuchchaya is obviously to assure to the

~ highest Brahman all the conceivable divine values of theism

and include them in the conception of the Brahman.

(b) The following should also be noted. Usually erhpﬁajsisis
laid on the fact chat the apard vidyi is “only lower knowl-
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edge.” But the accent can be changed and the fact stressed that
the apari vidya is also called and meant to be, vidyi, knowledge.
It is not a chance notion which could be omitted, or a mere
opinion which is as indifferent, as neutral to the samyagdarsa-
nam as any other idea might be; nor does it share the same fate
as other opinions, namely to be only bhrama, mithyijfiina,
error or lie. It is not erroneous but a lower knowledge, yet as
such it is still a “knowledge.” Apari vidya is in any case related
to that which is called vidy3; it is a knowing which also aims
 at the highest Sat, the loftiest truth and reality, even though it
be yet imperfect and dim.

This understanding of vidya has consequences even for the
highest Brahman. Where a man is not yet Brahman, where
there is the contrast of seen and seet, there Brahman must be
seen as an I$vara. This necessity lies undoubtedly in the nature
of the highest Brahman itself, however much it may be “neti,
neti: not so, and not so.” In any case where there is a lower

knowledge, there Brahman must be looked upon as I§vara, All
other perception is false, but this perception does not share the.

N falsity of other vision. As the one homogeneous, white light, i

seen through a prism, breaks up into seven colors, and as the
 basis of the existence of the seven colors is not the prism alone,

but is chiefly the white light and its own nature, so, in the
prism of the Avidya the one “only Being” breaks itself up into =~

I$vara with soul and world. But the reason that it breaks, and
must so break, lies unquestionably in “Being’ itself. That is
also appatent in Sankara’s Maya-doctrine. Brahman himself is
the great Mayin, the Magician, who “deludes” the man with-
out knowledge; the magician is himself the reason for the
- world’s appearance in its present form to the man who lacks
- real insight. This deluding is no “action” of the pure Brahman
- on the consciousness of the ignorant, for Brahman does not

~act. But such delusion means that the reason for the appear-

 be simply misguidance). Therefore all the assertions of the

ance of the One as the many, when seen through the medium

of Avidya, lies in the One itself. Sankara can actually adofn E
d

the definition of the Brahman as that from which the wor

‘has its origin, duration and solution (which otherwise would
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Scriptures about the saguna-Brahman have a very positive inter-
est for him, instead of proving just so many difhculties in his
way. It is true of him as of Eckhart, that his teaching eads to
2 kind of super-theism and not to an anti-theism.

7. This super-theism has its basis in the history of the Brah-
man-conception. In the very beginning Brahman is that won-
derful, numinous, magical entity, which emerges mysteriously
from the realm of symbol and feeling of the old sacrificial
magic, and in dark irrationality begins to surpass and over-
shadow all devas. This Brahman is next invaded and spiritual
ized by Atman-speculation. Brahman becomes Atman, and
thereby spitit, knowledge, light, Jiana. But from the time of
the Satapatha-brihmana the theistic conception forces its way
in: “Vishnu is the sacrifice.” The idea of the God towering
above all other gods blends itself with the Brahman-conception,
or rather, draws it to itself and makes it serviceable. Thus, in
the Gita, the real subject is not Brahman appearing in a lower
form as I$vara, but on the contrary, the personal God is the
subject, appropriating the dignity of the brahmatvam to him-
self. Sankara’s own basic text, the Sitra’s of Badariyana,
teaches a Brahman which is completely permeated by theism.

8. Therefore, when Sankara employs for his Brahman the
terms of honor which, strictly speaking, belong only to a world-
creating and world-transcendent God, it is not a question of
- accommodation but is the very essence of his position. This is
particularly true in his exposition of the Git3, though it applies
in many other cases. A very favorite expression of his for the
highest Brahman is the term, jagato milam, root and origin of
the world. Brahman is sarvajiia and sarvasakti, all-knowing and
all-powerful: but also as the highest Brahman which can have

no sarvani as objects of its knowledge, and needs no $aktayas
 (powers)—as pure, motionless Being, it does not act. Sankara
purposely uses the solemn names of the personal God for the
highest Brahman itself: the personal name “Niriyana” or
“Visudeva,” as well as the greatest titles of honor, Bhagavat
and Paramedvara, highest Lord. With the utmost simplicity
he applies the terms of highest Lord and eternal Brahman
quite indiscriminately:
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I (the constituted highest Lord) of an eternal, pure, awakened,
and ransomed nature, the Atman of all beings, free from guna,
which brings the seed of the samsira-evil to maturity—] am not
known of the world. (Gitd 7, 13a)

