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sources simultaneously, and also, of course, if one’s competence admits,
as mine does not, such other sources as the Arabic and Chinese. We have
wished to emphasize that the docirine of the Philosophia Perennis, in
which our psychology is included, is stated in different areas and at dif-
ferent times not only in cognate words, but often in the same idioms and
in terms of the same symbolism, ¢.g.,, that of the puppet or that of the
chariot; the greater part of these symbols are of prehistoric, at any rate
neolithic, if not greater antiquity. We have sometimes dwelt on etymolo-
gies with a view to showing that the doctrines referred to are implicit
in the very structure of the sacred languages in which they are stated;
and to remind the reader that the idioms, ¢ven of modern English, pre-
serve the primary assumptions of the perennial philosophy, however little
we may be conscious of, for instance, the doctrine dwo sunt in homine
when we speak of an “internal conflict” or of being “at peace with one-
self,” or aware of the metaphysics of light and generation when we
“argue” with a view to “clarifying” our “concepts.” In conclusion, let us
emphasize again that the perennial psychology is not a science for its
own sake, and can be of no use to anybody who will not practice it. The
popular conception of the philosopher as one who “takes life philosophi-
cally” is perfectly correct; the philosopher of our tradition is one who
not only has the habit of first principles, but also one who approaches all
contingent problems in the light of these principles. And finally, that the
philosopher is not a victim of his desires is as much as to say that his
whole concern is with “the things that make for peace”; one who is at
peace with himself will have no occasion to- wage war on others. For
him, power and the balance of power are matters of no interest whatever.
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Maha Purusa: “Supreme ldentity”

That the word purusa, of uncertain derivation, but probably from pr,
“to filL” (cf. purs, “many”) is properly rendered by and corresponds to
“person” can be readily established by a confrontation of texts. In AA
11.2.2-3, “the more clearly one knows the Essence (dtman), the more one
is fully in being.” Consciousness of the Essence is wanting in minerals,
perceptible in plants and trees, more evident in animated things (prd-
nabhrt), and “though there are sundry in whom no intelligence is ap-
parent, [it is] most evident in a ‘person’ (purusa). For a ‘person’ is most
endowed with understanding (prajzd), he speaks of what has been
discriminated (wiffidta), he perceives distinctions (vijfidtam pafyatf), he
comprehends (vedz) the future, he comprehends what is and what is not
mundane (lokdlokau),' and is so endowed that by the mortat he secks
the immortal®* But as for the sundry, mere animals (paéu),? theirs is an
estimative understanding (abkivijidna) merely according to hunger
and thirst, they do not speak what has been discriminated. . . . Their
becoming is only so far, they have being (semébhavak = habent esse)
only in the measure of their understanding (yathd prajhiam hé). The

{Coomaraswamy’s rranslation of atman as Essence indicates that this paper was
written ca. 1935; the “experimental translation,” as he called it, was proposed in
“Two Vedintic Hymns from the Siddhantamubtavali” BSOS, VII (1935), o1—9g,
and withdrawn in “Vedic Exemplarism,” 1936 (see pp. 188-18¢ in this volume).

1 Worldly and superworldly, i, what is in time and space, and what is apart
from time and space.

2 That is, he sees contingent things eternalwise, for him the world is a theophany,
he can employ the via analogia, and can follow the vestigium pedis, padan na gor-
apagidtham, RV w.5.3.

# Paiu, in the same sense of “human being that is no better than an animal,” accurs
in BU 1.4.10, where he who worships any angel otherwise than as his own Esseace
(dtman)} is called a “mere animal,” and in Siddhintamuktivali, verse xxxvs, where
the author in the same way designates as “mere animals” those who refrain from
the Essence that is man's last end (puwrusirtha). The distinction of purusa from
pasin (pl.} is like that between a “proper man,"” German Mensch, and “the herd.”
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‘person’ thus defined (sa esa purusah) is the sea, and transcends the
whole universe (sarvam lokam a).*

