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Editor’s Note

The fifry-six essays in these volumes have been chosen from among many
hundred.* Without exception, they were written in the period 1632 1947,
corresponding to Coomaraswamy's tenure as a Resezrch Fellow at the
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston, a position that gave him tme for the
speculation and scriptural research to which he was sarticularly drawn in
later years. These years were indisputably Coomaraswamy’s high periad,
by which he must and would wish w be judged; his correspenderce and
conversation corroborate this point. Articles dealing with specific works
of zrr have in gereral heen excluded from these volumes because, al-
though Coomaraswamy continued in this period to write detailed acecunts
of museum objects, his more characteristic work lay elsewhere. Tao the
hest of my knowledge, all the esszys have been out of print [or 1many
years or were never previously published. After a gap of more than
twenty-five vears, it is a privilege to present the series of essays at
the end of Volume 2 which, although unpublished in Coomaraswamy's
lifetime, bear the stamp of finished work. Finelly, regarding the selection,
it must be mentioned that these volumes da not exhaust the reserve of
cssays of saecial merit,

Cecomaraswamy's addenda to the essays have been a matter of interest
ta scholars and friends. He kepr desk copies of his published works and
added notes to them over the years, doubtless with a view to an cdition
of collected writings enriched by retrospective insight. After his death
in the late summer of 1947, his widow, Dofia Luisa {who had served for
many ycars as his daily assistant), dctermined to incorperate these ad-
denda intc the essavs. Inasmuch as her husbznd had already established
a workiag relationship with Bollingen Foundation—he had, in particu-
lar, a:ded Joseph Campbell in the preparation of severzl posthumous

A bitliograpky of Coomaraswamy's writings in the period 1goo-to42 is pub-
lished in Are idamica TX (1942). Currently on press, 4 Waorking Biblingraphy of
Ananda K. Cosmaraseamy, ed. R. P. Coomaraswamy (Tondon: Bocks From
India, 1.7d.), is considerably more camplete and inc'udes dara an late and posthumous
publications. Tnasmnch as Mr. James Cronch (Melbovrne, Australia) has well under-
way an cxhaustive new hiblingraphy of Cooraraswamy's writings, we have decided
against ircluding a nominally complete bibliography in the Selected Papers. The
first installment of Mr. Crouch’s work has already appeared: “Ananda Coomara-

swamy ‘n Ceylan: A Fbliography,” The Ceylon [ournal of Social and Historical
Sciences, N. 8. 111, No. 2 (1973), 54-60.



ZDITOR'S NOTE

publications of the grear Indologist Heinrich Zimmer—Mrs. Coomara-
swamy successfully applied for & Bollingen Fellowship to carry on this
wotk. For many years, wizh the help of research ass:stants recruited Zrem
the Harvard University community, near which she lived, she transcribed
and incorovrated the addenda, meticulously verified references, and hilled
out bibliographical data where necessary. In due course the editors of
Bollingen Series made a place in the program for a publication of se-
lected writings.

M-s. Coomarcswamy’s death in 1gyr left the project still incomplete
and requiring redirection. Her patient work had brought many crcasures
to lizht from the mine of the addenda, but the time hzd come for re-
fining and selection, a task which devorion m her late husband rendered
unpleasant and perhaps impossible, rather as surgcons refusc to operate
upon members of their own family. In reformulating the editorial task,
I “ound it approprizte ta include no addenda other than those which are
genuinely finished paragraphs or clear references; with regret, I eschewed
a great many addenda that cannot be taken to be more than raw ma-
terial for revisions, rending to encurber the essays like barnacles rather
than speed them or their way, This policy malees the essays less nich in
addenda than was expected by scholars and friznds close m rhe project.
With few exceptions, addenda have been placed in footnotes, and in all
cascs they have been enclosed in bracksts [ ] to distinguish them from
the text as Coomzraswamy published it. (Editorial notes are also given
in brackets, with the designation €n.)

A list of abbreviations, short titles, and editions custornarily used by
Coomaraswamy is included in the front matier ol cach volume; rcaders
will find this list indispensable at first but should gradually discover, as
did Coomaraswaray, that the abbreviations are converienr and easily
recalled. Coomaraswamy’s own wrilings are cited by title and date; fur-
ther information is available in a short list of cited works ot the front of
each volume. Pinctuation and spelling throughout the pupers liave been
altercd where necessary for the sake of uniformity.

While preparing these papers for publication, editor and copy-editors
alike have found accasional errors in the enormous mass of references
made by Coomaraswamy to literary and scriptural tradition. Such errers
as hzve escaped us will generally do no more harm Lo the reader than
to lead him, for example, to a paragraph in Plato's writings immediately
adiacent to the passage that Coomzraswamy wished to cite. Cootara-
swamy zlso, on vccasion, refined the trenslation of passages in standard
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sources such &s the Loeb Classical Library, but neglected to notify the
reader of his intervenrions. Furthermore, he worked [rom memcry more
often thaa ons might imagine. Called to the dock on this issue of ac-
curacy by his frierd Walter Shewring, Coomaraswamy replisd in a
letter:

I am more than appreciative of your corrections. I can only say I am
conscious of fault in thase matters. I: is no excuse to say that checking
references and citations is to me & wearisorne task. 1 am sometimes
oopressed by the amount of work to be done, and try to do too much
t00 fast. . .. In certain cases I have not heer able o see droofs. . . .

Orne word ahout the errors. T would like to avoid them altogether,
ol course. But one canno: take part in the struggle fer truth without
getting hurt. ‘Lhere is a kind of “perfectionism” which leads some
scholars t publish nothing, because they know that nothing can be
perfeet. 1 don’t respect this. Nor do [ care for any aspersions that may
reflect upon me personally. It is anly “for the good of rhe work 10
be done” that vae must be as careful as pessible to proteet oneself. ..
[ am so occupied with the task that | rarely have leisure to enjoy =
morment of perscnzl realisarinn. T+ is a sort of fecling thar the harvest
is ripe end the time is shorz. However, I am well awere that all
haste is ncne the less an error. I expect to improve®

Recognizing the existence of this problem from rhe very beginning of
riy work, and reflecting uson the example of Dofia Luisa Coomara-
swamy, who worked perhaps too many years to perfect ir. the letter texts
that already approached perfecticn of spirit, I decided not to verily every
reference but rather o let Coomaraswamy bear the responsibility fer his
cecasional errors as he bears responsibility for his frequent grardeur.

A note saould be added about Figure s. It was allegedly found at
Sophia, Bulgaria, with a belt-set similar to ones ferged at Odessa (A, A,
Tessen, Arkheologicheshit Skornik, No. 2, pp. 162-177 [Leningrad, 1967]).
Although the piece may well be a forgery, its wconcgraphy s identical to
that of authenticated oieces of the same era (cf. Fig. 27 in the introduc-
tory text of M. 1. Artamanov, T%e Splendor cf Scythian Are; Treasures
from Scythian Tombs [New York, 1963]).

Zletter to Walter Shewring, 4 March tq36, from the eallecuon of Coomara-
swamy's papers and books bequeatked to Bollingen Fovndauon by Dofa Lunisa
Coornaraswamy and new in Princeton Universiry [ohrary,
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EDITOR'S NOTLE

Tue Selected Papers of Amanda K. Coomaraswamy owes a great deal
to its friends. Professional znd mora’ support have been provided from
the beginning by William McGuire and Carol Orr of Princeton Univer-
sity Press. Herbert S. Bailey, Jr, the director of the Press, has been z per-
sictent friend throughour the complex task. Ruth Spiegel did her initial
copy-editing  with cxtreordinary  care. Waellace Brockway, Joseph
Campbell, Mircea Eliade, I. B. Horner, and Srella Kramrisch have
all contributed their mature judgment regardirg both scleetion and
cditing. Lynda Beck, Alice Levy, and Carole Radeliffe have be=a in-
veluadle research assistants. The Indologists Carole Meadow, Svuluntra
Kumar Pidara, and Kenncth J. Storey have reviewed Sanszrit and Pal,
and Lois Hinckley, Kathieen Komar, and Pamela T.ong have helpec
with translations and various bibliographic problems. James Crouch and
S. Durai Raja Singam have shared their extensive kncwl.edge of
Conmaraswarny's writings.

Preperation of the index required the help of many ind'viduals: Ann
Suter compiled the Gresk index and also reviewed Greek in the essays;
Kerneth J. Storey compiled the Sanskrit index; and a team of some twelve
students in the University of Texas, Austin, joincd me for the final stages
of assembling the general index. | hesitate to list twelve names, hut T
want verv much to thank rhese participants.

Special acknowledgment must be made to Kurt Kleinman, who set the
type tor these volumes with such rigor and patience; he gives meaning Lo
Coomarzswamy's cherished aphorism: “Every man is a special kind of
artist.” Eleanor Wecisgerber and her stad in the proofroom of the Press
completed an exceedingly difficult task as if it were all in a day’s work.
Margeret Case, who tock over the task of copy-cditing at an early stage,
thereafter shared every problem as a colleague and frienc.

Dr. Ramz P. Conmaraswarmy and his wile, Bernadette, have helped in
countless ways.

R.L,
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Hermetiea: The Aucient Greek and Latin Writings

which Contain Religious or Phiiosophic Teachings

Aseribed to Hermes Trismegisius, ed. W, Scortt,

4 vols,, 1924 1936,

T heagony and Warks and TNays, tr. Hugh G. Eve-

lyn-White (LCL).

Waorks, wr. W.H.S. Jenes (LCL).

Harevard Journal of Asiatic Swudies.

The Ifiad and The Ddyscey, w. A0 T. Murray

(LCL).

Homeric Hymns, tr. Hugh G. Evelyn-Whaits

(LCL).

Epistula ad Pisones (= Ars Peetica), tr. H. Rush-

ton Fairclough (7.C1.).

Harvard Oriental Serices.

Jabvbuck fir prikhisterische und ethnographische

Kunst,

(= I, or léavarya, Upanisad) In The Thirteen

Principal Upranisheds, ed, R. E. Hume, 2nd ed,

London, 1931,

(= ltieaztaha) 1'he Minor Anthelogies of the Pal

Canon, Part I1: Udana: Verses of Uplift, and 1t-

vuttaka: As It Weas Swd, ed. F, L. Woocward,

Tondon, 1935 (PTS).

The [atake, or Storics of the Buddha's Former

Births, ed. E. B, Cowell, 6 vols., Cambridge, 18g5-

1907,

1. Signatura reram, sce The Signatwre of All
Things, and Other Writing:, new ed,, London,
tgfg (includes Of the Swupersensual Life and
The Way from Darknes: to True [Humination).

2, Six Theosophic Points, and Other Writings,
ed. J. R, Earle, Ann Arbor, 10s8.

3. The Weay to Christ, new ed., London, 1964,

Lawd'th, A4 Treatisc on Sufism, od, E. H, Whin-

ficld and M. M. Kazvini, London, 1g06.

Journal of the American Oviental Society,
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1B

JHS
JISOA
Jan van Ruy shroeck

JRAS
JUB

Kaus. Up.

Kena Tp.

KhA

Kindred Sayings
K35

KU

Lalita Vistara

Tankdvaidra Stirru
LCL

Tacian

1. The Jaiminiva-Brakmuny of the Semveda, ed.
R. Vira and L. Chandra, Nagpur, 1954 (San
ckrit).

2, Das Jarminiya Brihmapa m Answakl, test and
German tanslation by W. Caland, Amsterdam,
191G.

Jowrnai of Hellenie Seudies,

Journal of the Indian Society of Orientel Are.

The Adornment of the Spiritusl Marriage; Lhe

Sparkling Stone; The Book uf Supreme Truth, tr.

C. A. Wynschenk, ed. Evelyn Underhill, London,

114

Journal cf the Royal Asiatic Society.

(= Jaiminiya Upanisad Brahmapa) The Jasminiya

or Talavakdra Upanised Drihmana, ed. H. Oecrtel,

Journal of the American Oriental Society, XVI

(1306, 79 260. -

(= Kausiteki Upanitad) In The Thirtzen Princi-

pal Upanishads, ed. R. F. Hume, and ed., London,

1931,

Kausitcki Brahmapa. Rigvedu Brehmanas: The

Aitareya and Kausitaki Brahmancs 0] the Rigveds,

e, A. B. Keith, Cambridge, Mass., 1920 (HOS

XXV,

(= Kena Upenisad) In The Thirtesn Principel

Upanishads, cd. R. E, Hume, and ed., T.ondon,

13T

(__ Khuddakapatha) The Minor Readings, The

Firsr Bock of the Minor Collection ( Khnddakani-

Baya), ed. Bhikkhu Nanamoli, London, 1g6c

(PTS).

See 3

(= Katha Seriv-Sigara) Kathacarizaguia, ed. C.H.

Tawney, Caleutta, 1830 18874 and ed., 1024,

1. (= Katha Upanizad) In The Thireen Principal
Upanishads, ed. R. E. Hume, ond ec., London,

j3L
2 ;:::f:ﬁa Upanisad, ed. Joscph N. Rawson, Oxlord,
1934
Lalite Vistara, ¢d. 8, Lefmann, 2 vols., Halle, tgna-
1608.

Lankdvatdra Sitra, ed. Bunyiv Nanjio, Kyoto, 1923.
Loeh Classical Library,
De Syria Dea, tr. A. M. Harmon (T.CL).
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M

Makhavamsa
Mand. Up.

Meun .r.’fq w't-Tair
Manasara

Maiguirimalakalpa

Manu

Marcus Aurelius

Jwﬂ?kﬂﬂ‘dn?"«'ﬁ Purina
. / :
Mathnawi

Mbh

Meister Eckhart

MFA Bulletin
Mhv

Migne

Mil

Mimamsi Nyaya
Prakaia
MU

(— Muajihima-Nikive) The Middle Length Say-
ings (Majjhima-Nikaya), ed. I. B, Horner, 3 vols,,
London, 1054~1959 (PTS).
See Mhv.
(= Mandakya Upanisad) In The Thirteen Prin-
cipal Uganishads, ed. R. E. ITume, 2nd cd,, Len-
den, 1931
Sec ‘Autar, Farida'c-Din
Arehitecture of M3znasira, tr, Prosanna Kumar
Acharya, Lendon, 1933.
Maijuiri: An Imperial History of India in ¢ San-
skt Texz, cd. Ven, Rihula Saakrtyayana, Lahore,
1034
(= Manava Dharmaiéistra) The Laws of Manu,
ed. G, Biihler, Oxford, 186¢C (SBE XXV).
Mazrens Awrziius, tr. C. R, Haines (LCL).
Mavkopdeya Purana, ed. . Woodroffe, Londoen,
1913,
The Mathnawi of Jaldlu'ddin Rimi, ed. R Al
Nicholson, & vols,, Leiden anc London, 19235-1940.
1. Mahabharata. The Mahabharate of Kriskna-
Duwasipayana Vyasa, ed. P, C. Roy, Calcuta,
18g3-1394.
2. Mahabhirara, ed. Vishnu 8. Sukthankar, Poona,
1933~ [24 vols. to date].
1. Merster Eckkart, ed. F. Pleiller, ¢h ed., Gor
tingen, 1924 (mediaeval German rexr).
2. Meister Eckhart, ed. C. de B. Evans, 2 vols,
London, 1924-1931 (English).
Bulletin of the Museum of Fine Arts, Boston.
The Mahavemsa, or The Grear Chronicle of Cey-
lon, ed. W. Geiger, London, 19af (PTS).
Tacques Paul Migne, Parrologiae cursus complerus
1. [P. G.]| Series Graeca, Paris, 1857-1866, 161 vols.
a. |P. L.| Series Latina, Paris, 1824-1880, 2271 vols.
(= Milinda Pasikhe) The Quesiions of King Milin-
da, ed. T W. Rhvs Dzvids, 2 vols., Oxford, 1850
(SBE XXXV, XXXVI),
The Mimamsa Nydaya Prakasa of Apadeva, =d. F.
Edgerton, New Haven, 19ag.
(— Maior! Upuniyad) In The Thirgzen Principal
Upanishads, ed. R. E. Hums, 2nd ed., London,
1031
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Mund. Up.

My

Nariyana Up.
Natyz Sastra
Nauck

NIA
Niclolas o7 Cusa

Nirukta
Origen
Cvid

OZ

EBadicadait

Paficatantra

Papini

Pardsara

Pausanias
DCs

Philo
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(= Mundaka Upanijad) In The Thirteen Princi-
pal Upanishads, ed. R, E. Hume, 2nd ed., Loncen,
1931

(= Mahavagga) Vinaya Texts, ed, 1. W. Rhys
Davids and H. Oldenberg, z vols,, Oxford, 1881-
1882 (SBE XITT, XVII).

(= Nérayane Upanisad) In Thirty Mimor Upani-
shads, =d. K. N. Aiyar, Madras, 1914.

The Nitya Sastre of Bharata, ed. M. Ramakrishna
Kavi, Baroda, 1420 (Sanskrit).

August Nauck, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmen-
ta, Leipzig, 1856

New Indian Antiquary

(— Nirolaus Cusanus )

1. (De visione Der) The Vision of God, ed. E. G.
Calter, London, Tg28.

2. De filiatione Dei, in Schriften des Nikolaus von
Cues, Leipzig, 1936—, Vol 1L

The Nighantu and Nirukia of Yaska, ed. L. Sarur,

Oxferd, 1yz2r1.

Writing: of Origen. tr. Frederick Cromble, 2 vols.,

Edinburgh, 1865

1. Fassi, . Sir James George Frazz: (LCL).

2. Metamorphoses, tr. Frark Jusrus Miller (LCL).

Ostasiatische Zeitschrife.

Paiichadati, A Poem on Vedanta Philosophy, d.

& tr. Arthur Venis, iu Pandit, V-VIIT (1885-1885).

The TPanchatanira Reconstructed, ed. Franklin

Fdgerion, New Ilaven, 1924, American Oriental

Seriss, ITT.