Indeed, in the passages where unity with the Brahman is de-
scribed with particular solemnity, these personal designations
are freely used:

I (namely, the soul) myself am Bhégavén Visudeva. I am not
distinguished from Him. (Git, 7, 18)

~ He attains to me, Visudeva, to the inner Atman. (Giti, 7, 19)
It is obvious that at the same time these titles definitely color
the conception of Brahman with the true dignity and value of

a God.® Ea
Or take the great passage of the Git3, 10, 14-16:

For, the gods and the spirits themselves, O Bhagavan, may not
_ perceive you clearly. Only thou, oh highest Spirit, knowest thyself,

through thyself. ‘ , o
~ Sankara felt impelled to relate this passage to the Brahman who

is beyond all power of conception and to its svayam-prakiata =~

(its “self-evidence™). But he does it in this way:

Because thou art the origin of all gods (and thereby."‘rémovéd' G

from them all) therefore knowest thou only thyself, the Lord

“boundlessly rich in knowledge, glory, strength and power, thyself i'f :

through thyself. ; e
Strictly speaking these expressions should only apply to the

- apard vidyd, the lower wisdom, and were Sankara challenged - o

- by his opponents, he would doubtless retreat to this position.

© 58, on Mund.; 1, 17: “What is the glory of Brahman? By its command =~
the earth is maintained and the heaven endures; by its command the sun - .
and the moon. run their course as flaming fire; by its ‘command the tivers. =~ .
and the seas do not overflow their boundaries: Its command is obeyed alike
" by all which moves and all which does not move; the seasons, the solstice,

“the ‘years ‘do ‘not overstep its command; by its command all Karma and
-actors under Karma and the fruits they bring forth, do not continue beyond -

" worth and digpity is simply Brahman’s glory. In relation to it all distine:
- tion of higher and lower knowledge disappears from the horizon,
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_ut the true position is easily seen: the pard vidyi exists by
rtue of its own lower stage, and beats the color and fra-

rance of its native soil even in the finest sublimations. This
. particularly clear where Sankara includes in the eternal
~ rahman not only the attributes of power and wisdom, but
~ iso those of salvation and grace. He even calls the eternal
* rahman, Sivam—"benevolent.” In commenting on the Git3,
3, 54, he says:

 Whoever comes thus by stages to the Brahman and has attained
1 the grace of highest Atman, is free from care.

1ving grace can only really be attributed to I$vara, the Brahman

ersonal God. Here, however, it is an act of the highest
tman itself. It is no wonder therefore that Sankara declares
e passage 11, 55,° which is an indubitable witness to the
rsonal love of God, to be the whole aim and purpose of the
iti. According to him, this passage is intended to proclaim
ity with the highest Brahman:

. “Through Bhakti, directed to nothing else,” that is, through
thful love which is directed toward nothing save Bhagavat Him-
If and which does not turn for a moment from Him and which
th all its faculties perceives only Visudeva and nothing more.
e can be known through Scripture, but not only through Scrip-
re, for He can be seen in essence and in truth.

. The meaning and purpose which is the core of the whole
ook of the Gita and which leads to the highest salvation is
lared as follows:

55. Who, what he does, does for me only, is inclined towards
only, and true to me. Free from envy, free from dependence
the world, he goes to me, O Pandava.

2 adds:

_servant carries out the work of his Lord, but he does not say
is lord that he is the highest goal to which he hopes to attain
ay after his death. But he who has surrendered to me, who
y work, he attains to me as his highest goal. He who cleaves

~Iz7isfcalled the charama-§loka, the most important passage of the Gita.




A Common Theistic Foundation 115

to me, in all things with his whole soul and with utmost zeal, he
has surrendered to me. He comes to me; that is: I alone am his
highest goal.