The use of “person” in the sense proper to purusa, above, can be cited
in Boethius, Contra Evtychen 11, “There is no person of a horse or ox
or any other of the animals which, dumb and unreasoning, live a life of
sense alone, but we say there is a person of a man, of God, or an Angel,”
as well as in his better known definition, £474. 111, “Person is an individual
substance of a rational nature,” and in St. Thomas, Sum. Theol. 1.39.1¢,
where Person is defined as referring to the divine Essence when regarded
as subject, ie, “concretely” and in relation to the world as object. St.
Thomas also wrote, Sum. Theol. 1.29.3 and ad 2, “Person signifies what is
most perfect in all nature—that is, a subsistent individual of a rational
nature. Hence . . . forasmuch as His Essence contains every perfection,
this name ‘person’ is fittingly applied to God; not, however, as it is applied
to creatures, but in a more excellent way . . . the dignity of the divine
nature excels every other dignity; and thus the name ‘person’ preeminently
belongs to God.”

It is thus clear that the words puruse and “person” are as nearly as
possible synonymous in reference. In the last passage, “more excellent”
and “preeminently” exactly correspond to the designation Makd Purusa,
“Great Person,” in AA m.2.3, where four purusas are distinguished as
follows: (1) the corporcal (farira-), which is the “embodied essence”
(dehika atma) and of which the principle (rasa) is the “comprehend-
ing Essence” (prajigtma); (2) the aggregate of syllables of which the
principle is “A” (cf. 11.3.6, “A is the whole Word™); (3) that by which
one comprehends (veda) the Four Vedas, and of which the principle is
the Brahman priest as being filled with the spiritual power (brahman);
and (4) the Mahd Purusa, the Year (samvatsara), which “distinguishes
some things and uniftes others.” And be it known that the incorporeal
comprehending Essence and the Sun are one and the same, and thus
it comes about that the Sun is present to every ‘person’ (purusam puru-

% Ati, as denoting transcendence, is discussed below. The “sea” is of infinite pos-
sibility, of. RV x5.1 ekah samudro dharuno rayinam (Agni), vur41.8 samudro
apicyah (Varuna), and for the idea, St. John Damascene, De Fide OQsthodoxa 1,
“HE wno 15 (= as#f in KU vr.12) is the principal of all names applied to God; for
comprehending all in itself, it contains existence itself as an infinite and indetermi-
nate sea of substance.”

% Le., brings life to some and death to others, and is thus the author of the being
of all beings, of. xr121r.2 (Hiranyagarbha, Prajipati} yasya chiya amytam, yasya
mrtyuk, “Whose overshadowing is of life, and likewise of death.”
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sam pratyaditya).”® The Astareya Aranyaka, continuing, cites RV r115.1,
“The bright face of the Angels has arisen (ud agat), the eye of Mitra,
Varuna, and Agni. It hath filled (dprd, from \/ pr) Heaven, Earth, and
Midgard. The Sun is the Essence (d¢man) of all that is motionless or
mobile (jagatah tasthusah).”

This evidently, and sentence for sentence, corresponds to RV x.9o.4,
where “With three-fourths the Purusa went upwards (drdhva ud ait).
One-fourth of Him became recurrent (abhavat punak) here® Thence He

proceeded universally (véfvam vy akramat) unto what eats and does
not eat (safanatane).”

# The identity of the “person in the heart” with the “Golden Person in the Sun,” is,
of course, a fundamental doctrine in the Upanisads, e.g., MU vi.1, “He bears Himself
twofold, as the breath of life (prana) here, and as yonder Aditya ... Yonder Aditya is
verily the outer-Essence (bakir-azma), the breath of life the inner-Essence (antar-
arma).” The form pratyiditya in Aitareya Aranyaka corresponds to pratyagitman,
passim. Pratyagdtman is almost literally “hypostasis,” atman is never “body.”

T As remarked by W, Norman Brown, “the verb wd 7 is almost exclusively a
Sirya word,”