The Ashidhydyi of Papini, ed. 8. C. Vasn, & vols,,

Allzhabad, 18y1-18g98.

The Paritare Dharma Samhita, or, Pardiara Smriti,

ed. Pandit Viman Sastri Isimapurkar, 2 vols.,

Bombay, 1893-19u0,

Pausanias, tr. W.H.S, Jones (LCL}.

Péraskara-grhya-satras, . H. Oldenberg, Oxford,

1886.

1. Complere works published in LCL; Vols. 1-X,
ed. B H. Colson: Supplements 1, 11, ed. R. Mar-
cus. All works cited by full titde with cxception
of: a) det. (Un the Erernity of the World, vol.
[X); b) Congr. (On the Preliminary Studies, vol.

HE

Philestratus,
it Ap.
Pindar

Pistis Sophia

Flato

Plotinus

Plutarch

PMLA
Pratna Up.

Prema Sigara

PTS
Pythagoras

PughA

Prrva Mimamsa
Stitras

Quintilian

Ramgiyana

Rimi, Divan

RV

AHBREVIATIONS AND SHORT TITLES

[VY; ¢) Deterius (The Worse Attacks the Better,
vol. 11y d) Heres. (Who is the Herr, vol. IV,
&) Immut. (On the Unchangeableness of God.
vol, I1T).
Flavius Philestratus, The Life and Times of Apol-
loniuts of Tyana, tr. Charles P_ Ellis, Stanford, 1923.
The Odes o] Pindar, tr. Richard Lattimore, Chi-
cage, 1047.
1. Pistis Sophia, A Gnostic Miscellany, ed. & te.
G.R.S. Mead, Tondon, rev. ed., 10217 1047
2. Pistis Sophia, ed. ], H. Petermann, Berlin, 1851
The Coliected Diglogues of Plaro, including ihe
Letters, ed. Edizh Hamilton and Huntington
Cairns, Princcton, 1967 (Bollingen Series LXXI).
Plotinus, The Enneads, tr. Stephen MacKenna. 3rd
ed. rev. by B. S. Page, London, 1962,
. Maralia, tr. Frank Cole Babbit: and others; in-
cludes De genso Socratis (LCL).
2. Pericles. in Lives, tr. Bernadotte Perrin (LCL).
Publications of the Modern Language Ascociation.
(= Praina Upanisad) In The Thirteen Prinapul
Upanishads, ed. R. E. Hume, 2nd ed., Tondon,
rg931.
Prema.Sagava, ed. and tr. Edward R. Fasrwick,
Westminster, 1897.
Pali T'sxt Society Translation Series.
Gaolden Verses, see Les Vers d'or pythaguricieny,
ed. P. €, van der Horst, Leyden, 1932.
Puggaia-paifiarti-atrhakarha, ed. G, Lansberg and
(. AF. Rhys Davids, London, tyry (Pali).
The Parva Mimamsd Sapar of Jaanini, od, M.
Ganganatha Jha, Allahabad, 1916 (SBH X).
Instirutio Oratoria, w. H. E, Buder (LCL).
The Ramayapa, ed. M. N, Dut, Calcutra, 1891-
r8gs.
Selected Poems from the Divani Shamsi Tabriz,
ed. R. A, Nicholson, Cambridge, 1898,
The Hymns of the Rgveda, ed, RT.H. Griffith,
2 vols, 4th ec., Benares, 1963.
The Book of the Kindred Sayings (Samyutia-Ni-
kiva), ed. C.AF. Rhys Davids and F. L. Wood-
ward, 5 vols,, London, 1917-1930 (PTS).
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SA
Sa‘di

Sadea. Brahmana

Sihitya Darpapa

Sakunsala
Sanatsujitiye
Sataparha Brahmapa
Sayana

SB

SBB

SBE

53H

Scott

Sextus Dmpizicus
Shamsi-Tabriz
Sidd hantamuktdavali

Sikandar Nama

Sil paratna

Sn

Sankhavane Arapyaka, cd. A, B. Keith, London,

1908,

(Musl:h-al-Dia) The Bustin of Sadi, ed. A. H. Ed-

wards, Londou, 19171,

(= Sadvinia Brahmana) Daivatabramhana and

Shadbingshabramhanz of the Samuveds with I:sz

Commentary of Seyunucharya, ed. Pandit J. Vicy-

asagara, Caloutta, 1831,

The Mirror of Compasition, A Treatise on Poetical

Criticism, being an English Translation of the

Sakitya-Darpana of Viiwanarha Kaviruja, cd J. R

Ballantyas and P, D. Mitra, Calcutta, 1875 (re-

printed, Benarcs, 1956).

Abhijiana-Sakuntala of Kalidasa, ed. M. D. Lme-

neau, Berkeley, 1962,

The Bhagaradgitd, with the Senatsugitiya, and the

Anugitd, ed. K, 1. Telang, Oxford, 1882 (SBE

VIII).

Sec SB.

Rg Veda Sambird, with Sayana's Commentary, ed.

S. Fradhan, Calcutza, 1633.

Satapatha Brahmane, cd. ]. Eggeling, 5 vols., Ox-

ford, 1832-1000 (SBE XII, XXV, XL1, XLIL,

XLIV).

The Sacred Buoks o7 the Puddhists, London.

The Sacred Books o the East, Oxfard.

“TI'he Sacred 3nnks of the Hindus, Allahabad.

See Hermes.,

Sextus Erapiviens, t=. R. G. Bury (LCL).

See Rumi, Divdn.

| The Vedanta Siddhintamuiktivali of Prakase-
nanda, wr. Artr Venis, in The Pandit, Benares,
1390,

5. Tr. J. R, Ballantyne, Calcutta, 1851,

Nizam al-Din Abu Muhzmmac Nizami, Sigendar

Nirma e bara, tr H. Wilserforce, Clarke, London,

1881,

The Silparana by §ri Kumira, cd. Mahamaho-

padyiya T. Ganapati Sastri, Trivandrum, 1y22-

1929.

The Sutta-Nipaia, ed. V. TFausbdll, Oxford, 1881

(SBE X).
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SnA
sP

Sri Sithta
St, Augustine

St. Bernard

St, Bonaventura

St, Clement
St. Cyril of
Jerusalem

St, Ici 61331+

St John of cthe Cross

Sukhivati Vyika

Subranitisara

Sum. Theol.

Swita Nipate Atthakathi, ed. H. Smith, 2 vols,

London, 1916-1917 (PTS).

The Saddharma Pundarika, or the Lotus of the

True Lae, cd. H. Kerr, Oxtord, 1909 (SBE XXI),

The Purusha Sukta, Aivar, Madrzs, 1898,

1. The City of God against the Pagans, tr. Wil-
liam M, Green {LCL},

2. A Select Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene
Fathers of the Christiun Church, ed. Philip
Schaff, New York, 188G-1800, vols. [-VIII, Cel-
lected Works of St. Augustme (1n Enghsh
tr.).

St. Bernard of Clairvaux, Opere omma in Migne,

Series latina, vels, 182—185 (1854-1855).

t. The Works of Bonaventure, Cardinal, Seraphic
Doctor, and Seint, tr. Jos¢ de Vinck, Tatcrson,
N.J., 1g66—  (in progress): Vol 1T, Opuscula,
Second Series, 1966, includes “On Retracing the
Arts to Theclogy” (De reductione armum ad
theologiam).

2. Doctoris Seraphici S. Bonavenwurze S. K. E. Epis-
copi Cardinalis apera omnia . . ., Florence, T883-
1902, 1o vols; vole, [-IV, Sententiarum Pepi
Lombardi (abbreviated I Sent., cte.).

See Clement.

A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers,
znd ser. od, Philip Scheff and Henry Waee, New
York, 18yg. Vol VII

S, Lusebii Ilieronym! opera ommuia, 1n Migne,
Serier launa, vols, 2230,

The Coraplece Works of Saine John of the Crocs,
Doctor of the Church, ed. and tr. E. Allison Peers,
Weathampstzad, 1972.

Buddkbizt Texts jrom [apan, ed. F. Max Miiller
and Buayiu Nznjie, Outerd, 1881 (Awnecdota
oxoniensia, Aryan Series T).

The Sukranmiti of Sukracirya, ed. B, K. Sackar,
Allahabad, 1914 (SBII XII).

The Surima Theologica of St. Thomas Aquinas.
Literally tansleted Ly Fathers of the Euglish
Dominican Province. London, 1913-1042, 22 vols.
Also in Parma ed., 1864; see Aquinas,
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Suparpddhyaya

Suérua

Seatma-nirapana

Svet. Up.

TA

Tarttisiya

Prezisakhya

Tao Te Ching

TB

Termilian

Theragatha
Therigathi

TS

TU

ud

UdA

ABBREVIATIONS AND SHORT TITLES

Dic Suparpasage, ed. J. Charpentier, Uppsala,
1922 (Sanskric text, German translation, commen-
tary).

The Suiruta-Samhite, t=. Udoy Chand Dutt and

Augherechunder Chattopadhya, 3 fase, Calcura,

1383-71801.

Seicc: Warks of S# Sankaracharya, tr. S. Venkata-

ramanad, Medras, 1911 (includes Seatmamiri-

pana).

(= Sperdsvatara Upanigad) In The Thivieen Prin-

cipal Upanishads, ed. R. L. IIumc, 2nd ed., Lon-

don, 1G31.

The Taitsiriya Aropyaka of the Black Yayr Veda

(with the Commentary cf Suyanacharya), ed. R

Mitra, Caleutra, 1872 (Sanskrit).

The Taitsiviya Pratigikhya, with 125 Commentary,

the Tribhishyararna, ed. W, D. Whitaey, JAOS,

IX (1851), =460.

Arthur Waley, The Way und lt: Power, London,

1934

The Tairtiriya Brihmana of the Black Yajur Veda,

with the Commenzary of Sayanu Archaryya, €. R,

Mitra, 3 vols., Calcutta, 1856-1890 (Sanskrit).

The Wtmgs of OS.F. Tertullianus, tr. S. Thel-

wall, ez al., 3 vols., Edinburgh, 1869-1870.

1, Psalms of the Early Buddhists, 1. Psalms of the
Sisters, 11 Psalras of ihe Breshren, w. C. A F.
Rhys Davids, 41 ec., London, 1954 (PTS).

2. The Thera- and Theri-garhi, cd. 11 Oldenburg,
London, 1883 (PTS).

Taitticiya Sambita: The Veda of the Black Yagur

School, ed. A. B. Keith, Cambridge, Mass., 1914

(HOS XVITI, XIX).

(— Taistiriya Upanisad) Tu The Thirtcen Prin-

¢cipal Upanishads, ed. R, E. Hume, 21d ed., Lon-

don, 1931,

(— Udana) The Minor Anthologics of the Pali

Canon, Fart I1: Uddna: Verses of Uplifz, and -

yuttaka: As It Was Said, ed. F. L. Woodward,

London, 1948 (PTS).

(= Udana Atrhakathi) Parameatthe-Dipani Udi-

natthakatha (Udina Commeniary) of Dhamma-

paldcarrya, ed. F. L. Woodward, T.andon, 1026

(FTS).

KRV

Uvdsaga Dasio
VEhA

Vikramorvai
Vin

Vis

Viinudharmottara

Vispu Purdana

V3

Witelo

Xencphon

ZDMG

Zaohar

ABBREVIATIONS AND SHORT TITLLS

Uvisage Dasdo, ed. N, A, Gore, Poona, 1¢53.

(= Vibhanga Authakathi) Buddhaghosa, Sam-
moha-pinodani Abhidhamma-pitake Vibhangatia-
kathz, ed. A. P. Buddhadatta Thero, London, 1923
(PTS)

The Vikramorvasiya of Kalidasa, tr. and ed. Charu
Deva Shastri, Lahore, 1929.

(= Vinaya Pitaka) The Book of the Discipline
(Vinaya Pitaka), ed. L B. Horner, 5 vols., London,
1938-1952 (PTS).

The Visuddhi Magga of Buddhaghosa, ed. C.AF.
Rhys Davids, London, 1g20-1921 (PTS).

The Vishpudharmonara, =d, 8. Krunrisch, 2nd
ed., Calcutta, 1928,

The Vishnu Purana: A System of Hindu Mythol
ogy and Tredition, ed. H. H, Wilson, Loudon,
1864-1877.

Vijasaneyl Sumbita: The White Yajur Veda, ed.
R.T.H. Grifith, znd ed., Benares, 1927.

Clemens Bacumker, Witdlo, ein Philosoph und
Naturforscher des XIIL Jahrhunderts {with text of
nis Liber de intelligentiis), Miinster, 100§,

\. Memorabilia, tr, E. C. Marchant (LCL).

2. Oeconomicus, i, E. C. Marchant {LCL).
Zeitschrife dev deutschen morgenlandischen Ge-
selischalt,

The Zohar, ed. H. Sperling and M. Simon, 5 vols.,
London, 1931-1¢34.
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2

Introduction

Although Ananda K. Cocmaraswamy's longer works are not difficult
to find, many of the best articles have been inaccessible to rcaders at a
distance from major libraries. He wrote manv hundred articles, reviews,
and books, and contributed to Eastern and Western periodicals of every
descriprion. The present selection is a gathering of what was scattered
s0 widcly; it should now be possible to meet Coomaraswamy’s mind as
unknown, and to discover vividly, withour doubt, what his full range
was. The selection is drawn from the years 1932-1947, that is, trom the
last period of his life (1%77-1947), when he had reached his unique
balance of meraphysical convictien and scholarly zrudition, To published
writings of this period have been added six previously unpubliched essays,
at least one of which (“On the Indian and Trzdirional Psychology, or
rather Pneumarology™) deserves o be ranked among his masterpieces;
the unpublished cssays generally date into the 19405 and would have
seen print in the normal course of things, had he lived longer. Svon after
Coomaraswamy's death, Bollingen Foundation interested itself in spon-
soring an edition of selected writings (cf. Editor’s Note), bur the project
did not come to term until now, nearly thirty years later, when there
exists a much broader public interest in the realm: of knowledge that
Coomaraswamy investigated.

During the years when these essays were written, Coomaraswamy
lived in the town of Needham, near Boston, Massachusetts; since 1917,
he had been a curator in the Department of Asiatic Art at the Boston
Museumn of Fine Arts. The path is intricate that led from his birthplace,
Colombo, Ceylon (now Sri Lanka), to New Englaad. Born of an emi-
nent Cevlonese legislator and his English wife, Coomaraswamy was
taised in England. The death of his father when he was only a few years
ald left his mother little reason ta return ta Ceylon. Tn his early twentics,
after studying geology at the University of London, he went to Ceylon
with the intention of surveying its mineral resources. His work praspered
and gained government sponsorship, and lis published findings served
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as a portion nf the doctoral dissertation in geology that won him a lJ,Sc_.
at the Uriversity of London in 1gos. Just at this point, however, he passec
through one of the changes rar accurred periodically in his life. They
were not subtle changes leaving the surface smooth while the deoths
altered, but somethirg far more inclusive and visible. Extensive travel in
Ceylen on his geological mission couvinced him that its traditional cul-
ture had been uniustifiably weakened by the English and Western culvare
cxported to it by the British (Ceylon had been a colony since the early
nireteenth century). He accordingly started a movement for cultural
revival, similar in character to the nat:onalist movement in India known
as swadeshy, but less politiczl. He also found himself drawn toward study
of the traditional arls and crafts of Ceylon, then still practiced to some
extent, and evideat in objects of art that had survived from the precolonial
Kandyan kingdom. Coomaraswamy’s inclination toward art had been
nrepared in youth by the influence of William: Morris, the craftsman,
poet, and humanitarian socialist who deminated an entire sector of Vie-
torian intellecrizl life; as soon as Coomaraswemy began to write about
art and its social setting, he seemed an Hastern William Morris. His life
at this period can be best understoad as an Imitation of William Morris,
a missionary extension eastward of Morris's hardy rhetoric and iaense
concern for crafts (as opposed to industrial production). Coomaraswamy's
professional interest in geology dropped awuay as wit historian, writer,
lecturer, and social reformer appearsd.

The next sigrificant phase in Coomaraswamy’s life oeeurred in Cal-
cutrz and north Tndia, to which he was drawn by the extremely active
swadeshi movement. The Bengali poet, Rabincranath Tzgare, among
athers, helped to provide an intellecrnal and romantic character to the
movement, which in Covmaraswamy's view raisced it above mere politics,
Coomezraswamy lived in Calcutta for several vears and achieved inde-
pendent stature as a spokesman for Indian values, There was at this point
sorething very accomplished, refined, smeoth about the man he had
become: his writings on Indian manufactures, music, ard lile—their ver-
bal elegance and emotional warmth—give the impression of one who
had found himsclf, found his place.

Meanwhile he was building an art collection aud doing arc-historical
research in that relaxed, amateur way that seems hardly possible now,
although it led to such graciavs works as Henry Adams® Mori-Saint-
Michel and Chartres and w0 Coomaraswamy’s own Rajpet Painting (Ox-
ford, 1g16). In this book, which enlarged on earlier articles, he distin-
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guished for the first time between Rajput and Moghul painting and
demonstrated, in part through his own collection of Rajput werks, tae
spectacular variety and prefundity of this period of Hindu art.