9. Sankara distinguishes between the higher and the lower
Brahman. According to the usual presentation, the lower Brah-
man is the Brahma-Hiranyagarbha, a demiurge within the
world of appearance, himself succumbing to the changes of the
world, who arises as Karya-Brahman at every world-begin-
ning and is dissolved away at every world-ending, Placed on
an equality with I$vara himself, I$vara then would in like man-
ner succumb to this fate. There are some passages in the Com-
mentary on the Siitras which have a tendency in this direction.
But in the main lines of Sankara’s presentation the relationship
is quite different. There Hiranyagarbha has the same position
of the subordinate and created demiurge, which he also has
in Raminuja. He is clearly distinguished from the “highest
Lord,” as a created being, as a lower demiurge, as a single
Jiva placed high in the hierarchy, an individual soul, which
again is a different one in every creation. But high above him
stands Iévara Himself, as the eternal God, who is not drawn
into, but directs the play of worlds that rise and perish and is
Himself absolutely transcendent, existing from all eternity.
This is clearly evident in Sankara’s Commentary to V. S. 4,
4, 19:

There is one form of the highest God which is eternally re-
deemed, taking back into itself the created.

According to the quotation from the scripture, this form cannot
be the modeless Brahman, but it is the world-creating and
world-dissolving I$vara, as in Ramianuja. Thus, in the fore-
going passages which speak of the “eternally perfect” God, He
is yet at the same time the One who is given dominion over
the world. Hiranyagarbha is not by any means this eternally

perfect God. Compare also such passages as V. S. 1, 4, 1:

God who once created the Brahmi (Hiranyagarbha), and de-
livered the Vedas to him.
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See also 1, 3, 30. Here again it is the highest God not as the
impersonal Brahman, but as the real world-creator. Writh his
consent the world-drama is played out. From world to world
Brahmi and the other gods are created anew, analogous to the
preceding world-creation. They themselves are part of the rise
and decay, but not directors and lords of this process. But
not so the “Lord” Himself. He remembers what existed in His
former creation and in accordance with what has preceded it
He fashions the new. He is eternal; the One existing through
Himself: V. S. 1, 3, 29. Ramanuja’s whole theory of the rela-
tionship of this eternal creator to His world is presented in
V. 8. 1, 2, 22. So it is obvious to Sankara (V. S. 2, 2, 19)
that the reigning God is constant and enduring. His conscious-
- ness of world and objects remains unchanged and undimin-

ished even when the worlds have passed away. V. S. 1, 1, 5:

. How much more must an unceasing knowledge relating to the

- origin, duration, and decline of the world be ascribed to the pute,

. eternal God.

- That is not, of course, the “higher Brahman,” for that has no
object. Still less is ir the lesser Brahma-Hiranyagarbha, for
~ that arises and perishes. But it is the personal, eternal creator-
- God, who eternally produces and outlasts all the drama of the
- worlds. The clearest passages are those in which Sankara

~ speaks of the difference between the individual soul and the

highest God: V. 8. 1, 1, 2. He recognizes this as the world of
lower knowledge. Here the highest God is narurally not the
~impersonal Brahman, that knows no differentiation. Still less
- is it the lower Hiranyagarbha: such an assumption would be

oS simply blasphemous. It is I$vara, the personal God, who is
~different from the individual soul, but is, at the same time, her
inward guide. This inner guide is described in terms which

- - otherwise apply to the pure Brahman itself, but which, as we

o have said, are also evident and customary in any purified form
~ of theism. The “distinction” between the higher and the lower

- Brahman does not help toward an understanding of this rela-
tionship, so long as we allow the lower Brahman to be obscured
by the figure of the Hiranyagarbha. The true relationship
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api)ears particularly clearly in Sankara’s comment on 11, 37
of the Gita:

. thou, the primal Creator (idikartri) thou who art worthier
of honor than the Brahman.

The text of the Gita contains obviously a frank polemic against
the monistic conception of the Brahman: it attempts to exalt
the original Creator above the Brahman itself. Sankara natu-
rally cannot accept this. He declares that the Brahman named
hete is the Brahma-Hiranyagarbha. But, at the same time, he
sets the first creator, the saguna-parameévara or the creator-
God, high above the Brahma-Hiranyagarbha, the lesser demi-
urge.”