8That is, as Agni Vaisvinara, “Universal Man,” and/or Soma, ctc., who as the
fire (or water) of life in the worlds takes on death (nirrtim G viveia, RV 1.164.32),
is subject to inveteration (jujurvan, m.4.5), and is born again and again (muker . . .
& bhiita, ibid.; fanman janman nikitah, ML1.20: bhfrijanma, x.5.1; javate punah . . .
navo navo bhavati jayamana, x.85.18-19); or as the Sun, the eighth Aditya, whom
Aditi “bore hitherward unto repeated life and death” (prajavai mreyave punakh,
x72.9), of, 5.2, “Agni, eighth in place.” In the same way, Prajapati is “stupified by
eld” {firyyd mdra, PB xxv.17.3), Agni, Soma, and Varuna “sink down” (cyavante,
x.124.4), Cyavana’s youth and potency are lost, and must be renewed (RV, passim).
Agni’s mortalities and resurrections are both daily and aeviternal, It is with reference to
the indefinite duration of aeviternity thar Agni is commonly catled “undying amongst
those that die” {amartyam martegu, .11, etc.), that he is said to bestow upon the
Angels their aeviternity (vi.7.4, cf. v.54.2), and that the latter are themselves re-
ferred to as “aeviternal” (amra, passim). It does not appear that the Rg Veda
anywhere attributes an absolute immortality to any manifested aspect of deity, but
rather assumes that “God comes and poes, God passes away” {Eckhart). But ex-
pressions such as amriattva uttama, 1.31.1, may refer to what Sankara calls “absolute
immortality” (atyantika amrtattva) conceived of as an end atrainable by men or
angels, and in any case the Rg Veda, in stressing the doctrine of resurrection, assumes
an eternal principle undertying al its formal manifestations. That, for example,
which surveys the past and future at once, cannot be thought of as itself belonging
to the past or future; He who looks through the Sun, is not himself the Sun.

* Adopting Sdyana’s perfectly intelligible explanation of se-ziane and an-ziana as
designating respectively “the intelligent animated and generated, that partakes of
food,” and “the motionless and unintelligent, such as a mountain®™; which cor-
responds exactly to jagatah tasthusah (motionless and moving), in RV rits.r. In
view of Siyana’s explanation {Monier Williams also gives “not eating” 25 the mean-
ing of anajana), I do not sce how sasananaiane can have come to be called “chscure.”
W. Norman Brown does not think it worthwhile even to mention Siyana iz the
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The Purusasdkta athrms the transcendance of the Purusa in terms that
can be closely paralleled in other hymns, as well as in the Brahmanas and
Upanisads. That one-fourth of Him which, as we have seen, is the “Person
in the Sun,” “is all existences™ (vifva bhatini), “this entire world (evam
sarvam) both past and future (bhatam yac ca bhavyam).” The latter
expression corresponds to “what has been done and shall be done” (krtani
yd ca krtvd) in 125.11: here Varuna is described as operating ab extra,
in the Sun, as the expressions “far-seeing (urti-caksasa),” “diffusing a
golden garb, wearing a glistening-robe (vibhrd drapim hiranyam . . .
vasta nirnijam),”*® “enthroned for universal empire (ni saséda . . . samraj-
vaya),” clearly show; and being seated thus, ibid. 11, “thence He who
knows all hidden things (véfed adbhuta cikitvan)'? surveys what has been
done and shall be done (éb4: pafyati krtani va ca krivd).” In x.88.13-14,
this “ancient star, the Yaksa’s outlook, Agni Vaiévinara,” is said to have
“exceeded Heaven and Earth in power (mahimna pari babhiiva urvi),”
and called “an Angel here below and there beyond (uta avastar uta deva
parastit).” Neglecting many other parallels that could be cited, this
takes us back to the Purusasiikta, where in verses 2 and 3, we have “Great
as is the power (mahima) of the Lord of Aeviternity (amrtasya ifinah,
the Sun) when he rises up with food (annena-ati rohat), still more
(jyaya$ ca) is the Person,” as also in verses 1 and s, it is said that He
“transcends the ten-finger-space (aty atisthad dasangulam),”™® and “sur-
passes Earth (aty aricyata . . . bhamim),” where, as usual, “Earth” means
the whole “ground” of existence. AA 11.3.3, where the Purugsa transcends

present connection. Not that Siyana is always right, but he is always worth con-
sidering, and here the confrontation of texts proves him right beyond doubt

19 Nirnija implies “washed white,” Cf. RV vii41.10, where Varuna, manifested
as the Sun, is said to have “mmade, by his operation, the blacks to be glistening white
{$vetan adki nirnijah cakre krsnan).”

Jn verse 6, the dual venanza implies Mitrivaruna; calling them in effect, the
“dual solar being,” ven being typically a “sun word.”