Thronghout the years prior to World War I, Coomaraswamy lived
cffortlessly between England and India: an English country gentleman in
England, radical but not subversive; an Indian cultural leacer in Indiat
This harmonious movemsn: was broken by the war, Coomazraswamy
could not conceive why Indians and Ceylonese should participate in a
European war on behalf of their colonial oppressor, althnugh he hy no
means sympathized with the enemies of the British Empire. 1Te declared
himself a conscientious objector, This atzitude edged him toward legal
conflict wirh the government, doubrless because he argued for it pub-
licly. At the same time, in India, he was unable to generate enough in-
terest in his new project to found a National Museum of Indian Art.
Failing to gain sympathy among the politically influental Euglish, he
also found thar lcading Indizn naticnelists had little interest in what they
ook to be a merely “cultural” preject that promised no paolitical gair.
Indier philanthropists apparently hesitated w0 associate themselves with
this persona somewhat non grata, however well conceived his project.
At the same time, in England he was threarened with the unpleasant
treatiment meted out to war dissenters. The personal stresses of chis
period can easily be imagined, but there is little sign of them in bic-
graphical sources.* Whar is clear is that Coomaraswamy, now forty years
old, emerged with a brilliant new cpportunity to continue his work in
the young field of Indian ar:: Denman W. Rass, a paron of the Mu-
seum of Fine Arts in Boston, arranged for Coomaraswarny o come there
with his entire art collection to found the first subdepartment ot Indian
art in an American museum.

Coomaraswumy settled in Doston and became a grcat art historian—
not merely a lucky and tasteful ore, such as he had been ia the Caleutta
years. He ourgrew rhe ninereenth-century, amateur mede of art historiog-
raphy and forged the sturdy serics of books, articles, and catalogues that
make him still a principal figure and acknowledged founding father of
this branch of scholarship. The annual mecting on Indian art held under

1 The Tamil, ve., south Indian, ancestsy of Fis father enabled him to identify as
closely with India as with Ceylon. )

#1 cannot make this remark without adding that new biographicel sources always
appear; Coomaraswamy's lifz, as T rcconstruct it, is krown to me largely through
the important resourecs in Amcrica,
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the auspices of the Callege Art Association of America in 1973 was intro-
duced with the idea, somewhat tongue in cheek, that all such meetings
must start by either agreeing or disagreeing with Coomarsswamy'’s views
0n soms matfer.

He was 2 wellknown figure in the Museum of Fine Arts, stricr with
Limself and others but also remembered for kinduesses. There was a
romantic touch to him ‘hrough this tme: photograshs show him seated
sternly at his desk in the department offices, but many who knew him
reccll another rasa, typified by 2 friend’s mewory of the tall, lanky Coc-
maraswamy standing in a white suit at sunset on tas broad steps of the
uscum, with his pair of superb AZghan dogs ar his side. Again, there
was a certain fullness of identity: he was a central figurc in world scholar-
ship, with an eruditon and keenness that required no alteration. Fis
mind was richly furnished with things to rhink about [or a whole lifc
through. Good compzny was never lacking. Beneath the surface, how-
ever, Coomaraswamy was dissatished.

In7o blind darkness cater they

That worship ignorance;

Into darkness greater than that, as it were, thev
That delight in knowledge?

It wes not, of course, this particular verse that disturbed the apparent
completeness of the man he was in the late 1g20s: but it was verses of
this kind, with all that they imply, falling on a mun after all not com-
plete, thar led roward anuviher metamorphosis. In addition to the Indian
religious tradition, to which Coomaraswamy had never rurned his back,
there was a second influence ar wark: the wrilings of the Western meta-
physician René Guéunon, whom Coomaraswamy began to read in this
period. In Guénon's study of the Vedanta and his powerful analysis of
the spiritual emptiness of the West,* Coomaraswamy camc in touch with
a “universe of discoursc,” to use a term that he brings to life in the essay
on Socrates in Volume 2, for which he had z deep essential predisposition.

Once again, the persoual stresses of Coomaraswamy's transformation
arc almost cntircly hidcen beyond reach of biograph‘cal inquiry, but the
results come into view with the publications of 1932: abandoning none cf

3aa Up. 1X

+ CF. René Guénon, Introduction générale 4 Pétude des doctrines hindoues (Paris,
1921): Orient of Oecident (Paris, 1924); L'Homme ct son deventr selon le vedania
(Paris, 1925); and La Crise du monde modernc (Daris, 1927).
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his scholarly discipline and breadth of reading, he acquired a new dimen-
sion, religious and metaphysical.

The writings on art now tended to be theuretical and conceprual, zl-
though richly illustrated with cxamples. They shed light on questions of
most general significance, such as the nature of vision, of the crearive
pracess, ol religious art; the artist’s relationship with his zalent, the role
of art in other societies and curs, the psychclogy of the good spectator,
who is not only delighred hy high art but led to reexamive the chisroscure
of his life. Coomaraswamy constructed wha: can without exaggeration
be descriped as a new world of ideas regarding art. Yet it is in a cerrain
sense 1 mistake, an inevitable une, w speak of his ideas as new, for they
are n the first place his syrthesis (and otten quotction) of ideas formu-
Jated in Indian, Platonic, and cther sources; and second, they are indeed
his nhservaticns, but based on such sources and in intimate agreemen:
with them. Never:heless, to this second category must be assigned much
of what is irreplac=able in rhe esszys on art. To afirm this is by no means
to take an “entitraditional” stznd, a stand that values the receiving in-
dividual while remaining blind to the given knowledge. Coomaraswamy
expressed what he called the “traditional” theory ol at, expressed it in
his own manner with his own formidable strengths, and from time to
time his own weaknesses. The gift from rradition wes extraordinary, his
zifts were extravrdinary.

I wouL like to point to several recurrent themes in Volume 1. There are
two paradigms of the work of art in Coomaraswamy’s thought: the re-
ligious icon and the useful object. The icon, whether czrved Buddha
image or painted head of Chrisz, is a “support of contcmplation”; through
its traditionally prescribed iconographic features, brought to life and beauty
by the artist, the spectater or worsh'pper is reminded of an aspect of
truth. It is a trath that enters first by way of vision as an image, but it
is intended to circulate more deeply in him and to transform, minutely,
his inner life. The nseful objecr “well and truly made”™—bowl, textile,
or house—is conccived as both physically efficient and metaphysically
linked to the inner life of a people by its form or arnamentzrion. Borh
kinds of work of art are [unctional, corresponding to different human
needs. Coomaraswamy often attacked, cn the one hand, works of “fine”

9 Th= expression “well and truly made” is oiten used in the art studies; it refers
to Coomaraswamy’s demand for svell-made artfacts that trefy reflect, in an external

mzterial, the ardsts inward vision.
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art that are merely pleasurable to look at, but lack higher meaning, and,
on the other, useful objects that are merely functionel, without qualitics
that touch one as une puts the objects to use.

Throughout the art studies of this period, Cocmaraswamy was as much
concerned with expounding true principles as with presenting true art-
historical data; traditional works of art from Hincu, Buddhist, medizeval
Christian, Muslim, and many other premadern sources appeared to kim
to be expressions of truth, uth decidedly more complete, intellectual,
and 1noving than such truth as he generally found in Western art since
+he death of Leonardn Furthermore, he did not see these traditional cul-
rures as fundamentally opposed to each cther in their ccnceptiors of
truth, although their means of expression and cheir emphasis differed
consiceradly. His was an occumenical mind, not of the cheap cert that
assumes one thing o be much like another and so not worth fighting
over, but of a sort that examires myriads of details. His concern with
truth led him ro such formulations as, “Coanoisseurship rightly under-
sood can be achicved only by a rectification of the whale personality,
rct by the mere study anc collecting of works of art,™ and to the stirring
firss paragraphs of “The Naturc of Buddhist Art” (see Volume t1). Fel-
low art historians have not been wrong to read ‘n such passages a chal-
lenge to standard procedure.

Coomaraswamy was both art histcrian and pilgrim, pilgrim among the
great religious and metaphysical idess; it was nor an impussible amalgam,
for knowledge of art enriched his account of ideas by giving him con-
creteness of expression—a sense for the materializy and descriptahiliry of
ideas—while knowledge of metaphysics put his art-historizal writings in
touch with essences end principles. InsoZar as he followed his inner neces-
sity end merely “reported” to athers through his writings, he was no
disturbing to the community of scholars, “The object is a peint of de-
parture and a signpost,”’ “no splendor but the splendor veritatis—these
are the blemeless sayings of a pilgrim. Bur when this pilgiim turned
roward the more staticniary (o differenly directed) community around
him, he was apt to seern, apt tc be, a prophet, speaking harshly against
the status quo. This was in part Coomaraswamy’s fatc; he delighted n it
and could not evade it. The relative unpopularity of his approach, th=
lukewarm praise from many (for which the intensity of certain of his
friendships among seckers and scholars amply compersated) sharpened

% “The Part of Art in Indian Life,” Volume 1 g5
T “The Natare of Buddhist Art” Vo'vme 71, 154, 162
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his mind. And so there came from him the veritable cascade of aphorisms
and the ceeply poetic bu: precisely formulated passages that are the
man at his best.

Coomaraswamy’s treatment of literary symhalism deserves brief com-
ment. In scveral essays at the end of Volume 1, he develops a repertoire
of traditional symbols or figures, each immemorially old, well known 1in
myth, epic, romance, and fairy rale. They acquire layers of mezning
through analysis and comparative study, and finally appear to be pos-
sessed of immense potential Zor expressicn, inexhaustible by any particular
work of art. The dangerous yate, the bridge. disguising, forgetiing, the
crdeal, the boon—these are a few of the matifs, keyed to traditional re-
ligious and metaphysical principles, that he examines. They lend them-
selves to independent study as if works of art therasclves, separable from
the literary works in which they cppear. It is possible to drown in the
details of Coomaraswamy's essays on rraditional literarure; this concaption
of orecise symbolic motifs, migrating from tale to tale, may bc of usc
in keeping adoat.

It would be useful 1o consider whether Coomaraswamy was a con-
scrvative, and if so, whether his conservatism impedes our contemporary
strivings. Certainly his single-minded interest in traditional religious art,
and the psychology of the astists and patrons who needed it, was con-
servative and backward looking. He wviewed the modern world as a
cul-de-szc. Yer he wished very much for a brighr conrinuarion o cul-
ture. [t was this that gave him so much energy to examinc the artistic
principles arnd forms of the premodern world. He had, 1 think, very
little hooe for the modern world, vet he acted as if he could contribute
to a splendid new day. In this paradex is the man: his mind told him
thac the truth of the Vedic rishis, the severe psychology and camoas-
sionate zcaching of the Duddha, the clear light of Plato, the visicnary
grandeur of Plotinus, the Christian insight into God’s intimacy with
mun—that all of rhese, and the arts rhar expressed ther, are dead lerters
in the modern world, But his writings betray hope that these things
conld be assimilated. In his wish that we “somehcw get back to frst
principles”™—particularly in the disarmed simplicity of dhis phrase, which
he used ar times—it can be recognized that he did not know how the mod-
era world could make this change, but that he knew whar sort of change
1T 13,

With regard 1o ar irself: he damned modern art, no doubt unfairly,
but this ncgative view is redeccmed many times over by his brilliant and
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positive zccount of traditional art. The painters Albert Gleizes and MJI
1is Graves, the composer John Cage, the sculptor and typographer Eric
Gill, the chareographer Erick Hawkins, the poet Kathleen Raine—rhese
may uot be the only artists of this century wha can fnd themselves at
hmiqe with his ideas and find in them grounds for some part of their
persnnal evolulion as artists, His essays were not meant ta pile laurels
upon the dead, but to quicken rhe living,

Tug metaphysical essays of Vo.ume 2 represent the ocher half of his syn-
thesis of culture. There is not here a smoothly intcgrared system, nor
can it he denied tliat the essays themselves are more than that; rhey re-
main scparate cssays, separate avenues of approach to 4 common goal—
uniform, but not nified like the chapters of a book. Nonetheless, we
enconncer a cousistent “forcign” culture, Cocmaraswamy's culmre as it
formed late in life, Certain kinds of knewledge are preposed for study,
as well as sources and methods for study, the whole accompaniec by a
warning that this constitutes only “intellsctuzl preparation,™ wayfarng,
and not journey's end. The language of ‘his culture and its typical ideas
will convince many readers that they have strayed into a foreign land,
although Coomaraswamy argues from the very heginning that this
toreign land is really our forgoten humeland.

Becoming is not a contradiction of heing but the epiphany of being.’

From one point of view, embodiment is a humiliation, and from

another a royzl precession.™
Our life is = combustion.™

1f an ultimate “end” is accomplished in him who understands
(rasika, va evam vidvdn), tha: befalls not in pursuit of any end, but
by a discrdering of anything to any end, as an act of nnderstanding,
not of will.*?

® The phrase, an important one for Coomaraswamy, 1 nsedd in cermain letters
quoted in Roger Lipscy, Coomaraswwaray: His Lije and Work [ Princeton, 1g77) and
is strongly implicd by such a discussion as that which ccncluces “Wha is ‘Satan’ and
Where ‘s Hell*" (Volume z).

¢ “0O)q the Indian and Traditioral Dsychology, or rather Pneumatclogy,” V olume
2, 230M.

Lo “Tirerary Symbolism,” Volume 1, 326.

1140 the Indian and Traditonzl Psychology,” Volume 2, 340m.

12 “The Parl of Art in Indian Life,” Velume 1, g2n.
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Coomaraswamy soughr knowledge of being, part of which is knowledge
of becoming. As picce after piccc became clear to him intellectually, he
wrote of 1. The essays are often encyclopedic, and anly tiring in rhis
respect; an unfriendly critic would lixen then in places to an overworked
telephone switchboard. But withir the intricate mass of references to
Indian, Greek, Christian, Muslim, and Gnostic sources, there are sudden
clearings, mements when Coomaraswamy synthesizes the meanings thet
have been attained or refines a thought to the point that it shines. For
example, Christians may recognize in his sentence on embodiment, ¢uoted
just above, a strring cvocaton of the meaning of the Incarnation.

Coomaraswamy did not wish to be quite the emussary of the culture
he found irn traditional religious and inetaphysical writings; he did not
travel lightly, as emissaries do. On the contrary, he brought his entire
library with him. His mird was such raar, when he wished, he could
write without references and still communicate a high order of meaning;
several of the essays, particularly among the introductory and unpublished
ones adapred from lecrures, make this clzar. But generally he investigated
a theme as it is treated in a multiplicity of trusted sources, giving the
reader not only his own reflections but the passages themselves where
the theme appears. This makes him at first difficult o read—there is a
habit to be acquired but in the long run one is gratetul to have the
texts. Their presence, and that of still more hrief references rhar mighr
Le consulted, makes the esseys ncarly himitless in instruction: enc can
pursue ideas to their limit, to one’s limit, I'he major conceptions of tradi-
rional metaphysics have heen rhoughr and rethought through centuries,
ofren not diluted or distorted by perenration, bur better understood; the
essays foster an appetite to know these revisions of understanding. Sacri-
ficed for the sake of comprehensiveness is at tmes a certain beauly ol
form, but Coomaraswamy lightens even the most encyclopedic study by
the exquisite poetry of the occasional passage ar rhe stunning precision
of a sumuary, This is, in sum, a working literature, at times as inclegant
as a manual, and as useful.

Coomaraswamy noretheless knew that beauty of expression is not just
a superficial critcrion to be applicd when one judges the velue of less
high-minded authors than himself; it czn also he the measure of an
author's repose tn his subject, of the degiee 1o which his being s occu-
pied by his theme. The sssays would be much the poorer had Coomara-
swamy excluded the kinds of phrases that surely just “camne w him”;
but he, who wrate so mavingly of the merriage of Manas end Vic, Mind
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and Veice, as the paternity of literature,” clearly welcomed such phrases
and hound theru to his purpese,

Such, then, aze the metaphvsical essays: on rhe one hand, encyclopedic
collections of rraditional data on a given theme, and on the other, the
meditative language of Coomaraswamy himself: often strictly inrellectual,
pursuing a thought through its chzrges, but at times poetic in the sense
that his being as a whole recorded its response to the 1decs being enter-
tained. The latter point has not frequently heen made concerning these
essays, as if, out of respect for a very greal mind, one should not mention
its instinctive support, its various marriages. As a young man, it is worth
roting, Coomaraswamy was a terrible poer. His actual verse, such of it
as was published, was stylistically an odd scramble of William Morris
ard Bengali love lyrics, The poetic prose of his late years, where it ap-
pears, resulted frem close work with rraditional texts such es the Rg Veda
2nd Upanisads, the Mathnawi of Rimi, and the Bible, all of which em-
ploy intenscly poeric language. They must little by little have tempered
his innate skill.

Coonaraswarty had intended to devote his years of retirerent (o coa-
templative discipline,'" as well as to trauslating anew certain Indian scrip-
ture. However, he died shortly before retiring from the Museum of Fine
Arts, He was a curious sort of pioneer, one who went backward to aban-
doned lands of the spiric. But he did so as 2 modern man, s burdened
as any of us, and the understandings that he found prampred him to say,
with the Uparisad,

All else is but a tale of knots.'

Roger Lipsey

9 Coomaraswamy discusses this in a number of places in thesz volumes, eg.,
“A Pigurs of Speech or a Figire of Thought?” Volume 1, 36 37,

1+ Cf, “The Szventieth Birthday Address,” Velume 2.

15 This line is from Cocrnaraswamy's translation of MU wvr34; of. "“Manas”
Volume 2, 2r1.
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Fizure (. Kandarya Mahadeo Temple, Khajuraho

An Indian Temple:

The Kandarya Mahadeo

The nature of the present symposium suggests the use of a single 1llus-
tration, but the reader is asked w undersiand thet my subject in the
oresent short article is really that of zhe Hindu temple, irrespective of
period and relarive complexity or simplicity. The choice of this subject
is one that is made especially appropriate by the recent [r946] publica-
tion of Dr. Stella Kramrisch's magnificent work, 1'he Hindix Temple.