In Sankara, G. 5, 29, the acknowledgment of I$vara is sol-
emnly consummated, and to Him is attributed salvation itself,
the final liberation from Samsira:

He who has known me, Nairdyana, the receiver of all sacrifice
and all penance, both as their instigator and their end, Lord of
all the world, who benefits all beings without reward, who dwells
“in the heart and controls all works and their fruits, who witnesses
all thoughts—he attains §anti (rest) the cessation of all samsara.

~ 10. The same acknowledgment is clearly seen in the con-
ception of Mayi, which at first sight seems to be directly
opposed to it. According to Sankara the world exists through
May3; a phrase which is usually translated as—"the world only
exists through illusion (appearance).” Now the last expres-
sion applies to the pard vidya, but Mayi is here not illusion
itself but that which produces the illusion. And that which

"The passage on the Aitareya 5, 3, in Sankara’s Commentary is also
very definite on this point. Here the one Brahman without upadhis, beyond
all word and thought, becomes Iévara, through combining with the upidhi
of pure wisdom. He is All-knowing, the Lord of all atmans, the Principle
of the mila-prakriti, and at the same time, the inner guide of all things
2nd all souls. From him there proceeds the Brahm3-Hiranyagarbha, who as
demiurge, fashions the created world. Finally, from this last develops a
‘still lesser demiurge, Virdt, who indeed only arises within “the world-egg,”
© ‘and has his realm here, In other passages Virit and Brahmi mingle or are
. equalized, which simplifies the universe but does not touch the relationship
" of Hiranyagarbha to Iévara. :
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produces illusion is not itself illusion; it is, and remains also
for Sankara, the Miya of Brahman. Brahman is the Mayavin,
the one rich in Mayi, the one exerting Maya. However difficult
or even impossible it is to determine the relationship of Miyi
to Brahman, it is nevertheless indubitable that somehow or
other in Brahman lies the reason for the existence of Maya,
and for its result in a world of purpose, aim, order and wis-
dom. ‘

11. Finally, when Sankara distinguishes the higher from the
lower knowledge, he does not sufhiciently clarify his point of
view. He should at least distinguish still another vidyi, a
madhya vidyi, an intermediate knowledge. For Brahman, even
as I§vara, has pronounced mystical tendencies which continu-
- ally undetlie, mingle and often combine indistinguishably with

the elements of the higher knowledge.
~ In any case, where it is not a question of artificially construct-

ing a strictly rationalistic deism, there are characteristics in God

Himself which are more or less mystical and upon which is
founded a mystical relationship to world and soul. This is true
of the Iévara of the Gitd and of Bidardyana; it is true in large

‘measure also of the I$vara of Sankara. God under this aspect e

- pours Himself into and unfolds Himself in his creation; He
is and remains its transcendent Lord, but as its causa
materialis, He is at the same time immanent in it. He is
‘especially present in certain exceptional phenomena of nature
and can there be contemplated. With his jiva-atman, ie.
with the sum of the individual souls which were included
in Him before the world was, He enters into His creation, and

~is thus both immanent and transcendent. As Antarydmin, ot
~ inner guide, He dwells within man; not in identity with the
- soul, but in mystical union with it. As such He is the soul of

the soul. Sankara, referring to the Upanishads, so emphasizes -

- this “"Madhya vidya” that often enough it gains the significance
of the vidya itself. : s s
 Eckhart presents very clear parallels to the relationships

~ desctibed above. The firm theistic foundation of his mystical =
. speculation (which possibly soars even higher than that of

¢ ‘,‘Sa.nkara),j‘is;;Wit,hcut question sincetely and truly accepted by .
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him. It is the simple, Christian belief in God, and at the saime’

time, ,the Scholastic, theistic, speculation of his age. High
above it towers his mysticism. But even more palpably than in
Sankara, it is permeated and transfused by the life-sap of the
ground from which it springs. Central for him also—un-
bounded by any limits either above or below—is a simpler
form of mysticism. It is the mysticism not yet of identity, but
of indwelling, of immanence, of a secret mutual relationship
and interpenetration of God and soul. These are transitional
stages to the more deeply mystical experiences of perfect unity,
but are likewise their rivals, and often enough their equally
important counterparts. ‘