12 Adbhuta, equivalent to adrsts, “invisible,” as in 2,12, where Agni is said to
behold both what is evident and what is hidden (driyan agne etan . . . pasye adbhu-
tin). Adbkuta is often rendered by “marvelous,” but the things past and future are
here thought of as marvelous, not as being miraculous in themselves, but as being
mysterious, unknown, and inaccessible to observation.

12 Daéangulam has been much discussed. Here I merely adduce vrq4.24 dasay-
antram utsant, X.51.3 dafantarusyat, and PB xxv.15.1, “the Year consists of tens and
tens,” to suggest that “ten” may have reference to the directions of space. [Also see
Coomaraswamy, “RV x.90.1 &y atisthad daizngalam,” 1946—=n.].
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the whole universe (sarvam lokam-ais), cited above, evidently depends on
the foregoing texts, nor is there anything that the Upanisadic statements,
though more detailed, can be said to add to this.

At this point a digression will be necessary, in order to speak of the two
different ways in which a knowledge of the divine nature has been
sought. The Upanisads employ these two ways, those of the via analogia
(the technique of symbolism) and the via remotionis (the technique of
abstraction) in precisely the same way as Christianity, which inherited
the positive (xaradareyrf) and negative (drodariy}) methods from Neo-
platonism through pseudo-Dionysius, who employed them in the De
divinis nominsbus. The positive method consists in the attribution to God,
tn a superlative and absolute manner, of all the perfections and beauties
conceivable in existing things; these absolute perfections in Him, al-
though distinguishable logically, are regarded as inexplicable in Him and
as identical with His essence. Each of these attributions constitutes an
“essential name,” such cssential names being as many as the petfections
that can be enumerated. Examples of this method may be cited in the
designation of God as Light, Love, Wisdom, Being, etc., and in the
Brahmanas’ saccid-dnanda. On the other hand, the negative method
proceeds to the definition of the divine nature by the way of abstraction
and the assertion of transcendence with respect to antitheses. From this
peint of view, the highest understanding that we can have of God is
expressed by a denial in Him of any of those attributes the notion of which
is derived from things external to His superessential unity. According to
this method, God may be spoken of as Nonbeing, No-thing, or Darkness,
or as in the Upanisads by the famous expression nets, neti, “No, no,” or
as That “from which words turn back, together with the intellect, not
finding Him” (TU 114), and “where high fantasy falls short of power”
(Dante, Paradiso xxx1u1.142). Eckhart follows this method when he says
that “Nothing true can be said of God.” Such examples could be multi-
plied indefinitely from all kinds of sources, Christian, Sifi, Hindu, Tao-
1st, and others. In Upanisadic metaphysics, no less than in Christian theol-
ogy, “Clest la voie négative qui a la primauté sur I'autre, Dieu n'est pas
un objet. Il est par deld tout ce qui est, donc par deld le connaissable,
puisque la connaissance a I'8tre pour limite. A ce point de vue suréminent,
Dieu n'est pas seulement au-dessus d’affirmations et de négations contra-
dictoires, mais sa nature supersubstanticlle est enveloppée de téntbres”
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(M. de Wulf, Histoire de la philosophie médiévale, €th ed., Paris, 1934,
p- 107). “He does not know what He Himself is, because He is not any
thing. . . . Wherefore it is said that God is Essence, but more truly that
He is not Essence” (“Deus itague nescit se quid est, quia non est quid.
. . . Essentia ergo dicitur Deus, sed proprie essentia non est”), Erigena,
De div. naturae, 11.13 and 1.14; or putting this into Indian terms, “The
Brahman is called azman, but more properly andtmya.” These reflections
may prepare Us to consider the nature of the Purusa in greater detail ac-
cording to the Vedic and Upanisadic formulations, which seem strange
only to those who are unfamiliar with the methodology of theology and
metaphysics universally. The main point to be realized is that if, indeed,
His nature transcends all logical antitheses, He cannot be found as He
is in Himself by the secker who regards only His being, that is, His “Face”
or “Light,” but only by the Comprehensor who sees alsa His “Back” or
“Darkness.” He is not only Love and Life but also Dread and Death,
the omnipresent (vydpake) and uncharacterized (alinga) Person (puru-

sa), “by knowing Whom a man is liberated and attains eternity (amriaz-

vam).™*

The similar list of concepts in KU 1m.10-13 interpolates “beyond the
sense are their values or meanings (arzh@),”? substitutes buddhi for “pure