It may be remarxed, in the first place, thar the most essential part of
the concept of a templc is that of aa altar on which. or a heardy in whidy,
offerings can be made to an invisible presence that may or may not be
represented iconogrephically, The types of the oldzsr shrines are rhose
of the “stone tables™ of megalithic cults and thosc of the stone altars of
tree or pillar cults;® or the shrine mayv be a hearth, the burnt offering
being conveyed to the gods with the sincke of the fire, Agni thus func-
tioning as missal prest. In all these cases the shrine, even when walled
or [enced abour, remains hypasthral.® apen ta the sky. On the other hand,
the oldest Indian type of sacred archizecture both enclosed and roofed
1s that of the radas (“seat,” the sacrificial ooeration being itself o sattra,
“session”) of the Vedic Sacrifice or Mass. Made only for temporary use,
this enclosure is a place “apart” (#iras, antarhita) o which the gods re-
sort and in which the Sacrificer, having put on the “garment of initiation
[Published both in Are in Americe, XXXV (1047), and in $ipi, 11 (1a47), the

article was Coomuseswany’s contriburion o the American review's special fssue on
the theme “Art as Syinbol.—gn.]

tCE [ Layard, Stons Men of Malekula (London, 1942), pp. 623, 501, 1 dulinens
#s clmars, used also as scats.

?Ct Coomaraswamy, Yakgas [1], 1028, p. 17.

PCL Ceomezraswarmy, “Early Indian Archircctre: 10, Bodhigharas,” 19300 The
Greek worc (as applied to Cynizs and Indiar Gymnosophusts) — abhokisike (as
applied to Buddhist monks); cf. rizwttacado {“whose roof has been opened cp,”
said of a Buddha).



THE INDIAN TEMFLE

. . s .
and ardor,” <leeps, becoming “as 1t were one o= themselves™” for the time

heing; he becomes, indeed, an emhryn, and 15 '-dm.m from ,'Ehe sa;re;l
enclosure as from 2 womb.’ This “hut or hall is a mlcmcf:sm, of which
the corners, for example, are called the “four qu.ar.ttrs:'“ At the blj‘l‘:le
(ime, it must be recognized that no fundmlcm.:al dlst‘ll’\:tl-i)j cen be nr e
between the god-house as such and the dwellings o men, Iwherh;r d_'luts
or palaces, as 1s cvident in the case of t%mse cultutts, notably thc nd!}?,
in which the paterfamilias himsell oﬁiciatcs_ as household priest, daily
performing the Agnihotra in the domcstu? c1rFle_ .

In addition :o this, it mus: be sealized that in India, as clsewhere, not
only are temples mzde with hands. the universe 11 a hkcnes§, ‘mlt man
himself is likewise a microcosm and a “holy temple"’f or CJEY. of God
(brahmapura).” The body, the temple, arIuJ _thc universe bemgv.t:klnils
analogous, it follows that whatever worship 1s o?imlra‘:dly and “*«15. !,i
performed can also be celebrated inwa:ﬁly and 111\'1511_)1:,'. the ,lgrm
ritual being, in fact, no mors than « ool or suppo:t _ot contemplation,
the external means having (just es had been the case in Greece) [ur its
“end aad aim the knowledge of Him wha is the First, tac Lt.ard1 and th:
Intelligible™—as distingnished from thc.\’151b]e. It.lS re:ogmzc.r_ :ﬂt_:(.-,h(‘)
course, that the “whole carth is diving,” L&, potentlaﬂy an alLa;,_'l?ut t_;t
a place is necessarily selected and prepared for an Iactual Sacrifice, t i
validity of such a site depending not vpon the site itself but on thar.l of
the sacerdotal art; and such a site is always thearezically botl: on a high
place and at the center or navel of the carth, with an eastward onenti;
tion, since it is “from the cest westwards that the gods come unto men.

It is constantly cmphasized, accerdingly, thar th; Sacnu;:: is cssentmljl‘,'
a mental operation, to be performed both putwardly 3["1d ln\lvardb', or in
anv case inwardly. It is prepered by the Sacrificer’s ‘whole r:u.ud -.111@
w};olc self”” The ISac:iﬁcer is. as it were, emptied cut of hﬂimslieli, Ellldh is
himself the r=al victim.”® The true ead of the cult is one o reintegrannn
and resurrection, attainable not by a merely mecharical perlormance qf
the service, but by a full realization of its signi.:lca.nce, or even by this
comprehension alone.”” The Agnihotra, or burnt offering, for example, may

+60 mnr.o8, nrraaf; TS virts, Viiss.

5TS vn1.r.r. with Leith’s comment in HOS, KIX, 483, 11 4.

&y Cor 3115, 7. '{}V w230 CU voni.i-s.
9 Plutarch, Moralia 3524 ] 9 5P 1.1.2.24, ULT.L.I, 4
1050 (4171, (L3420, NLETY, Y5153

1150 x.4.2.31, X4.3.24.
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be—and 1s [ur the comprehensor—an interior self-sacrifice, in which the
heart is the altar, the cuter man the offering, and the flame the dompted
self2?

The human frame, the constructed temple, and e vnivesse being
analogical equivalents, the parts of the temple correspond to those of the
human body no less than 1o those of rhe universe izself.'® All these di-
mensioned (mirmita, vimita) forms are cxplicitly “houses,” indwelt and
filled by an invisible Presence and representing its possibilities of mani-
festation in time and space; their raison d'éere is that it may be known.
For this unifying and constructive Principle, the Spirit or Sclf of all
heings, is only apparently confin=d by ‘ts habitations which, like cther
images, serve as supports of contemplation, none being ends in them-
selves but mare or less indispensable means to liberation from every sort
of enclosure. The pasition, in other words, is primarily iconolatrous, but
teleologically iconoclastic.

Each of the “houses” we aze considering s dimensioned and limited
in six directions, nadir, quarters, and zenith—the feer, floor, n- earth:
bulk, irterior space, or atmaspheric space; and cranium, roof, or sky—
defining the extent of this man, this church, and this werld respectively.
Here we can consider only une or two oarticular aspects of rthese and
other analogies. The remple has, for example, windows and doors from
which the ‘ndweller can look out and go forth, or conversely return o
himsclf; and taese correspond in the Lody o the “doors of the senses™
through which one can look out in times of activity, or from which onc
can return to the “heart” of one's heing when the senses are withdrawn
from their cbjects, i.c., in concentration. There is, however, in theury,
ancther door or window, accessible crly by a “ladder” or the “rope” by
which our being is suspended fram above, and rhrough which one can

emerge from the dimensioned structurc so as to be 10 longer oa a level
with its ground, or within it, bur altogether above it, In man, this exit is
represented by the cranial foramen, which is st unclosed ar birth, and
is opened up again ar ceath when the skull is ritually broken, though as
regards it significance it may be keps open thraughout one’s life by
appropriate spiritual exercises, for this God-aperture (bruhmu-randkra)
corresponds ro the “point” or “eye of the heart,” the microcosmic City

"8A x; $B w5.3.12; S Lifo.

"8 CL Swella Kramrisch, The Hindu Temple (Calcuta, 1946), 1L, 357-61, “The
Tﬂmplc as Purasa.”
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of God (brakmapura) within us, from which the Spirit departs at
death.** Architccturally, the brahma-randhra or [orarnen of the human
cranium or man-made remple corresponds to the lufer, smoke hole, or
sicylight (Lichtloch) of the traditional house; and in some ancient and
even relatively modern Western temples, this oculus of the dome still
remains an open circular window, and the structure therefore remains
hyprerhral.’® In the carly Indian timbered domes, the opening above is
appercntly closed by the cirenlzr rool-plate (kapnikd) on which che rafters
rest like the spokes of a wheel or the ribs of an umbrella, but this place
is perforated, and in any case functions as 2 doorway or place of exit
through which the Perfecred (Arzhents) movers-at-will and “skyfarers”
are repearedly described as meking ‘heir departure; it is an “uppet doot”
(ugga-dvdra) ** In later Indian lith'c structures, in the same way the

1 BU 1.4.2; CU viLLi—4; Hamsa Up. 1.3. For the breaking of the skull, sec
Carnda Puring X.50-59, bhitva brahmarandhvakam, corresponding to Ehitva kom-
nikdmandalam architecturally (DaA r166) and to birea saryamandalam | “break-
ing through the solar disk™) microcosmicelly (MU vr30). In the Purdna, tais
“breaking threugh™ represents explicitly the rebirth of the deceased from the
sacrificial fire in whieh the body is burnt; cf. JUB nninz.

For the “eve cf the heart” cf. . A Cou.cnius, The Labyrinth of the World (163r,
based on [. V. Andreae, Cieis Christianus), Lr, Spinka {Chicago, 1942), chs. 37, 38, 20
(“in the vault of this my charnber, a large round windew above,” approachzhle nnly
by laddzrs; through 1t on he one hand Chiis: looks down from above, and on
the other “one could neer out into the beyond™).

1% For instance, the Roman Pantheon; cl. Piranesi's engraving of the Tempic della
Tossa. “Ewven today lest be [Terminus] see aught above him but the stars, have
temple roofs their tuny apermre” (“exiguum . . . [oramen,” Ovid, Fasti 11.667-668).
For Islamic architecture, cf. k. Diez in Ars Islamive, V (1938), 36, 45: “Space was
the primary problem and was placed ‘n reladon o, and dependence on, inanite
space by mcans of the widely open apeion in the zenith of the cupola, This relation
v open space was always emphasized by the skylight lantern in Western archi-
wcware. . . . Islamic art appears as the individuadon of its mctaphysical basis
{unendluhen Grund).”

18 §ee Cuumaraswamy, “The Symbolism of the Dome,” “Pili kunniki,” and
“Swayamérrmna: Janua Cocli” [all in this volume—epn.]; for the agga-dvira, ci.
Coomaraswamy, “Sume Sources of Buddhist Ieonography,” 1043, D. 473 1. I2-
For the exit via the roof, cl. Odyssey 1320 where Athene, leaving Odysszus’ house,
“few Tike 2 bird through the oculus™; Crass and Slover, Ancient Irich Tales (10307,
p. 92, “And hs [the god Mider| carried her [Etain] off through the smokehole
of the house . . . and they saw wo swans cizcling’; and H. Rink, Tales and Tradi-
tions of the Eskimo (Tondon and Ediuburgh, 1875), pp. fo, 61, when “the anzakok

[sheman| had to make a flight, he started through an opening which appeared
of itelf in the roof”

It is through the cosmic opening tha: the Man, tle Scn of God, looks down, and de-
scends (Hermes, Lib. 1.74). And just as the kanniki is a symbol of samadhi, "syn-

5

KANDARYA MAHADEOQ

summit of the spire is apparently closed by a circular stone slab (@malakz)
but this, tou, Is perforated for the reception of the tenon of the finial Irh;:;
prol?ngs the central axis of the whole structure; and the term émkm‘:z-
randhra remains in use. Finally, in the world of which thc-skv 13 the
roof, the Sun himself is the Janua Cozli, the “gateway of liberation” (ml?(,s
dvdra), the orly way by which to break out of the. dimensioned un.iver y
and so “sscape altogether.™? R -
We have considered so far the altar (always in some sense a sacrificial
hearth, analogous to the heart) and the oculus of thz dome (:;lwavs n
sowne scnse a symbol of the Sun) as the proximare and ultimare go;;lq of
Fhe worshiper who comes to visit the deity, whose man—mad; “hoﬁsc”
s the ternple, there to devote himsel”. The'altar, like the sacred hearth
15 always theorctically at the center or navel of the carth, and the S-’Jl'-’;
eye of the dome is zlways in the center of the ceiling or c;efzfm irr-mc:;i—
ately above it; and these two are cannecred in principle, as in somr.-‘ early
structures they were in fact, by an axial pillar at once uniting and scpa:aifﬂ
ing floor and roof, and supperting the lazter; as it was in the beginnin -
v\‘fhcn 116':1'\«'&11 aud carth, that had been one, were “pillared apare™ by ngej-
C.-r?att?r.‘* Lt lslbyl' this pillar—regarded as & bridge™ or ladder, or, because
of its immareriality, as a bird on wings,*® and regarded :n any case from

thesis,” so is this Greek a " ny,” i
ciifee Passaniss, v i mgsy T Tresnies s, Tof the whoe
. 1t connectinn with the term agga-deara it may be obscrved that a = ugr
(C,E ﬁj?t% i!.'?:c]a;ecbﬁs 2470 and Phile, De opifices ﬂf‘»ﬁ.‘:di 713, "5un‘.mit,”gidpﬁcdi?i::‘;"f
o 1'; "t;;.j; E:?Sn).l?, ]{:)-TH..M?-)? wha "Jp;lm the dvors of nerelioy™ (Vin
N IC‘};rist f }? dn-(_-lb‘ in this sense a “Door-God,” like Agni (AB 11.42)
N i . {fa 0 1035, Suern. Fr'xet‘;{. {;1.49.5)_, this Jauua Cocli being the door
; ich the Bluddh.:us are said to stand and koock (8 10.58).
g[ai’r;:ll?f Ec;un’icnt I1'.):1451tclr;al wi}l rhc Zound in P Sarwori, “Das Dach im Volks-
re‘-icweé b,_,.:-:g. Rc',s Cereins {. qu.f_{)_{wzdc‘, XXV {1015), 228-241; K, Rhamm as
e, Oy E. ditFL.r von 'Gcrajr_l:, ibad., XXVI (191€) ; R. Guérun, “Le Symbolisme
o .I[Ic;m_ ey tradisondles, XLIT (1y38); F. . Trisch, “False Doors in
Avm’u’:é.:m;-; u,l.;.X_l_I;I. (194_5?), 113-115; and more generally in W, R. Lethaby,
T : a»‘{mf‘.;m, wnd] Mysﬁ_ (New York, 18gz2).
ron 1\,11.35, Lz, d11u'uug_1“Ll1c midst of the Sun.” JTUB 6.1, the Janua Ceeli, TU3
1 ﬁ,‘; 154 arc 5, or the Suuduu:r” of MU vi.3c and Mund, Up, 1.2.1L .
i yf:.r{::m. In general, L]lt: aulual culumn of the universe is a pillar (mira
” Sr_;l‘;;— “ zlis., {ni(;mb]ar_z_.. :gc.) of Fire fRV L5t s, X.56) or Life (RV x,5‘6]'
Bl :v.;; 22)3 }]_:] B 1.‘19‘.11'0‘), 3rcall_1 or Spirit (ranih, passira), ie., he Self (azman,
gty (:_;f t[1~ ‘c. primordial separation of heaven and eart is cormon to the ereation
¢ whole world.

IQD. L C _ v ¢ o M
w0ph v-3.E‘C)c:-mdl‘.lswarn‘, “The Perilous Biidge of Welfare," HJAS, VIII (1044).
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its base, for “there is no side parh here in the world™—that the “hard
ascent after Agni” (ddrohana, agner anvirohak)® must be made from
helow to the Sundoor above; an ascent that is also imitated in countless
climbing rites, and notzhly ‘n that of the ascent of the sacrificial post
(ydipa) by the Sucr ficer who, when he reaches its summir and ruises his
head above its capital, says on behalf of himself and his wifc: “We have
veached the heaven, reached the gods; we have become immor:zls, be-
come the children of Prajapati.”® For them the distance that separates
heaven from earth is temporarily annihilated; the bridge lics behind them.

The nature and [all significance of the cosmic pillar (skambha), the
Axis Mundi referred to above, can best be grasped [rom its descripticn 1n
Atharva Veda x.7 and 8** or undersicod in terms of the Islamic doctrine
of the Qutb, with which the Perfect Man 1s identified, and on which all
things turn. In the Vedic Sadas it is represented by the king-post (sthéina-
rdja, or fala-vemsa) that the Sucrificer himsclf erects, and that stands for
the Median Breath,?® in the same way as within man, s the axial prin-
ciple of one’s own Lfe and being® In the Vedic (Fire-) altar, a con-
structed image of the universe, this is also the axial principle rhat passes
through the three “self-perforated bricks” (swayamatrund), of which the
uppermost corresponds o the Sundour of the lazer texts; it is an axis
that—like Jacob’s ladder—is the “way up and down these worlds.” In
visiting the deity whose image or symbol has becr: set up in the womb
of the temple, the warshiper Is returning to the heart and center of his
own being o perform a devotion tha: prefigures his ultimate resur-
rection and regeneration from the funeral pyre in which the last Sacri-
fice is made.

We are thus brought back again to the concepr of the three analogous -
sodily, architectural, and cosmic—houses” that the Spirit oz Life inhabits
and fills: and we recognize at the same time that the values of the oldest

MU vr.30.

2T veby AB v.zo—22.

TS 179, v.6.8, vib42; SB v21TS Cf. Coomaraswaily, ‘Seapamairane:
Janua Cocli” [in this volume—en.].

AV x7.35 and 8.2, “Ths shambha sustains both heaven and earth . . . and
Fath inhabired all cxistences. . . . Whereby these twain are oillared apart, thercin
is all this that is enspirited (@mmneat), all that breathes and hlinks.”

20 AR 1ILI.g, ML2.T: SA vin; cf. Cocmaraswamy, “Tie Sunkiss’” Tg40, 2. 58, 0. 30,

26 3| ) 12,1, where in the subde and gross bodies of individuals, “rhe Median
Breath is the pillar” (madhyamul pravag . .. thiana).

8

KANDARYA MAHADEO

archizectaral symbolisra arc preserved ia the latest buildings and serve
to explain their use. 1 shall only emphssize, in conclusion, what has
already been impliec, that the Indian aschitectural symbolism brictty
vutlined abeve is by no means peculiarly or exclusively Indian, but rather
worldwide. For example, that the sacred structure is ¢ microcosm, tas
world in a likeness, 's cxplicit among the American Indians; as remarked
by Sartori, “Among the Huichol Indians . . . the temple is considered as
an image of the world, the rool as heaven, and the ccremonies which
are enacted during the construction almost all relate ta this mezning,™"
and as related by Speck in his descriprion of the Delaware Big-Llouse,
“the Big-House stauds {or the universc; its floor, the earth; its tour walls,
the four quarters; its vault, the sky-dome atep, where resides the Creator
in his irdefinable supremacy . . . the centre-post is the stall of the Great
Spirit with its foot upon the carth, with its pinnacle reaching to the hand
of the Supreme Being sitting on is threne.”* Tn the same way, from the
Indian poinr of view, it is suid with respect to the way up and down that
“within these two movements the Hindu temple has its being; its central
pillar is erected from the heart of the Vaswpurusa in the Brahmasthina,

% “Ep effer, il est bien connu que la construction de aurel du feu est un sasrifice
personnel déguisé. . . . L'activité artistique de UInce $'sst tonjours ressentie, aous
l'avons reconnu, de ce que la premidre oeuvre d'ars brihmanique ait €€ un autel
atr le donstaire, autrernent dit le cacrinant, s'unissait 4 son diei,” Paul Mus, Bara-
bodeer (Parss, 1935), 1, *o2, *o4.