12. To this I$vara and faith in Him there belongs in the
Gita an ethic of great beauty and severity. Religion and moral-
ity are here intimately related. Through the ethic which he
demands the character of I$vara is also essentially determined.
Let us consider this briefly. , Al

(a) The whole of the Gita develops around an ethical ques-
tion. Arjuna is in strife against his honored kinsmen and his
feudal lords, against his teachers and masters in the art and
discipline of chivalry. His heart sinks, and doubt assails him:

Is it right to fight? Were it not better to give up the labor -
of strife altogether? This question broadens into the general
one: Is work right, or is the surrender of all work (nyasa and

tyiga) the true way?—Kcrishna, the incarnation of ISvara, now

~instructs Arjuna. He teaches him the high ethic of knighthood
- which permeates the whole Mahabhirata, finding its embodi-
ment in the devout Yudhishthira, where it is made known in
~ his great conversation with his likewise doubting wife.® Strife,

righteous strife, is knightly duty, which, surrendering self-

interest, is waged for the defense of the true, for the main-

tenance of the order willed by I$vara, and for the protection

- of the oppressed. Strife belongs to the svadharma, the particu- .
lar duty of knighthood. To fulfill his particular duty accord-
ing to the rank in which the individual stands, is the highest

task of every man,

(b) From this conception of svadharma there develops an

 SCf. R, Otto, Vishnu-Narayana, p. 24, “Battles of Faith””
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ethic of rank and profession which has the most remarkable
similarity to that adopted by Luther. According to Luther the
three classes ordained by God are: the teaching class, the class
of defenders, and the working class. The various professions
are distributed within these ranks. Following this conception
it is a man’s Christian duty not to stray beyond the borders of
his own profession, nor to intrude into the sphere of another,
but to serve within the ranks of his own calling. In the same
way, I§vara has ordained the four castes in India: the Brih-
mana’s the Kshatriyas, the Vaidyas, the Stidras—the teaching,
defending, trading and serving classes. It is possible for each
caste to attain to I$vara and his salvation. But each caste has
also its svadharma, its particular duty, which it has to fulfill.
Herein man is to follow the example of I$vara Himself; for
He also “does his work,” namely, the task of controlling the
world. :

- (¢) Within the limits of his own a§rama (rank) each indi-

~ vidual is to do his necessary work. This term “necessary work”

~ Is almost identical with our term, “duty,” and comes near to
the Kantian conception. Such duty is not to be performed by
“clinging to work” nor for the sake of the fruits of labor: that
would bind man to samsira. But it is to be done without self-
interest, without expectation of reward, simply because it is
~“necessary”: £ :
‘ . He who wishes to milk virtue,
Who leads duty to market,
Who does his work without
The strength of faith in his heart,
- Knows neither duty nor virtue,
And thereby loses his reward.’

" The lga‘right man is he who does his duty in the manner de-

- scribed

- nyisa, the true renunciation and sacrifice, but not he, who
inactive, withdraws himself and preaches withdrawal from the

e 'SeeR Oﬁb”iVi&‘bﬂ#-Nﬁféydﬂa, p- 29.

previously; it is he who exercises the right tydga and

- world. The way of work and the performance of duty is the




A Common Theistic Foundation 121

path to salvation, and the kingly sages of ancient time, like
Janaka, trod this road.**

(d) Kirishna thus develops for Arjuna as his svadharma the
knightly ideal, opposed to unmanliness and inert skepticism;
the ideal of courage and valor which is ashamed to disgrace
itself in the eyes of honest men and before posterity. It is not
the Christian ideal of a burning love into which faith pours
itself; or of a faith which itself becomes a “driving urge to seck
expression in deeds and works”’; least of all is it the ideal which
Luther sets up—to be a fellow worker with God in His own
work. It is a calm submission to the “‘necessary” task, the aristo-
cratic ideal of the soul unmoved, standing above the play of
impulse, resting assured within itself, doing the task which
falls to its lot but without “clinging” to it. It has a stoic qual-
ity: the power to face alike, inwardly unmoved, joy or sorrow,
misfortune or fortune, friend or foe. It is composure in quiet-
ness of soul, inner independence, self-assurance and ascendancy.
This composure does indeed mean a superiority to the world
and the things of the world. It comes as with Eckhart from a
repose in God. And that is the meaning also in the Gitd.
Bhakti is here permeated with prapatti, which is literally a
drawing near. To surrender one’s works without self-interest to
I$vara, to do them because He Himself is working and because
He wills that we should work; to do them in His service, indif-
ferent to their fruits and indifferent to the course of the world,
especially to its evil, while the heart remains serene in God—
that is bhakti and prapatti.