14 Here evidently not “aeviternity,” but as also in KU wv.1, atyantikam amytatvam,
“eternity.”

15 R. E. Hume and J. N, Rawson render arthd by “sense objects,” and the latter
naturally finds a lesion in the logical sequence of thought—a characteristic result
of want of “trust” (éraddha) in the scrptural text. Artha means the value or sig-
nificance that 35 attached to the sense-perceptions. From our empirical point of view,
such values are introduced post factum and cannot be thought of as causal principles:
bur ontologically, arzha as last end in this sense is the same as the rafson d'étre
of the thing in its inception; ¢f. the Scholastic view thar “the uliimate end of the
work is ever the same as the real intention of the work’s first cause” (Eckhart, Evans
ed, I, 252), and similarly AA 2.6, “Whart is the inception, that indeed is the
tulfilment {yo ky eva prabhavah sa eva apya yah).”

We say, moreover, with Abelard that nomen est vox significativa, with BD m.11y
that “the word which designates a thing is derived from its significance (arzhat
padam spabhidheyam . . . jam),” with Nirukta 1.1 that “names have their basis
in subsistence (sattva-pradhinani namani),” and scarcely need to demonstrate that
from the Vedic point of view, “names” are the immediate causes of the coming into
being of things, viz. in virtue of their being the ideas or forms of things. It is the
knower who projects the known beyond himself; and where esse est pereips, the
significance of the thing is thus the formal cause of its becoming, as well as the final
cause of its existence. Cf. Erigena, “Finis enim totius motus est principium sui”
(De div, nattirae v.3, c. 866). In this way, then, significance is logically prior to
perception.
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being of the intellect (manasak sattvam uttamam),” affirms that there is
“nothing whatever beyond the Person,” and employs the expression “Es-
sence at rest ($anta dtman)”™® as another designation of the superessen-
tial Person.

The series in TU 1.6 begins with vegetative (amna-maya) essence
(equivalent to “senses” above); beyond this is the pneumatic (prana-maya)
essence which is our life (dyns) and All-life (sarviyusa); beyond this the
mano-maya essence, consisting of the Vedas and exegesis; beyond this
the discriminating (véjfidna-maya) essence, identified with Eternal Law
(rta) and Power or Glory (mahas), and corresponding to buddhi in KU
1L.10; beyond this the beatific (randa-maya) essence (the last four mo-
dalities of essence are said to be in the similitude of “person” [purusa-
vidhah),"" as in AA mr2.3); and this is supported by the Brahman,
whether as nonbeing (asat) or as being (sat).

An over-anxious scholarship seems to have made a needless mystery
out of these only slightly varied formulations. That the vegetative mani-
festation of the sense-life depends immediately upon “food” is obvious.
The pneumatic, or sometimes “fiery” (fejo-maya), essence is evidently
represented in Agni Vaisvinara, Universal Man (RV 1356 ekayus,
w282 vifvdyus, v58.11 antah ayust). The practical intellect (manas)
and the pure or possible intellect (manasah sattvam, buddhi, viifiina-
maya) are distinguished, the latter being identified with the Great (ma-
hat, etc.} and consequently with the Sun (TU 152, “Mahas, the Sun; the
worlds are all empowered [mahiyante] by the Sun”). This is of particular
importance for the understanding of KU v1.8, where “beyond the un-

1 The “end™ of any motion is defined as that in which this motion is brought
to rest; cf, AA 153, “rest is fullsupport” (iantir vai pratistha), or as rendered in-
versely by Keith, “atonement is rest.” Cf. Eckhart, “There no work is done at all.”