2% Sartori, “Das Dach im Volksglauben,” p. 233.

20 [} G, Speck, on the Delaware Indian big-nouse, cited from Publicatinns af the
Pennsylvania Historizal Commission, 11 (1g3r), by W. Schmudt, FHigh Gods in
Norgh Amevice (Oxford, 1933), 9. 75. Fr. Sehmidt remarks, p. 7, that “the elzwares
are perfestly right in affirming this, the fundamental importance of the centre-post,”
and points out that the same holds geod for many other Indian trines, amongst
whom “tlic centre-post of the ccremorial hus has a quite similar symbolizal Zune-
tion wnd s belongs to the eldest religions elements of Nerzh America”

On the importance of the center-post, of. also J. Strzygowski, Early Church Art
in Novthern Burope { New York, 1928), p. 141, in connzction with the mast.churches
of Nerway: “The steeple marking the apex of the perpendicular aus 2ppears to
be a relic of hie time when the only type was the one mast church” For China,
of. G. Lcke, “Once More Shen-T'uag Ssu and Ling Yen Sew," Monumenia Sertca,
VI1 (1942), 2y5 0. CL Uic invocatory verse of the Dasehumaracaritas “May the
stall of His [out, e Threestrider's (Visnu), beer thes across—viz. the staft of the
umbrella of the Brahrinda, the stalk of the Hundred-Sacrificer’s (Brahma’s)
cosmic lots, the mast of the ship of the carth, the Hug p(‘.-lc of the banner of the
nectarshedding river, the pole of the axis of the planstary sphere, the pillar of
victory over the taree worlds, ard dzath-dealing club of the foes of the gods—may
this be thy means of crossing over.”
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(rom the center and heart of existence on earth, and supports the Prasada
Purusa in the Golden Jar in the splendor of the Empyrcan.™

Finally, inasmuch as the temple is the universe in a likeness, its dark
interior is cccupied only by a single image or symbol of the informing
Spirit, while externally its walls are covered with representations of the
Divine Powers in all their manifested multiplicizy. In visiting the shrine,
one proceeds inwards from multiplicity to unity, just as in contempla-
tion: and on returning again to the outer world, one sees that one has been
surrounded bv zll the innumerable forms that the Scle Seer and Agenr
within assumes in his playful activity. And this distinction between the
cuter world and the irner shrine of an Indian temple, into which one
enters “30 zs to be born again from its dark womb,™* is the same dis-
tinction Pletinus makes when he observes that the scer of the Supreme,
being one with his vision, “is like one who, heving penetrated the inner
sanctuary, leaves rhe remple images behind him—though these beconie
ance more first objects of regard when he leaves the holies; tor There his
converse was not with image, not with trace, but with the very Truth.”*

The deity who assumes innumerable forms, aud has no form, is cne
and the same Purusa, and to worship in sither way leacs to the same
liberation: “however men approach Me, even so do 1 welcome them.™
In the lust analysis, the ritual, like that of the old Vedic Sacrifice, is an
interior procedure, of which the outward forms are only a support, in-
disaensable for those who—heing still on their way—have not yet reached
its end, but that can be dispensed with by those who have already found
the end, and who, though they may be still in the world, are not of it.
In the meantime, there can be no greater danger or hindrance than that
of the premature iconoclasm of those who still confuse their own exist-
ence with their own being, and have nat yet “known the Self”; these are
the vast maiori:}', and for them the tcmplc and all its ﬁgura:ions are
signposts on their way,

20 Kramrisch, The Hindu Temple, 11, 361.

8 Jhid., p. 358,

#2 Plotinus, Enneads v.Q.11.
# BCG 1v.IT,
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A Figure of Speech or a
Figurc of Thought?”

‘Eyar 88 réxvm o kadd, U dv ) dAoyer maaypa.
S
Plate, Gargias 40547

We are peculiar people. T say this with reference to the fact that whereas
almost all other peoples have called their theory of art or expression a
“rhetoric” and have thought of arr as a kind of knowledge, we have 1n-
vented an “acsthetic” and think of art as a kind of feeling,

The Greek original of the word “aesthetic”
cerses, especially by feeling. Aestheric experience is a [aculty that we share
wirth animals and vegetables, and is irrational, The “aesthetic soul” 15 that
part of our psychic makeup that “senses” things and reacts to them: in
ather words, the “sentdmental” part of us. To identify our approach to
art with the pursiit of these reactions is not to make art “fine” but to
apply it only to the life of pleasure and to cisconnect it from the active

means perception hy rhe

and contemplative lives,

Our word “acsthetic,” then, takes for granted what is now commenly
assumed, viz. that art is evoked by, and has for its end w express and
aga'n cvoke, emotions. In this connection, Alired North Whizehead has
remarked that “it was a tremendous discovery, how tn excite emozions

[This essay was writlen for Figures of Speech ov Figures of Thought: Collected
Essayi on the Tradifonal or “Normul” View of Are (Londen, 1946) —ED.]

! Quirtilian 4117, “Figara? Quae? cum orationis, tum etiam s=ntentiac?” f.
Pleto, Repudlic Go1s.

2T carnot farly give the name of ‘ar? to anyth:ng irrational” CE Lawss Sgoo,
“Law and art are children of the intellect” (vads). Sencation (alcners) and
pleasure (fbory) arc irrational (JAoyss: see Timaens 284, 47p, 60p). In the
Gergias, the irrztional is that which cannor give an account of itself, that which is
unreasonzble, has no raison d’éere. See also Phile, Legam Allegoriarum 1.4%, “For
as grass is the food of irrational beings, so kas the sensibly-perceptible (76 alofiyrey)
been ass'gned to the irrational part cf the soul.”™ Alofiyeis is just what the biologist
now calls “irritability,”
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for ~heir own sake””® We have gonc on to invenr z science of our likes
and dislikes, = “science of the soul,” psvchology, and have substituted
psycholngical explanations for the traditional conception of art as an
intellectual virtue and of beauty as pertaining to knowledge.” Qur cur-
rent resentment of meaning in =1t is as strong as the word “aesthetic”
implies. When we speak of a work of art as “significant” we try to forget
that this word can only be used with a following “of,” that expression
can be significant only of scme thesis that was to be expressed, and we
overluok that whatever does not mean something 1s Iiterally in-significant.
1f, indeed, the whole end of art were “to express emotion,” then the
degree of our emotional reaction. would be the measure of beauty and all
judgment would be subjective, for there can be no disputing about tastes.

.

It should be remembered tha: a reaction is an “affecrion,” and every al-
fection a passion, that is, sorcthing passively suffcred or undergone,
and not—as in the operation of judgment—an activity on our part”
To equate the love of art with a love of fine sensations is tw muke of
works ol art a kind of aphrodisiac, The words “disinterested aesthetic
contemplation” are a contradiction in terms and a pure non-sense.
“Rheroric,” of which the Greek original means skill in public speak-
ing, implies, on the other hand, a theory of art as the effective expression
of theses. There is a very wide difference between what is said for effecr,
and what is said or made Lo be ¢fJeciive, and must work, or would not
have been worth saying or making. It is true that there is a so-called
rhetoric of the production of “effects,” just as there is a so-called postry
that consists ouly of emotive words, and a sort of painting that is merely
spectacular; but this kind of eloquence that makes use of fgures for their
awn sake, or merely ro display the artist, or t betray the truth lu courts
of law, is not properly a rhctoric, but a sophistic, ar art of dattery. By
“rhetoric” we mean, with Plato and Aristotle, “the art of giving effective-
ness to truth.”® My thesis will be, then, that if we propose to use or un-
derstard any works of art (with the possible exception ot contemporary

* Quored with approval hy Herhert Read, Ar and Secicry (New York, 1037),
. B4, from Alfred Nerth Whitchead, Religéon in the Making (New York, 1026).

*Sum. Theal. 1-11.57.3c (art is an intellectual virtue); 15.4 ad 1 (beauty pertzins
tn the cogritive, not the appetitive faculty).

5 “Pathalogy . . . 2. The study af the passions or emotions™ (The Gxford Englizh
Thetionary, 1933, V1T, 554). The “psychology of art” is not 2 science of art but of
the way in which we are affected by werks of zri. An affection (wdfnua) is pas-
sive; making or doing (rninpa, épyar) is an activity,

5 See Charles Sears Baldwin, Medieval Rhetoric and Poeric {New York, 1gz8),
p. 3. “A real art of speaking which dozs not lay hold upon the wurh does nor exist
and never will” (Phaedrus 2608; cf. Gorgias 463-465, 5130, 5174, 527¢, Laws 9378).
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works, which may be “unintell:.gible’™), we ought ro abandon the term
“aesthetic” in its present applicarion and return to “rhetoric,” Quintilian’s
“bene dicendi seientia”

It mav be objected by those for whom art is not a languge but & spec-
racle that rhetoric has primarily to do with verbal eloquence anc not with
the life of works of art in general. I am not sure thar =ven such objectors
would really agree to describe their owi works as dumb or ineloquent.
But however this may be, we must afirm that the principles of art are
not altered by the variety of the material in which the arist works—
materials such as vibran: air in the case of music or poetry, human flesh
on the stage, or stone, metal, clay in architecture, sculpture, and pottery.
Nor can one material be called more beavtiful than unother; you cannot
make a better sword of gold than of steel. Indeed, the material as such,
being relatively formless, is relatively ugly. Art implies rransformation
of the material, the impression of a new [orm on material that had been
more or less formless; and it is precisely in this sense that the creation
of the world frem a completely formless matter is called & “work of
adornment.”

There are good reasons for the fact that the theory of art has generally
been stated in terms of the spoker (or secondarily, writlew) word, It is,
in the first place, “by & word conceived in intellect” that ths artist,
whether human or divine, works.® Again, those whose nwn art was, like
mine, verbal, naturally discnssed the art of verbal expression, while thase
who worked iu other materials were not also necessarily expert in “logi-
cal” formulation. And fnally, the art of speaking can be better under-
stood by all than could the art of, let us say, the potter, because all men
make usc of speech (whether rhetorically, to communicate a meaning,
or sophistically, to exhibit themselves), while relatively [ew are workers
in clay.

All our sources are conscious of the fundamenral identity of all the

" See E, P, Rothschild, The Meaning of Uninteltigihility tn Modern Art (Chicago,
1034), p. of. “The course of arristic achievement was the change from the visuzl as
a mcans of comprehending the nonvisual to the visual as an erd in iself and the
abstract structure of physical forms as the purely artistic franscendence of the
visual . . . g #ranscendence witerly alien and wminteihigible o the average [sc. nor-
mal] man” (F. de W. Belman, criticizing E. Kahler's Man the Measure, in Journal
of Philesophy, XLI, 1044, 134-135; italics mine).

® Sum, Theel, 1.45.6¢, “Artifex autem per verbum in -nrellectu eonceptum et per
amorem suae volurtatie ad aliquid relatum, aperarur”; 11g.8c, “Artifex opcratur
per suum incellectum™; 145.7¢ “Forma artificiat =st ex conceptione artificis.” See
also St. Bonaventura, Il Sentemtigram 11.1.1 ad 3 and 4, “Agens per intellecram
producic per formas.” Informality is ugliness.
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arts. Plato, for example, remarks that “the expert, who is intent upon the
best when he speaks, will surely not speak at random, but with an end
in view; he is just like a’l those orher arrisrs, the painters, builders, ship-
wrights, etc.;* and again, “the productions oz all arts arc kinds of poetry,
and their craftsmen ars all poets,” in the broad sense of the word.

“Deminrge” (Anueovpyés) and “rechnician” (rexwirns) are the ordinary

Greck words for “artist” (artifes’), and under these headings Plato in-

A

cludes not only poets, painters, and musicians, but also archers, weavers,
embroiderers, potters, carpenters, sculptors, [armers, doctors, hunters,
and above zll those whose art 1s governmenr, only making a distinction
between creatinn (dquovupyin) and mere labor (xepovpyia), art (téxvn)
and artless industry (drexvos 7p37) . All these artists, insofar as they
are really makers and not merely industr:cus, insofar as they are musical
and therefore wise and good, and insofar as they are in possession of
their art (¥vrexros, of. &feos) and governed by it, arc infallible*® The
primary meaning of the word ocgia, “wisdom,” is that of “skill,” just
as Sanskrit Zaufalam is “skill” of any kind, whether in making, doing,
or knowing.

Now what are all thess arts far? Always zrnd only to supply a real
or an imagined nezd or deficiency on the part of the human parron, for
whom as the collective consumer the artist works,'® When he 1¢ working
for himsel?, the artist as a human heing is alsn a consumer. The necessi-

¥ Gorgiar 503E. 10 Sypmpostum 2050

11 See, for example, Swatesman 2508, Phaedrus 3608, Laws 9384 U'he word rpi3y
literally means “u rubbing” and is an exact equivalent of our modern expressian
“a grind” [Cf, Hippocratss, Fractzres 772, “shamcful and artiess,” and Ruskin’s
“Industry withouat art is brutality.”) “For all well.governed pecples there is a wnrk
enjoined upon each man which he must perform” {Repablic a06c). “Leisure” is the
opportunity to do this werk without interference (Repadlic 370c). A “work for
leisure” s one requiring undivided attention (Euripides, Andromache 532), Plaww's
view of work in no way differs from thet of Hesied, who says that work 1 no
reproach but the best gift of the gods to men (Works and Days 205-296), When-
ever Pleta disparages the mechanical arts, it is with reference 1o the kinds of work
that previde for the well-bzing of the body enly, and do not at the same time pro-
vide spiritual food; he does net connect culiure with idleness,

1% Repadlic 342nc. What is made by art is correctly mace (Aleibiades 1.108). It
will follow that those whe are in possession of and governed by their art and not
by their own irrational impulses, which yearn for innovations, will operate in the
same way (Repudlic 349 350, Laws 6ficn). “Art has fixed ends and ascertained
means of operation” {Swim, Theol, wings.4 ad 2, 49.5 ad 2). It is in the same way
that an oracle, spzaking ex cathedra, is iafallible, but not so the man when speaking
for himself, This is similarly true ia the case of a guru,

1 Republic 3bque, Statesman anacp, Epinomis g75¢.
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ties to be served by art may appear to be matcrial or spiritual, but as
Plato insists, it is one and the same art—or a combination of both arts,
oractical and philosophical—that must serve both body and soul il it is
to be admitted in the ideal City** We shall see presently that to proposz
to szrve the two cnds separately is the peculiar symprom of our moadern
“heartlessness.” Qur distinction of “fine” from “applicd” art (ridiculous,
because the fine art itself is applied to giving pleasure) is as though “not
by bread alonc™*® had meaut “by cake” for the elite that go to exhibitions
and “bread alcne” Zor the majority and usually for all. Plato’s music and
gymnastics, which correspond to what we seem to intend by “Ine” and
“applied” art (since orc is for the soul and the other for the body), are
never divorced 1n his theory of education; to follow one alonc leads to
efleminacy, o follow only the athear, ro hruralirys rhe render artist is no
more a man than the tough ethlete; music must be realized in bodily
graces, and physical power should be exercised only in measured, not
ir. violent motions.'"

It would be superfluous to cxplain what arc :he material necessities
ta he served by art: we need only remember that a censorship of what
ought or ought not to be made at all should correspond o our knowledge
of what is good or bad for us. It is clear that a wise government, cven a
government of rhe free by the free, cannot permit the manufacture
and sale of products that arc necessarily injuricus, however profitable
such manufacture may be to those whose interest it is to sell, but must
insist upon those standards of living to secure which was once the func-
tion of the guilds and of the individual artist “inclined by justice, which
rectifies the will, to do his work fa:chfully.”™

As for the spiritual cnds ol the arts, what Plato savs is thatr we are
endowed by the gods with vision and hearing, and harmony “was given
by the Muses ro him that can use them intellectually (uerd vot), not as
an aid to irrational pleasure (Hdor dhovos), as is nowadays supposed,

M Republic 3084, 4011, 505 6075 Laws 656

1 Deuz. 8:3, Luke 2:4.

“"Repm}f:'c 3765, 410a—4128, 521E-5224, Lures 073a. Plaw always has in view an
atminment of the “best” for both the body and the soul, “since for any single kind
to be left by irself purz and isolated is not gocd, rur alicgelier possivle” (PAflebus
638; cb. Reperdlic scg-410). “The anc meaas of salvaton from these evils is reithe-
to exercise the soul without the body nor the body without the soul® (Timacus 88n).