(e) This utter composure which can here at times be called
faith ($§raddhd) is the true ideal, the emotional background

-and also the source of this ethic of the Gitd. Its assurance and

strength and its character of world-surpassing tranquillity of

“sense-control, of inward quiet and immovability, come from

10 This passage later caused the preachers of salvation by grace in India
some embarrassment, since salvation should come from grace and not from
our works, But this is unjust. For the point of the passage is directed not
against grace, but against the path of renunciation of svadharma, against
the idle monk and the wandering ascetic. The doctrine of grace has indeed
deep roots in the Gitd.
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repose in God. The Gitd expresses this inner relationship in the
incomparably devout words: .

Man is made by his belief,
As he believes, so he is.

His God is reflected in his faith, and his God determines his
faith. Both make the man and his character—make the idolater
and the devil-worshiper, make the servant of Isvara strong,
free, just and of a noble virtue.

(f) This ethic unites itself with the Yoga, not to gain magic
powet, but released from the play of passion, to attain inde-
pendence. It is easily understandable that a refined form of
Yoga, dependent upon an inner ascendancy, integrity and stead-
fastness, must have had a particular attraction for the knightly
rank.** Its purpose is to direct the soul to I$vara Himself, in
an iron efforc of will and concentration, and to hold Him fast
(dharana) in faith and knowledge.

(g) Strict discipline of the will and dedication to God, not
mortification; svadharma, not self-chosen piety, inner renuncia-
tion of the reward of works with a full practice of works (“'in

activity rest, and in rest, activity”),** and upon this basis the
 building of a richly varied structute of altruism and noble liv-
ing—that is the ethic of I$vara. It is not glowing with the
pathos of the Christian experience of God which is vital in
Eckhart, but it is analogous to the Christian ethic, just as
I$vara is analogous to the ethic of the West.

This ethic of the Gita, with I$vara as background and as
goal, Sankara completely accepts as preliminary to his system.
He not only recognizes it—he comments upon it finely, pene-
tratingly and in detail. ‘

13. Thus, we realize close resemblances between Sankara
and Meister Eckhart. In both men mysticism rises above 2
- personal theism. The interpenetration of the theist and the
mystic is much more marked in Eckhart than in Sankara. Yet

*11t is not by chance that the Knighthood of Japan, the Samurai, train
themselves in' the Yoga school of the Zen sect. Cf. my introduction to

Schuej Ohasama: Zen, Living Buddhbism in Japan, Gotha, 1925,
% Bckhart could say precisely the same. ~
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the greatest mystic of India is himself a witness that theism is
not am accident of Western development, but somehow arises
out of the deep necessity of mankind in general. In the lan-
guage of religion he also attests to that statement of Paul’s in
Acts 14:17:

He left not himself without witness.

II. THEISTIC GROUNDWORK IN ECKHART

In his Collations and in his Book of Divine Consolation as
well as here and there in his sermons, Eckhart preaches a very
simple and genuine faith in God, both before he comes to his
mystical speculation and as part of it. This he does out of a
rich and deep experience and knowledge, with inward fervor
and tenderness, with warmth and power, and with a personal
note which is interesting in itself quite apart from his mysticism.
The mystic has always been too narrowly sought in Eckhart.
But it is well worth while to get to know him in his simple
piety, and to understand his originality in this realm also. He
would remain a great phenomenon in history had he never been
a mystic or a schoolman—a rare example of a profound and
resolute Christian soul, standing out from his age and environ-
ment as an originator and a reformer. It would be valuable to
trace the quiet working out of his simple religion in contrast
to the religion of experts and scholars, to sacramental magic
and ecclesiasticism, to the religion of works and monastic disci-
pline, or to fantastic legendry and the mediation of priests. It
would be profitable also to follow the undercurrent of evange-
listic preaching which arose from his “simple” religion, and
passing into his school prepared the way for the Lutheran
reformation. We shall try to trace some of the featutes of this
evangelistic undercurrent in Eckhart’s works, seen most clearly
and simply in his Collations. Lehmann rightly places them in
the forefront of Eckhart’s writings; they are indeed the best
and necessaty introduction to his thought. At the same time we
shall gain a clear conception of how even his mystical ideas
have their germ and prototype in simple and common religious
faith, '
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1. The key to Eckhart’s whole position is given in the sec-
tion of his writings which Lehmann finely calls, “Of Possess-
ing God.” )