It may appear strange to speak of “form"” (vidha, svarfipa, ete.) in connection
with the superessential and unmanifested Essence. But cf. Boethius, De Trinitate
121, “Omne namque esse ex forma est,” “All being is formal.” The form that is
predicated of the superessential Essence is not z form, but the principle of form,
altogether simple and immutable in Ttself, although the form of all things; cf. Boe-
thius again, “esse ipsum, forma essendi,” “Being in itself is the form of being,” and
Thierry of Chartres {Der kommentar des Clarenbaldus von Arras zu Boethins De
Trinitate, ed. Wilhelm Jansen [attributed to Clarenbaldus of Arras, but more proba-
bly by Thierry of Chartres], Breslau, 1926, p. 108), “divinitas singulis rebus forma es-
sendi est,” “Godhood is the (exemplary) form of the being that is in singular things.”
This “Sovereign Form” (rupamaiivaram) of the Most-Personal {purusottama) can
only be apprehended in its multiplicity {pravibhaktam anckadhi), though ene in
Itself (ekastham), hence the nature of Arjuna’s vision in BG x1 (the terms cited
are from verses 3 and 13).
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shown” (avyakta)'® requires as logical antecedent “?)cyond the shown”
(vyakta): for it is precisely the Great, thc.Ptrfon n t!’l(‘j Sun, tl.lat as
the light and eye of the divine understanding is the divine mamfesta.-
tion of all that can be manifested (vyakia). What the Katha E]pam—
sad, then, affirms is that the uncharacterized Pcrso.n is ‘.'bcyond both
ihc shown and the unshown, transcending their distinction, n(‘)‘t to be
thought of merely as one or the other, but rather as vyak:éﬂyalqta,. shown-
unshown”; and thus interpreted, the Person “beyond whom there is r‘laught
whatever” coincides in reference with the Upanisadic superesse.ntllal .Es-
sence (paramdtman) and the Brahman as transcending the distinction
of satasat, being and nonbeing alike.

1% That Rawson, KU, p. 21, renders aeyakta by “matter” sh(?ws that l:le has in mlnﬂ
the customary renderings of the Saimkhyan purusa and prakrti by “spirit and mat;}e‘r.h
But “spirit and matter™ represents an antithesis unknown to Indian tho!.lg_ht, w :;
rather distinguishes essence from nature or substance,, or act from poter}na!lty, in lc
Supreme Identity. Indian avyakts, like the “unshown” of pure r{1eta1.lhys1cs in genm; .
cannot be identified with Christian “primary matter,” which is a “potentiality only
with respect to the reception of natural forms_" (Sum. Theol. 192 z{d 3 aa}ra?(_ta
embraces all possibilities, not only those of being, bu_t also_ thos.e whlcb are no; in
any sense possibilities of manifestation. This mctaphyslcal]y infinite posst_blllty (a_ mE
mala-praksti, etc.}, as being the divine nature (mabbfwa)_ a'nd the matrix {yoni} o
the divine essence, becomes the means whereby (_éfzku, Maya, svadha, ch.) the l_at_tcr
operates, the distinction of essence from nature arising simultaneously with the divine

act which presupposes it.
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But when the sun has set . . . moon has set . ., fire gone aut,
and speech hushed, what light does a person here have?
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1v.3.6

A sharp distinction is often drawn between the Way of Gnosis (jgna-
marga) on the one hand and the Way of Dedication (bhakti-marga)
or Way of Love (prema-marga) on the other, this distinction correspond-
ing at the same time to that of the Contemplative Life (sémkhya yoga and
samnyasa of BG) from the Active Life (karma yoga of BG). The distinc-
tion, which is made as if the operations of the intellect and will could be
isolated as clearly in the subject as they can be in logic, is one in any case
of procedure and, under certain conditions, also one of ends; and such
a distinction is certainly not without meaning insofar as it corresponds to
one of mysticism from gnosticism, that is, of devotional faith and re-
ligious exercises from initiatory teaching and metaphysical practice, of a
“deification” in the sense of assimilation with a perfect consent of will
from a “deification” in which the distinction of knower from known
is past,

On the other hand, whatever may be the facts about the devotional
works generally actributed to §ri Sankardcirya, there can be no doubt that
Indians whose thought and mode of being is traditional have never found
any difficulty in thinking of this greatest and most intellectual exponent
of nondualistic (advasta) metaphysics as having been at one and the
same time a bhakta and a jAani. Consider in this connection also the
markedly devotional phraseology of certain hymns included in V. P.
Bhatta’s Siddhintamuktivali (J. R. Ballantyne, ¢r., Calcutta, 1851),
where, for example, we find, addressed to the spirit (dzman), “Now that

[Internal evidence points only 1o a date after 1936 for the composition of this paper
—ED.]
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