Y Sum, Theol. 11157.3 ad 2 (based on DPlate’s view of justice, wlich assigns 1o
#very man the work for which he is naturally fiteed). None of the ars pursues it

own good, but only the patron’s (Repadlic 3425, 347a), which lies in the excellence
of the product.
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Lut to assist the soul’s intcrior revolution, to restore it 10 ordclr and con-
cord with itsclf. And because of the want of measurc and lack of graces
in most of us, rthyrhm was given us by the same gods for the same
ends”;** and that while the passion (mdfin) ﬂ:u\kcd{ by a .comp(‘)smc‘-.r_
of sounds “furnishes a pleasure-of-Lhe-senses (Iﬂbom? to the Llﬂiﬁff:il_l:
gent, it (the composition) bestows on the intelligent thar hEaI_?icasc ma.l
is induced by the imitation of the civine harmony pro.duccd in morta
motions.” This last delight or gladness that is cxpcnenc.ed w_‘hen we
hartake of the [east of rcason, which 15 also a comrrlmmluu, is not a
passiva but an ecstasy, a going ot of ourselves and being in the spirit:
1 condition insusceprible of analysis in terms of the pleasure or pan
that can be felt by sensitive bodies or souls. _

The soulful or sentimental self enjoys itself in the aESFthlF surfaces
of natural or artificial things, to which it is akin; the mtfjhcc;mal or
spiritual self enjoys the'r order and is anuTlshed by what in therff u
zkin to it. The spirit is much rather a fastidious tb:m a sensitive entry;
it is not the physical yualitics of things, but what is called -Eht’.lr scent or
flavor, ‘or example “the picture nat in the -;olors," or the unhear:i
music,” not a sensible shape but an intelligible form, th:.t. it tRS.IF‘.R. Plat}u 5
“heartsease” is the same as that “intellectual bearirade” wh1.c_1 Ind-mn
lictoric sces in the “tasting of the flavor” of a work cf art, an immediate
expericnce, and congenetic with the tasting of God* | .

This is, (hen, by no means an aesthetic or psychological experience
but imolies what Plato and Aristole call a katharsis, and.a "dcfeatlnf
the sensations of pleasure” or pain** Katharsis ,is a sacriﬁgal purgation
and purification “consisting in a separation, as Zar as that is p0?51b]e,. of
the soul from the bodv”; ir is, in other words, lsind of dying, that kln.d
of dying to which the philosopher’s life is dediﬁsrad.” Tl‘ac P]IaFon;c
batharsis implies an ecstasy, or “standing aside” of the encrgetic, spintual,
ond imoerturbable self from the passive, aesthetic, and r.mtur:ﬂ self, ¢
“heing but of onesclf” that is a being “in one’s right mind” and real

13 Timasus aynv; of, Laws O50E, on Jie chant R
' + ~ . s TR . . . L' i
19 Timaens Row, echoed in Quinulian me117, docti rationem componendi int
, etiam ircoct v tem.” Cl. Tiémacres 47, GoD.

zunt, etiam irencri voluptaiem. Cl. Timiew 9o o .

20 Szhitye Darpava wni-3; cf. Covwaraswemy, The Transformation of Naitre
in Art, 1034, Dp. 4857, . . , .

G L.;w.r 84cc. On Ratharsis, sec Plato, Soplist 226227, Phaedrus 243am, Phaedo
G6=67, B2, Republic 300¥; Aristolle, Poetics vi.z.1440b.

22 Pliaedo 670,
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Self, that “in-sistence” that Plato has in mind when he “would be born
again in heauty inwardly,” and calls this a sufficient prayer.®

Plata rebukes his much-beloved Homer for attributing o the gods
and heroes all-too-human passions, and far the skillful imitations of these
passions that are so well calculated w0 arouse our owa “sym-pathies.”™!
The katharsis of Plato's City is to be eflected not by such exhibitions
as this, but by the banishment of artists who allow themselves to imirare
all sorts of things, however shameful. Our own novelists and biographers
would have beer the first to go, while among modern poets it 15 not easy
to think of any but William Merris of whom Plato could have heardly
approved.

'L'he katharsi; of the City parallels that of the individuzl; the emotiors
are tradidonally connected with the vrgaus ol evacuation, precisely be-
cause the cmotions are weste products, It is difficult to be sure oz the
exact mezaning of Aristatle’s better-known definition, in which tragedy
“by its imitation ol pity and (car effects a katharsis from thesc and like
passions,”™® though it is clear that for him too the purification 1s from
the passions (waflpara); we must bear in mind that, for Aristotle,
tragedy 1s still essentially a represenration of actions, and net of char-
acter. It is certainly not a periodical “outlet” of—thar is to say, indulgence
in—our “pent-up” emotions that can bring about an emancipation [rom
thems; such an outlet, like a drunkard’s bout, cen be only a temporary
satiation.*® In what Plato calls with approval the “more austere” kind

2 Phaedrus 27upcy so also Hermes, Lib xu3, 2, ‘1 have passed Zorth out of
myszlf,” and Chuang-tzu, ch. 2, “Today 1 buried myself” Cf. Cocmarasway, “On
Bemng in One’s Right Mind,” 1042,

2 Republic 380-308.

25 [Aristotle, Poerzcs vi.2.1440k].

2 The aesthetic man is “one who is tco weak o stand up ageinst pleasure and
pain” [ Repuflic 556c). If we think of impassibility [dérd@ea, not whar we mean
by “apathy” but a being superior @ the pulls of pleasure and pain: cf. BG 11.50)
with horror, it is becauss we should be “unwilling 10 live withour hunger and
thirst and the like, if we could not alse suffer (wdoxw, Skr. &adh) the nawral
consequences of these passions,” the pleasures of eatng and drinking and enjoying
fine colors and sounds (Philebus 548, 558). Our attituds o pleasures and pains is
always passive, if not, indeed, masochistic. [Cf. Cocmaraswamy, Time and Erernity,
147, p. 73 and notes.]

It s very clear frem Republic 506 that the enjoyment of an 2motional sworm
is just what Platc does not mean by a kafharsis; such an indulgence merely fosters
the very feelings that we are trying to suppress. A perfect parallel is found in the
Milinda Penho (Mil, p. 75); it is asked, of tears shed for th= cearh of a mother or
shed for love of the Truch, which can be called a “cure™ (bhesajjam)—i.c. for man's
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of poctry, we are sresurned to be enjoying a feast of reason I'd‘l_l'lt'l' than
o “break-fast” of sensations. His kutharses is an cestasy or liberation of the
“immorcal soul” from the affections of the “mortal,” a cnnceptign ol
emancipation that is closely parallzied in the Indian texts in which lbera
tion is realized by a process of “shaking off one’s badies.”" The rcgdgr or
spectator of the imization of & “myth” is to be rapt away Fro.m his habitual
and passible personali-y and, just as in all vther sa.cnnc:allrltua%s, becomes
a god for the durarion of the rite and only returns to himself whenﬂ the
site is relinquished, when the epiphany is t an end and the curtain zalls.

Ve must rememher that all artistic operations were originally rites, and
rhat the purpose o the rite (as the word reher] implies) is 1o sacrilice
the old and to bring into being a new and moc perfect man.

W= can well imagine, then, what Plato, stating a philosophy of art
that is not “his own” bur intrinsic to the Philosophia Perenais, would
have thought of our aesthet'c interpretutivns aad of our contcntio.n t‘hat
the 1ast end of art is simply to please. For, as he says, “ornament, painfing,
and music made arly to give pleasure” are just “toys.”* The ‘.‘lm_'er u:-f_
art,” in other words, is a “playboy.” It is admirted that 2 majority. of
men judge works of art by the pleasure they afford; but rather rhan sink
to such a level, Socrates says 20, “not even ‘f all the vxen and horses and
animals in the world, by their pursuit of pleasure, oroclaim that such
is the criterion.”® The kind of music of which he approves is not a
multifarious and changeshle but a canonical music:* not tac scund of
“paly-harmonic” instruments, bur the simple music {amhéns) -?E the
lyre accompaniec by chanting “Celiberately designed to produce in ll'!.C
coul that symphony of which we have been spcaking”;® not the music
of Marsyzs the Satyr, but that of Apolle.”

All the arts, without exception, are imitative. The work of art can
only be judged as such (and incependently of its “value”) by the degree
to which the model has heen correctly represented. The beaury of the

mortalitv—and it is poinzed out that the former are fevered, the lawer cool, and that
it 15 what cools that cures.

9T JUB ni3ea and 302 BU rp3-4; CU viLiz: Svet. Up. veag. CL Phaeds
65 €q.

28 Statesman 288¢.

% Philebus 67s.

80 Republic jco-g04; of Taws G5CE, 660, 707-7949.

31 Laws 6391 see also notz 86, below.

82 Republic 300%; c&. Dante, Faradiie LI3-21
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work 1s proportionate to its accuracy (6pfdrms = integritar dve per-
fectio), or truth (ahqflea = veritas). In cther words, the artist’s judg-
ment of his own work by the criterion of art is 2 criticism based upon
the prosortion of essentlal to actual [orm, paradigin o imege, “Tindtation”
(utpnois), a word that can be as easily misunderstood as 3:. Thomas
Aquinas’s “Art 1s the imitation of Nature in her mznner of operarion,”*
can be mistaken to mean that thas is the best art that is “truest zo nature,”
as we now use the word in its most limited sense, with reference no: to
“Mother Nature,” Natura naturans, Creawrix Universalis, Deus, but
whatever 15 presented by our own immediate and nazurel environment,
whether visually or otherwise accessible to ahservation (aiafyaie). In this
connection it 1s important aot to overlook that the delineatior: of character
(nfos) in litergture and painting is, just a3 much ns the represzntation
of the lcoking-glass image of a physiognomy, an empirical and realistiz
procecure, dependent on observation. 5t. Thomas's “Nature,” on ths
other hand, is thar Nature “to find which,” as Meister Eckhart says, “all
der florins must be shattered.”

The imitation or “re-presentation” of a model (cven a “presented”
mr}de[) involves, indeed, =z likeness (c')uofa_, similitudo, Skr. ;‘id_rj}.a),
but Lardly what we useally mean by “verisimilizude” (duacdrgs). What
is traditionally meant by “likeness” 1s not a copy but an image akin
(ovyyerns) and “zqual” (fmras) to irs model; in other wards, a nat-
ural and “ad-cquatc” symbol of its referent. The representation of a
man, Zor example, mus: really correspond to the idea of the man, but
must not look so like him as w deceive the eye; for the wark of arr, as
regards its form, is a mind-madc thing and aims a: thc mind, but an
illusion is no more intelligible than the natural object it mimics. The
plaster cast of @ man will not be a work of art, but the representation
of a man on wheels where verisimilituds would have requirec feet may
be i entrely adequare “imirarion™ well znd truly made.®

% Arstotle, Physics 121942 20, § téyey mpeita. v pima—both employing
suitable means toward a known cnd.,
. B Art is iconcgraphy, the making of imesges or copies of some model (Tapd-
Sceypa), whether visinle (presented) or invisible (contempleted): see Platu, Re-
Pffﬂ:‘c 3738, 377E, 29z2-307, ccz, Lews €Oy=Glg, Stwevmun 300u, Cratylus 33ga,
T!f?_aa:ew 2848, s28C, Sophist 3340, 236c; Ariswotle, Poeges 17=2 In the same way,
lﬂd_lau works of art are called counterfeils or commensuratons (anukrii, tadiki
rata, pratiirti, prafibimba, pratimang), and likeuess (sarapya, sadriva) is demanded.
LQJS does not mean that it is a likeness in all respects that s needed o evoke the
original, but an cquality as to the whichness (rogofror, drov) and whatness
lrowdroy, oloy) or form (idéu) and force (Bivawms)—of the archerype, It is this
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It is wich perfect right that the mathﬁmaticign spcak‘s of a “beautiful

i ' it v bout “art.”® The beauty of the
equation” and feels for it what we feel abo Care T « {he
admirable equation is the atiractive aspect of its simplicity. It is a sing
form thet is the form of many different things. Ia thcl same Wy I}ﬁcauty
absolutely is the equation ThaL is the single form of all tbmgs, sthlch‘ are
thcmsel\';‘.s beautiful to the extent that they parricipate in ;hc 51mphc1}t]y
of their source. “The besauty of rhe straizghit lin§ and th.e cxr‘cle, and ; e
plane and solid figures formed from these 133:10{, like tha: of Dther
things, relative, but always absolutely h(“.{-llltli'l:ll. ?\ow we know t at
Pluto, who says this, is always pruising what ls‘anv:lent and de.precatmg%
innovaticrs (o which the causes are, 1n the strictes and WOt scnse t'Jf
the word, aesthetic), and that he ranks the furmal and can‘cm:‘al ar;s 0
Egypt far above the humanistic Greck art that he' saw com‘mg.mm ush-
ton" The kind oF art that Plato endorsed was, Taen, prccns:ly what we
know as Greck Geometric art. We must not ‘hink that it would h‘a\-‘c beefm
primarily for its decarative values that Plato must have admlrcq lh%s
kind of :‘primiLivc" art, but for its truth or accuracy, 'be.w.mc of “jhlih it
has the kind of beauty that is universal and invariaole, its eq.:m.Ic.n:s
being “akin” to the First Principles of whlclh the myrhs ‘anl.l m)i st-?rlbs,
related or enacted, arc imitations in other kinds (_.[ njngtc:ml. The torms
of the simplest anc severest kinds of art, the synoptic j“_nd of art that ‘.J\-f-(:
call “orimitive.” are the natural language of all traditional ph_ﬂoscphy;
and it is for this very reason thar Plato’s dialectic makes continual use
of figures of speech, which are really figures of thought.

“real equality” oe “adequacy” (adro 70 {goy) that i t:u:‘ 'trm?r:m.:li Lk-tc tiﬂ%,c;c
the work (Laws 657-668, Timacus 28am, Pf?.’tcffc ;,7_4—75_). We have 5.1-:1'“1 c_:; e
that the Indiar sidripe dces not ‘mply an 1I1I1us1on au(}_onl)- a rea cq]m J?C.
It is clear from Timarnc 28-20 that by “c."!ua'“}”. and “likeness’ l-'lsLtln‘n 50 11,11??3:?;
a real Zinship (guvyyévea) and analogy f_(’l_l*ﬂ,hv'yi,u?,, ﬂnd.:that 1:"1s(r‘1Ls:(-'_, que _L_—{
that make it possible for ar imags o “mtcrpreht or “deduce i‘g'l? I:nfir;. ch]'
Skr. ani) its archerype. For examgle, words are eidwha of things (S n_r:'k.] u;{ 34 1-;
“rns names” are not correct by accivent (Cratylies 3870, 4304), F C]}fk is ad
GBwhoy of the soul (Laws 0350p), and Liese images are at the same rime i cdar[;y
vet unlike their referents. In other words, what Plato means by imitation (_a‘n e
“ar” i3 an “sdequate symbolism™ [ef. distinction of image frem duplicate, Crazys
2]. ' ‘ .
35 “The mathemaricians patterns, like the painter's or the poet's, must ':?Se );ﬁ:egcp;-
gful” (G, H. Hardy, A Man';emanaa?{’; Afolog:u, Cambridge, 1040, p. 85): b
Cocmaraswamy, Why Fxhibit Works v] Are?, 1943}3:11. 9 ¢ Revtiic a5
86 Philebus 51c. For beauty by pi.I'LiC]paLlijn,‘S?:Clx Imea_o_’mon; cf. Repubiic 475
Sr, Augustine, lonfessions %.34; Divnysius, De divints momintous V.5
37 Lauws 65748, 6O5C, 700C.
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Plato knew as well as the Scholastic phi]osophers that the artist as
such has no morel responsibilities, and can sin as an artist only i he [ails
to consider the sole good of the work tc be done, whatever it may be.*
Bur, like Cicero, Flawo also knows that “though he is an artist, he is
nevertheless a man™ and, if a “ree man, responsible as such for whatcver
it may be that he undertakes to make; a man who, if he represents
what ought not w be represeuted and brings into being things unworthy
of free men, should be puniched, or a: the least restrainec or exiled like
any other criminal or madman. [t is precisely those poets or other artists
who imitate anything and everything, and are not ashamed to represent
or even “idealize” things essentially base, that Plato, without respect for
their abilities, however great, would bhanish from the society of rational
men, “lest from the imitetion of shamcful things men should imbibe
their actuality,”” that is to say, for the same reasons that we in moments
of sanity (cwdpoaivn) see fit to condemn the exhibition of gengster
films in which the villain is made a hero, or agrec to forbid the manu-
facture of even the most skillfully adulterated foods.

If we dare not ask with Plato “imitations of what sort of lile?” and
“whether of the appezarance or the reality, the phantasm or the truth?™"
it is because we are no longer sure what kind of life ir is that we onght
for our own good and happiness to imitate, and are for the most part
convinced that no one knows or can know the final truth about any-
thing: we only know what we “apprave™ of, e, whar we like to do or
think, and we desirz a freedom to do znd think what we like more
than we desire a freedom from errcr. Our educational systems are

cliustic becanse we are not agreed for whar w educate, if nor for self-
Exr.-reasio:m But all tradizion is agreed as to what kind of maodels are to
be imitated: “The city can never otherwise be happy unless it is de-
signed by those painters who follow a divine original;* “The crefis
such as building and carpentry . . . take their principles from that realm
erd [rom the thinking rhere”;'® “Lo, make all things in accordance
with the pattcrn that was shown thee upon the mount™;** “It is in imita-
Uon (anukrti) of the divine forms that any human form (&lpa) is in-

* Laws: 6708 Sum. 1heol. 1.91.3, -L57.3 dd 2.

¥ Cicern, Pra quinctio xxv. 4.

* Republic 305c; cf 205—401, esp. 20TBc, 6os-607, and Lasws 636c.
! Republic qona, 5o¥es cf. Trmaswes 200,

% Republic so0r.

¥ Platinus, Faneads vg.ar, like Plato, Timaen; 28as.

** Exod. 25:40.
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vented here™;® “There is this divine harp, t be sure; this human haro
comes into heing in its likeness” (tad anukre);* “We must do what
the Gods did first.”¥ This is the “imitation of Nature in her manue: of
operation,” and, like the first creation, the imitation of an intelligible,
nat a perceptible model.