To will to possess God: that is indeed the secret significance
of his teaching. To will this in all humility, with all the powers
of the soul, in rigorous obedience, with deep feeling and con-
centrated will so that God Himself becomes the soul’s deepest
comfort and its blessedness, is his demand.

Of that shouldst thou be inwardly assured, that He alone is the
treasure which can satisfy and fill thee.

But God is still more than that: He is the ground and the
power of a renewed, sanctified life flowing in an unbroken
stream from the depths of the soul. Eckhart here conceives an
ideal of human life which is purely spiritual, standing aloof
from all “natural’”’ ideals; one that is neither “‘zsthetic’” nor
“classic” and not in the first instance even “moral,” but purely
religious. For to have God in most intimate communion is for
Eckhart the very meaning of the life of man. From this ideal
~ there grows as its antithesis Eckhart’s idea of sin as first and
foremost a purely religious abnormality. Sin is not conceived
by him in the first instance in a moral sense. It is in essence
neither libido nor cupiditas but selfhood, that is, the self-
centeredness of the ego, "I,” “me,” “mine,” etc. This is not
egoism in the ethical sense of self-seeking at the expense of
other men, but it is the self-sufficiency of the creature set over
against God. It is supetbia in the purely religious sense, the
lack of adjustment. and subordination to the divine, by which
man first gains his true being and his ideal raison d’étre.*® It
_is only when based on selfhood as separation from God that
life becomes self-secking and egotistical as regards other
people, and that lust, libido and fleshly desires enter in. The
. 1t is obvious that this conception of ideal and opposition to the ideal
accords with that of Luther. He likewise sets up as the ideal not a “moral-
ity” but communion with God in the spiritual acts of fearing, trusting, lov-
ing. Sin is the antithesis of this. For him also, sin is the superbia which

secks ‘an independent life in works instead of living by grace. Compare,

R. Otto: Religious Esiays, the chapter on “Sin and Original Guilt.” Oxford
Press, 1931, :

/
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roots of all these evils are cut off where that selfhood as

opposed to God disappears. For these experiences, however,
there iS no need of mysticism, and Eckhart can speak of these
things in such a way that they appeal to the very simplest:

That the human soul may be fully turned toward God.
Or:

Set all thy effort upon this, that God may become great to thee,
and that all thy endeavor and all thy effort be set upon Him in all -

thy doings and dealings.

In other words, this means “clinging to God,” and that is the
simple and unpretentious root of all Eckhart’s lofty speculation
of unity with God, as illustrated in such passages as the fol-
lowing:

He has simply and solely God. Whoever has simply and solely
God in mind in all things, such a man carries God in all his works
and in all places within him, and God alone does all his works.
He seeks nothing but God, nothing appears good to him but God.
He becomes one with God in every thought. Just as no multiplicity
can dissipate God, so nothing can dissipate this man or make him
multiple.

Or:

Though I should live here in the flesh until the judgment-day,
learning the pangs of hell; it would be a small matter by reason of
my Lord Jesus Christ, since I have received from him the certainty
of never being parted from him. While I am here he is in me:
after this life T am in him. All things are possible to me united
as I am with him to whom all things are possible, (Evans, p. 353)

These things are self-evident to the simplest Christian belief.

2. Such “clinging to God” is first and foremost a demand
upon man. He is to cling, he is to direct all his attention, all
his will power toward the one good in deepest concentration,
from “the bottom of his heart.” Thus already in Eckhart the
simpl