But such an imitazion of the divine prinziples is only possible if we
have known them “as they ace,” [ur il we have not oursclves seen them,
cur mimetic iconography, based upen opinion, will be at fault; we
cannct know the reflection of anything unless we know itself* It is the
basis of Plato’s criticism of naturalistic poets and painters that they
know rothing of the reality bur only the appearances of things, for
which their vision is overkeen; rheir imiations arc not of the divine
oriz'nals, but are only copies of copics®” And seeing thar God alone is
truly beautiful, and all other bezuty is by pawiciparior, it is only a
work of art that has heen wrought, in its kind (28éa) and its signid-
cance (8dvaues), after an cternal model, that can be czlled heautiful®
And since the eternal and intelligible models are superseusual anc in-
visible, it is evidently “not by observation” but in contemplation that

5 AD vi.27.

48 8A viLo.

478D vinarg; of. mn3aab, avinzeb, and TS vs44. Whenever the Sacrificers
are ul a4 luss, they arc required to contemplats {eetayaid hvam), and the required
form (hus seen becomes their model. CE Philo, Moser 17476,

a® Republic 577, qui, Laws 667668, Timaeus 28ap, Phasdrus 24316 (on duapriz
mepi pofladoylar), Repudlic 382pc (misuse of words is a sympiom of sickness in
rhe soul).

<0 See Republic 6o1, for =xemple, Porphyry tells us that Platinus retused to have
his portrsit painred, objecting, “Must T consent to lcave, as a desirable spectacle for
posterity, an imags of an image?” Cf. Asterius, bishop of Amasca, ca. a.n. 3407
“Paint not Christ: for the ane Fumility of his incarnation suflices him” (Migne,
Eatrolagia gracca x1167). The real hasis of the Semitic objecton Lo praven images,
and of all other iconoclasm, 1= not an ebjzetion to art (adequate svmovlisind, but
an ubjection to a realism that implies an esseatially idolatrous worship of nawe.
The figurzton of the Ark according to the pattern that was seen upon the mount
{Exod. 25:40) is not “that kind of imagery with reference to which the prohibiticn
was given” (Terwullian, Conira Marctoners 1.22).

30 Timaens 28a8; of. note 34, above, The symbels thet are rightly sanctioned by
a hieratic art are rot conventonally but maetwrally correct (8pfimyra dice map-
exdpeva, Laws 65747, One distinguishzs, accordingly, bevween le symbolisme qui sat
ond le symbolisme gui cherche. It is the [onmer that the iconographer can and
must uaderstand, bur he will hardly be able w do so unless he is himsel? accus-
tomed to thinking in these precise terms.

24

FIGURL OF SPLECH OR THOUGHT:

they must be known.™ Two acts. then, one of conzemplation and one of
operation, are necessary “o the production of any work of art.”

And now as to the judgment of the work of art, first by the crirerion
of art, and secand with respect w its human value. As we have alrcady
seen, 't s not by our reactions, pleasurable or otherwise, but by its per-
fect accuracy, beauty, or perfection, or trirth—in orner words, by the
equality or proportivn ol the image to its modcl—tha: a work of art
a1 be jucged as such. Thet is to consider only the good of the work
to be cone, the business of the arrist. Bue we have also t consider the
good ol the man for whom the work is done, whether this “consumer”
(xpéperas) be the artist himself or some other pazren’ This man
judges in anorher way, not, or not culy, by this truth or accuracy, but
by the artfact’s utility or aptitude {d@éheia) to serve the purnose of
its original intention (BoiAnais), viz. the need (évdeum) tha- was the
first and is also the last cause of the work, Accuracy and aptitude to-
gcther make the “wholesomeness” (vywirdr) of the work that 1s its
ultimate-rightness (épBérms).™ The distinction of beauty from urility
is logical, not real (i re).

51 The realitics arc sccn by the eye of the soul” (Repudlic 533p), “the soul alone
and by itsclf” (Thenctetus 186a, 1874), “gazing ever on what is authentie” (mpos
0 xatd rairh dyov BAdrar el Trmacus 2845 cf, mpos rov Beov BAémay, Phaedrus
253_.-1?!, crd thus “by inwit (intition) of what really 157 (mepi 70 by drrws dvvotas,
Philebuws soo). Just so in India, it is only when the senses have been withdrawn
frc)m their objects, only when the cyz has beea turned round (arrtta caksus), and
w.}l‘m e eye of Guosis (j#dnu caksis), that the reality can be apprehended.

82 The contemplative aciue primus (Qewple, Skr. dii, dhvana) and operative
ﬂt..'f:s'-f sevndus (drepyaoia, Skr, karma) of the Scholastc philosophers.

'?-‘O,LC man is able Lo bzget the productions of art, but the ability to judge of
thc:r\uliliLy {derla) o1 Lermfulnesy o their uscrs belongs to anothar™ (Pheedrus
274t). The wwo men are united in the whole man znd complete connnisseur, as
they are in the Divice Architect whose “judgments”™ arc recordzd in Cen. 1:25
and 31

M Luws 667, for a need as first and lust cause, see Republic 3hgre, As 1o “whole-
someness,” cf, Richard Bernheimer, in dre: A Brya Mawr Symposium {Bryn Mawr,
1640, pp. 2f-2g: “There should be a deep ethical purpose in all of art, of which
the dé"nﬁﬁ:i.':l] aesthetc was fuly eware. . . . To heve forgotten this purpose before
li‘le mirage of absolute patteius and designs is perheps the fundamental fallacy of
;;:mijtsiac; dj: 1{;»(‘:11’:1-]111;11:&;1:._" The }u-.‘;cht'n fbsFra:lionisf.fnrgcts that the N(toli‘t’?'.ic
by hos iy cn ior cecorator bul a cnetapliysical man whe had 1o live
"tl?]}tmrhgigrclb[l,l:z\ :f -b'[f:-mll) .E.:.l.lllllL.S: _is u.ﬂn}“_cr} in Xc;wphor.l_. Memorebiic I‘Ii-?}vB,

se 15 both beawtifol and useful was a lesson in the art of building
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So when taste has been rejected as a criterion in art, Plato’s Stranger
sums up thus, “The judge of anything that hzs been made (Toimuo)
must know its essence—what its intention (Bovhnos) is and whet the
real thing of which it is an image—or else will hardly be able o ciag-
nose whether it hits ar misses the mark of its intention.” And again,
“The expert critic of any image, whether in painting, music, or any
other art, must know three things, what was the archetype, and in cach
case whether it was correctly and whether well made . . . whether the
representation was good (kaAdv) or not.” The complete judgment,
made by the whole man, is as to whether the thing under consideration
has been borth cruly and well mace. It is only “by the mob that the beau-
tlful and the just arc rent apart,”® by the mob, shall we say, of “aes-
thetes,” the men who “know what they like”?

Of the twa judgments, respectively by ar: and by value, the first only
establishes the existence of the ebject as a true work cf att and nor a
Fals:fication (yeiSos) of its archetype: it is a judgment normelly made
by the artist before he can allow the work to leave his shop, and so

houses as they ought to be” (cf. .6.0). “Omuis ealm artifex intendit preducere
opus pulernm et utile et stabile. . . . Scizntia reddit cpus puleru, volunzas reddit
utile, perseverantia recddit stabile” (St Bonaventura, De reductions arttum ad theo-
Jogiam 13 tr. de Vinck: “Every maker intends to produce a Leautiful, vseful, and
endaring okject. . . . Knowledge makes a work beaudiful, the will rakes it vscful,
and perseverance makes it enduring”) So for St Augustine, the stylus Is “et in suo
geners pulcher, =t ad usum nAstruT accommocatus” (De wera religione 39).
Dhilo defines art ss “z system of concedrs co-ordinated owards soure usciul end”
(Congr. 141). Only those whaose norina of utility is solely with reference o bodily
reede, or on the other hand, the psendomystics who despise the bady rather than
use it, veunt the “usslessness” ot art: so Gautier, “I1 n'y a de vraiment beau que
ce qui nz peut sesvir @ rien; tout ce qui est utile est laid” (quoted by Daorothy
Richardson, “Saintsbury and Art for Art's Szke in Fngland,” PMLA, XLIX, 1044,
245), and Paul Valéry (see Coomaraswamy, Why Exhibit Waorks of Ari?, 1043,
p. 95). Gautier’s cynical “tout ce qui est uzle est laid” adequately illustrawes Rus-
kin's “industry without art ic drutality™; a more seathing judgment of the modern
world in which utlities are real'y ugly could hardly be imagined. As H, J. Mas-
singham said, “The combination of use and beauty s part af what uvsed tw be
called “be natural law’ and is indispensable for self-preservaton,” and it is because
of the negleet of this principle that civilization "¢ perishing” (TFkis Plot of Earth,
London, 1944, p. 156), The modern world is dyving of its nwn squalor jus: beeause
éts concept of practicel utility is limited to that which “can he used dirextly for
the destruciion of human life or for accentuating the present inequalities in the
distr'bution of wealth” (Hardy, 4 Mathematician's Apalogy, p. 120, note), and it
is orly under these unprecedented conditions that it could have been propounded
by the escapists that the useful znc the heauriful are opposites.
55 [gws 668c, 66gas, HOE. 5 Laws 86oc.
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a judgment that is really presuppesed when we as patrons or consumers
propose to evaluate the work. It is only under certain conditions, and
typicaly those of modern manufacture and salesmenship, that it be-
comes necessary for the patron or consumer to ask whether the object
he has commissioned or proposes to buy is really a true work of art.
Under normal conditions, where making is a vocarion and the artist 1s
dispuscd and free to consider nothing but the good of the work to be
done, it is superfluous fo ask, Ts this a “rrue” work of art? When, how-
ever, the question must be asked, or if we wish to ask it in order to
uncerstand completely the genesis of the work, then the grounds of
our judgment in this respect will be the same as for the original artist;
we must know of what the work is intended to remind us, and whether
it is equal tc (is an “adequate symbol” o) this content, or by want of
truth betrays its paradigm. In any case, when this judgment has been
rmade, or is taken for granted, we can proceed to ask whether or not
the work has 2 value for us, ro ask whether it will serve our needs. If
we are whole men, not such us live by bread alonc, the question will
be asked with respect to spiritual and physical needs to be sarisfied
together; we shall ask wherher rhe model has been well chosen, and
whether it has been applied to the material in such a way as to serve
our immediate need; in other words, What does it say? and Will it
work? If we have asked for a bread that will support the whole man,
and receive however fine a stone, we are not motally, though we may be
legally, bound to “pay the piper.” All our efforts to obey the Devil and
“command this stone that it be made bread” are doomed to failure.

It is one of Plato’s virtues, and that of all traditional doctrine ahout
arr, that “value” is never taken ro mean an exclusively spiritual or ex-
clusively physical value. It is neithcr advantageous, nor altogether pos-
sible, to separate these values, making some things sacred and orhers
profane: the highest wisdom must be “mixed” with prectical knowl-
cdge, the contemnplative life combined with the active. The pleasures
that pertain to these lives are altogether legitimate, and it is only those
pleasures that are irrationsl, bestial, and in the worst sense of the words
secuctive and distracting that are to be excluded. Plato’s music and gym-
nastics, which correspond to our culture and physical training, are not
alternarive curricula, bus essential parts of nne and the same education.™
Philosoohy is the highest form of music (culture), bus the philosopher

57 Philebus Hro-n, 8 Republic 376E, 410-412, 521E-522A.
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who has escaped from the cave must return o it to participate ‘n the
evervday life of the world and, quite lizerally, play the game™ Plato’s
criterion of “whalesomeness” implies thar nothirg ought w be made,
nathing can be really worth having, that :s not at the same time correct
or true or formal or beautiful (whichever word you prefer) and adapred
to good use.

For, to statc the Platonic doctrine in more familiar words, “It is writ-
ten that man shall nat live by breac alone, but by every word of Gud, . . .
tha: bread which ceme down from heaven,”® that is, not by mere utili-
tics but zlso by those “civine realities” end “causal beauty” w:th which
the wholesame works of art zre informed, so that they also live and
speak. It is just to the cxtent that we try to live by bread alone and by
all the other in-significant utilizies that “bread alone” includes—good as
utilities, bur bad as mere utilities—that vur contemporary cvilization
can be rightly called inhuman and must be unfavorably compared with
the “prim:tive” cultures in which, as the anthropologists assure s, “the
neecs of the body and soul are satisfied together.” Manufacture fer the
nceds of the body alone is the curse of modern civihizaticn.

Should we propose to raise avr stancard of living to the savage level,
on which there is ro distinction of Anc from applied or sacred from
prefane art, it need not imply the sacrifice of zny of the necessities or
even conveniences o life, bur onlv of luxurics, only of such urlities as
arc not at the same time uscful and sigrificant. If such a proposal to re-
turn to primitive levels o culture shonld seem fo he utopian and im-
practicable, it is only beceuse a maunulacture of significant utilitics would
have to be a manufacture for use, the use of :he whole man, and not for
the salesman’s profit. The price to b= paid for putting back into the mar-
ket place, where they belong, such things as arc now to be seen only in
museuns would be that of economic revolution, It mayv be doubred
whetaer our hoasted love of art extends su Lar.

It has soractimes been asked whether the “artist” can survive under
modern conditions. In the sense in which the word is used by those who
ask the yuestion, oue coes not sez how he can or why he should sur-
vive. For, just us the modern artist is neither a useful or significant, hut

“ Republic 515-520, 530F, Laws 644, and 8uz ‘n conjuncdon with ¢y CL BG
ani-235; also Coomaraswamy, “Lili)" 141, and "Play and Scriousness,” 1942
[bath in Vol. 2 of this edidon—en.],

20 Dewt, 313, Luke 4:4, Jolu 6:58,

"R, R. Schmnidr, Dawn of the Hummun Mind (Der Geist der Vorzeit), tr. RAS.
Macalister (London, 1u36), p. 167.
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only an omnaiental member of socicty, so the moderr. workman is noth-
ing; but a useful member and is neither significant nor ornamental, It
s certain that we shall have w0 go on working, but not so cerzain that
we could not live, and handsomely, without the exhibitionists of aur
studios, galleries, and playing fields. We cannot du without art, because
art is the knowledge of how things ought to be made, art is the prin-
ciple of manufacture (recta ratto factibilium), and while an artess play
may be innocent, an artless manulacture is merely brutish labor and a
¢in agzinst the wholesomeness of human nature; we can do without “fine”
artists, whose art does not “apply” to anything, and whose organized
manufacture vl ars in studios is the inverse oZ the laborer’s artless manu-
facture in factories; and we ought to be able to do withaut the hase me-
chanics “whose sonls zre howzd and mutilawd by their valgar occupations
even as Lheir bodies arc marred by their mechanical arts.”™

Plato himself discusses, in connection with all the arts, whether of pot-
ter, painter, poet, or “craftsmen ol civic liberty,” the rcletion between
the practice of an art and the earning of a livel:hood.” He points out
that the practics of zn art and the wage-earning capacity are two dif-
“erent things: that the artist (in Plato’s sensc and thet of the Christian
and Oriental social philosophies) does nct zarn wages by his arr. He
werks by his art, and is only accidentally a trader if he sells what he
makes. Deiag a vocation, his art is most intimazely his own and pertains
‘0 his own nature, and the pleasure that he takes in i perfects the opera-
don. There is nothing he would rather work (or “play”) ar than his
making; to him the lcisure state would be an abomination of boredom.
This situation, in which each man does what is raturally (ka7d. ¢lvw =
Skr. soubhidvaias) his to do (10 éavrod mpdrrew = Skr. svadharma,
svakarma), not cnly is the type of Justice,” but furthermors, under these
conditions (i.e, when rhe maker loves to work), “more is done, and detter
done, and with morc casc, than in any other way.™" Artists are not trades-
) 2 Republic co5e: cb 5228, 6110, T heaetetrs 17348, That “industry withour art
is brurality” is hardly flattering e these whose admiration of the industrial sysiem
Is equal o their interest in it. Aristetle defines as “slaved” those whe have noshing
but their bodies to offer (Folitirs 1512540 18). 1t is an the work of such “slaves,”
or literally “prostitutes,” that the industrial sysrem of production for profic ulu-
mztely rests. Lheir political freedom dnes nat make of assemblyline workers and
Oﬂgsl;q"ha;f _mr:chauics" ufhftt I"]:lt_o means hv ':fl'(“.f m_‘l.’ll’

o Riﬁ.:gﬁ,‘ jgg::: ::‘;): Cf. Philo, 1) opificio mundt 78,

" Republic 370c; of. 3477, 374ne, qofic. Paul Sherey had the naiveré to see in
Flaw's conception nf a vocarional saciety an antcipation of Adam Smith's division
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men. “They know how to make, but not how to hoard.” Under these
conditions the worker and maker is not a hireling, but one whosc salary
enables him to go on doing and making. He is just like any other mem-
ber of a feudal society, in which none are “hired” men, bur all enfeoffed
and all possessed of a hereditary standing, that of 2 professional whose
reward is by gift or endowment and not “at so much an hour.”

The separation of the crearive fram the profit motive not only leaves
the artist [ree to put the good of the work above his own good, but at
the same time abstracts from manufacture the stain of simony, or “traffic
in things sacred”; and rhis conclusion, which rings strangely in our cars,
for whorm work and play arc alike secular activities, is actually in com-
pleze agreement with the traditional order, in which the arrist’s operation
is not a meaningless labor, but quite literally a significant and sacred
ritc, and quite as much as the product itself an adequate symbol of a
spiritual reality. It is therefore a way, or rather ke way, by which the
art'st, whether potter or painter, poet or king, can best erect or edify
(éopbdw) himsclj at the same time that he “trues” or cor-rects (dpfdw)
his wark %" It is, indeed, only by the “true” workman that “ruc” work
cen be done; like engenders like.

When Plato lays it down tha: the arts shall “care for the hadies and
souls of your cirizens,” and that only things that are sane and free and not
any shameful things unbecoming frec men (dveleifepa)®™ are to be rep-

of lahor: see The Repubiic, ur. aud ed. P. Shorey (LCL, 1935), 1, 150 151, rote b,
Actually, no two conczptions could be more conwary, Tn Plato's division of laber 1t
18 taken for granted not that the artst is a special kind of man but that every man
‘s a special kind of actist; his specialization is for the good of all concerned, pro-
dncer and cnnsumer alike. Adam Smith's division benefits no one but the manu-
facturer and salesman. Plato, whe dewsted any “fractioning of human faculty”
(Republic 3058), could herdly have seen in owr division of labor a type of justice.
Modern research has rediseoversd that “workers are nor governed primarly by
cconomis motives” (see Stnarr Chase, “What Makes the Worker Like w0 Work ™"
Reades's Digest, February 1941, p. 19).

€6 Chuang tz11, as quoted by Arthur Waley, Threc Ways of Thouzht in Ancient
Chine (London, rgzg), p. 62 It is not true to say that “the arist is a mercznary
living by the sale of his own works” (F. J. Mather, Concerning Beauty, Princeron,
1935, p. 240). Hc is not working in order to make money bur accepts maney (ar
its equivalent) in order zo be able to go on working ar his living—and [ say “wark-
tug ul his [fving” because the man #7 what he does.

€7 “A man aulains perfection by devotion to his own werk . . . by his own wark
praising Him who wove this all. . . . Whoever does the wozk appointed by his own
nature incurs no sin” (BG xvuig5—46).

%8 Republic 3g5c. [Sce Ariswotle on “leisure” Nicomachean Ethics x.7.577.1 177b.]
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-esented, it is as much as to say that the true artist in whatever material
must be a Zree man, meaning by this nar an “emancipated artist” in the
yulgar sense of onc having ro obligation or commitment of any kind,
bur a mean emancipated from the despotism of the salesman. Whoever is
1o “imitate the acrions of gods and herves, the intellections and revolu-
vons of the All,” the very sclves and divine paradigms or idsas of our
uscful inventions, must have known these realities “rhemselves (adrd)
and as they really are (old éomw)”: [or “what we have not and know
noL we can ncither give to ancther nor teach our nzighbor.”*

In other words, an act of “imagination,” in which the idea to be rep-
resented is [irst clothed in the imitable form or image of the thing to be
made, must precede the operztion in whica this form is impressed upon
the actual material. The first of rthese acts, in the terms of Scholastic
philosophy, is free, the second servile. It is only if che first be omitted
that the ward “servile” acquires a cishonorable connotation; then we
can speak only of labor, and not of art. It need hardly be argued that our
methods of manufacturc arc, in this shameful sense, servile, nor be de-
nied that the incustrial system, for which these methods are needed,
is an abomination “vofit Lor free men” A system of menufacture gov-
erned by money values presupposes that there shall be two ditferent kinds
of makers, privileged zrtists who may be “inspired,” and undzrprivileged
laborers, unimeaginative by hypothesis, since they arc required only to
make what cther men have imagined, or more often enly to copy what
other men have alreadv made. It has often been claimed that the pro-
ductions of “Aine” art are useless; it would scem o be a mockery to speak
of a society as "free” where it is only the makers of useless things who
are supposedly free,

lnspiration is defined in Webster as “a supernatural intluence which
qualifies men to receive znd communicate divine truth.” This is stated
in the word itsclf, which implies the presence of a guiding “spint” dis-
tinguished from but nevertheless “within” the agent who is in-spired,
but s certainly not inspired if “expressing himsell.” Belore continuing,
we must clear the air by showing how the word “inspire” has been
scabrously abused hy modern authars. We have found it said that “a
Foet ar other artist may let the rain inspire him.”™ Such misusc of words

f“ Republic 3778, Sympostum 196F.

""H. I. Rose, A Handbock of Greek Mythology (2d ed., London, 1033), n. II.
?Iemem Gresnberg (in The Nation, April ta, 1941, p. 481) tells us that ke
madern painter derives his inspiration trom the very physical matenials he works
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debur the student from ever learning what the ancient writers may have
reallv meant. We say “misuse” because neither is the rain, or anything
perceptible w sense, in us; nor is the rain a kind ot sperei. ‘I'he rationalist
has a right to disbelieve in inspiration and to leave it aur of his account,
as he very easily can if he is considering art only from the acsthetic (sen-
sational) point of vicw, but he has no right to pretend that one can be
“inspired” by a sense perception, hy which, in facr, one can vnly be “af-
fected,” and tw which one can only “rcact.” On the cther hand, Meister
Eckhart’s ohrase “inspired by his art™ is quite correct, since art is a kind
of knowledge, not anyrhing thar can be scen, but wkin to the soul and
prior w the body and the world™ We can properly say that not only
“Love” but “Art” and “Law” ars names of the Spirit.

Here we are conczrned not with the rationalist’s peint of view, but
only with the sources from which we can learn how the artist’s operaticn
is explained in a tradition that we must nndarstand if we are to under-
stand its products. Here it is always by the Spirit that a man is thought
of as inspired (#vfeos, sc. vwo 7ad Epwros). “The Genius breathed into
my heart (évémuevce dpeai dalpmr) 10 weave,” Penclope says.™? 1lesiod
tells us thar the Muses “breathed into me a divine voice (éémvevoar 5é
1ot adnw Péomey) . . . and bade me sing the race of the blesszd Gods.”™™
Christ, “through whom all things were made,” dues not bear witaess of
(express) hitusell, but says “I do nothing of myself, but as my Father
taught me, 1 speak.””* Dante wrizes, I am “aone whe when Love (Amor,
Eros) inspires me (mi spira), atzend, and go setting it forth in such wise
as 11e dictates within me.”™ For “there is no real speaking that does not
lay hold upon the Truth.”™ And who ic it (“Whar self?”) that speaks
the “Truth that cannot be refuted”? Not this man, So-and-so, Dante,
or Socrates, or “L,” but the Synteresis, the Immanent Spirit, Socrates’ and
Plate’s Daimon, he “who lives in every one of us™" and “cares [ur noth-

with.” Both critics forget the customary distinction of spirit from marter, What
their statements actually mean is-that the modern artst may be excited, but is not
inspired,

1 Tickhart, Evans ed,, II, 2115 ef. Laews 8g2ne.

72 Homer, Geyssey %138, R Thecgony 31-32.

"t Joha $:28: of. 500y and 30, 716 and 18 (“He that speaketh from himselt
sceketh his own glory™). A coluwin in Parisasses, XIT (May 1941), 189, ccmments
on the fzmale nude a5 Maillol's “exclusive inspiration.” That is mere hot air; Renoir
was not afraid to call a spade a spade when he said with what brush he paintsd.

s Purgatario XXIV.52-54.

"5 Phaedrus 2608, Symposinm 201¢ (on the irrefutable wuth).

T I'tmaetes H0C, Q0A.

32

FIGURE OF SPEECH CR TIIOUGHT!

ing but the Truth”™ It 1s the “God himself that speaks™ when we are
ot thinking our own thoughts but are His exponents, or priests.

And so as Plato, the [ather of Europcan wisdom, asks, "Do we not
know that as regards the practice of the aris (7w rdv rexvay émpovp-
yiav) the man wha has this God for his teacher will be renowned and as
it were a beacor. light, but one whom Love has not possessed will be
shscure?”™ This is with particular reference to the divine originators
of archery, medicine, and oracles, music, metalwork, weaving, and pilot-
ing, cach of whom was “Love’s disciple.” He means, of course, the “cos-
mic Love” that harmonizes oponsite forces, the Love that acts for the
cake of what it has and to beget itsclf, not the protane love that lacks
and desires. So the maker of anything, if he is to be czlied a crearor, Is &t
bis bes: the servant of an immanent Genius; Lie must not be called “a
genius,” but “ingenious™; he is not working of or for himself, but by and
for another energy, that of the Imman=n- Fros, Sanctus Spiritus, the
source of all “gifts.” “All that is true, by whomsoever it has been said,
Las its origin in the Spirie”™

We can now, perhaps, consider, with less danger of misunderstanding,
Plato’s longest passage cii iaspiration. “It is a divine power that moves
(Beba B¢ Stwaues, 7 . . . xwel)”™ even the rhapsodist or literary criti,
insofar as he speaks well, though he is only the exponent of an cxponent.
The original maker and cxponens, if he is to be an imitator of rezlities
cnd not of mere appearances, “is God-indwelr and possessec (&vGevs.
Karexdpevas) . . . an airy, winged and sacred substance (iepdw, Skr.
brahrza-); unablc ever to indite until he has been born again of the God
within him (mpiv d» &vfeds 7e yéuprar)® and is out of his owa wits
{(€kpwr), and his own mind (kols) is no longer in him;™ for every

"8 Hippia; Major 288, T Symposium TOTA.

8 Ambrose on 1 Cor 1213, cited in Swm. Theol. 1017097, Nofe that “a quocum-
que dicatur” contradicts the claim that it is only Christian trth rhat is “revealed”

8_1 Ton 5330, For the passage on inspiration, see Jon 533>-5300. Plrros docrring
of inspiration is not “mechanical” but “dynamic”; in a later theology it hecame a
maztzr for debate in which of these two ways the Spirit actiates the inverpreter.

"2 Ton 533k, 5348, yivvopear Lere is used in the radical sznse of “romirg info a
new state of being.” Cf. Phacdraus 2792, xadd yeréoba Tivdofler, "May 1 he born
n bzauty inwardly,” ie., born of the immanent ceity (8 & Aplv Beiew, I Tmacus
90p), authentic and civine beauty (adro 0 Bclov xaddw, Symposium ar1%). ‘The
New Testamen: cquivaents are “in the Spirit” and “born again of the Spirie.”

“lor 53¢41. “The madness that comes of God is superior to the sanity which iz
of human origin® (Phaedrus 2440, 2454). Ch Tiragens 71728, Laws 77503 and
MU v134.% “When one atmins to mindlessness, thas is the last step.” The subject

nee_c'_g a longer explanation; briefly, the supralogiczl is supsrior ta the lozical, the
legical to the illogical.
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man, so long as he retains rhat property is powerless to make (roewelv)
or to incant (ypnouedey, Skr. muntrakr). . .. The men whom he de-
ments God uses as his ministers (mmpérad) . ., but it is the Goc* him-
celf (6 Beds avrds) that speaks, and through them enlightens (éyyerar)
us. . . . The makers arc but His cxponents (épunrqs) according to the
way in which they are possessed.”® It is only when he rerurns to himself
from whar is rezlly a sacrificial operaton that the maker excrcises his own
powers of judgment; and then primarily to “try the spirics, wherher they
be of Gad,” and secondarily to try his work, whether ir agrees with the
yision or audition.

The most immediately significant point that emerges from this pro-
found analysis of the nature of inspiration is thar of the artist’s priestly
or ministerial function. The original intention of intelligible forms was
not to entertain us, but literally to “re-mind” us. The chant is not for rhe
approval of the ear,* nor the picture for that of the eye (although these
senscs can be taught to approve the splendor of truth, and can be trusted
wher. they have been trained), but to effect such a transformarion of our
being as is the purpose ol all ritcal acts. It Is, in fact, the ritual arts that
are the most “artistic,” because the most “correct,” as they must be if they
are to be effecrnal.

The heavens declare the glory of God: their interpretation in science
or art—and ars sine scientia nihil—is not in order w flatter or mercly
“interest” us, but “in order that we may follow up the intellecrions and

4 “The God” is the Immanent Spirit, Daimen, Ercs. “He is a maker (rayris)
so really wise (gogds) that he is the cause of making in others” (Symposium
106E). The voice is “enigmatic” (Timaens 728), and pozury, therefore, “naturally
enigmatic” [ Alcibiades 11 1478), so that in “revelation™ (scripture, Sk, Sruti,
“wha: wzae heard”) we see “through a glass darkly” (év eiviypar., 1 Cor. 13:12).
Beeause divinarion is of a Truth that cannot (with human faculdes) be seen di-
rectly (8kr. saksat), the soothsayer must speak in symbols (whether verbal or
wisual), which are reflections of the Truth; it is for us to understand and use the
symhbals as supports of contemplarion and with a view to “recollection.” It is be-
cause the symhols are things seen “through a glass” that contemplztion is “specu-
lation.”

3 See Jam 534, 535. Relatec passages have been cited in notes 82-84, above, The
last words reter to the diversity of rhe gifts of the spirit; see 1 Cor, 12:4-11,

8 “What we call ‘chants’ . . . are evidently in reality ‘incantations’ sericusly
designated o produce in sonls thar harmony of which we have been speaking™
(Laws 650%: cf. 665c, f56F, F6n3, ARS-660, 8120, Republic 300, 424). Such incania-
tions are called mantras in Sanskrit.
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cevolutions of the All, not those revolutions that arc in our own heads
and were distorted zt our birth, but correcting (éopfotivra) these by
s-udying the harmonies and revolutions of the All: so that by an assimi-
Jation of the knower Lo the to-be-known (7@ raTovoouuéve TO KATOVCOY
ggg“om“ma:.'}f" the archetypal Nature, and comirg to be in thar likeness,™®
we may attain at last to a part in that ‘life’s best’ that has been appointed
by the gods to wen for this time being and hereafter.”

“This is what is spoken of in India as a “metrical self-integraton”
(candobhir drmananm samskarana), or “edification of another man”
(anyam dtmanam), o be achieved by an imitation (anukarana) of the
divine forms (daiwyani $ilpani)** The final reference w 4 good to be
realized here and hereafter brings us back again to the “wholesomeness™
of art, defined in terms of its simultaneous application to practical neces-
sities and spiritual meanings, back to that fulfillment ol the needs of the
body and soul together that is characteristic of the arts of the uncivilized
peoples anc the “folk” but foreign to our industrial life. For in that life
the arts are eithier far use or for pleasure, but arc never spiritually sig-
nificant and very rarely intclligible.

Such an anslication of the arts as Plato prescribes for his City ol God,
arts that as he says “will care for the bodies aad the souls of your cit-
zens,”™ survives for so long as forms and symbols are employed to ex-
press a meaning, for so long as “nrnament” means “equipment,”®® and
uneil whar were originally imitations of the reality, not the appearance,
of things become (as they were aready rapidly becoming in Plato’s
time) merely “art forms, more and more emptied of significance on their

& Jimaeus oon. The whole purpose of conterplation and yoga is reach that
stare of being in which there is no longsr any distinction of snower [rown known,
ot being brom knowing. 1t is just from this point of view that while all the arts
ate imitative, it matters so much what is imitated, a reality or an effect, for we
breome like what we think mos: abont, “One comes to be of just such stull es
that on which the mind s set™ (MU vi34).

% *To become like God (Spolwos fef), so far as that is possitle, is w “wscape’ "
(Theactetts 1768 guysf here = (s = Skr. mokga). “3ut we all, with vpen
face heholding ag in 2 glags the glory of the Lord, are changed into the same
image . .. locking not at the things whick are seen, but at rhe things which are not
seen . .. the things which . . . are eternal” (1r Cor. 3:18, 4:18). “This likeness begins
Now again to be formed in us” (St Augustine, De spiritu et littera 37). CE Coo-
maraswarny, “The Traciuonzl Coneeption of Ideal Partraiture,” in Why Exhibi
Works of Art?, 1043.

8 Timaeus gon, AR vrog. €1 Republic 400—410.

2 Sep Coomaraswaray, “Ornament” [in this volume—ED. ].
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way down o us"—nu longer [gures ol thought, but cnly fgures of

SFCCCh.

We have so far made use of Oriental scurces only incidentally, and
chiclly to remind oursclves that the truc philosophy of art ‘s always and
everywhere the same. But since we are dealing with the distinction be-
rween the arts of Quttery and those of mivistration, we propose o refer
bricfly to some of the Indian texts in which the “whole end of the ex
pressive faculty” is discussed. This narural faculry is that of rhe “Voica™:
not the audibly spoken word, but the dpymwor by which a concept is
commun:cated. The relation of this maternal Voice to the paternal In-
tellect is that of our feminine “nature™ to our masculine “essence’; their
begotten child is the Logos of theology and the spoken myth of anthro-
pology. The work of art 1s expressly the artist’s child, the child of both
his natures, human und divine: stllborn if he has not ac his command
the art of delivery (rhetoric), a bastard if the Voice has been seduced,
but a valid corcept if born in lawful marriage.

The Voice is at once the daughter, bride, ressenger. and instrument
of the latellect®* Possessed of him, the immanent deity, she brings forth
his image (reflecton, imitation, similicude, prazirdpa, child)™ She is
the power and <he glory,®® without whom the Sacrifice irself could not
praceed.*” But if he, the divine Intellect, Brahm3a or Prajipati, “dees not

"9 %Walter Andrae, Die iontiche Siule (Berlin, 1¢33), 2. 65 [cf. Coomaraswamy's
review, in this velume—ep. . The same scholar writes, wizh reference to pottery, es-
pecialy that of the Stone Age and with reference to Assyrian glazing, “Ceramic art
in the service of Wisdom, the wisdom that activates knowledgz t the level of the
spiritual, indeed the divinz, as science does o ezrthbound things of all kinds. Service
is here a veluntary, entirely self-sacrificing and entirely conscicus dedication of the
personality . . . as ir is and should bz in troe divine worship. Only this service is
worthy of art, of ceramic art. L'o make the primordizl truth intelligible, to make the
nrheard andible, to =nunciatz tae primordizl word, to illustrate the primordial image
—itch 15 the mask of art, or 17 15 not art” (“Keramik im Disnste der Weisheit,”
Revichte dev deutschen kevamischen Geselischaft, XVIlitz [1936], b2z} Cf Timarus
AR,

9¢ 8B v r.2.8; AR vz, TS rnsars; JUB 1322 (baroty eva vaca . . . gamavati
manas7). Vac is the Muse, and 25 the Muses are the daughters of Z=us, so is Vac
tha daughter of the Progerizer, cf [ntellect (Manas, vois)—ie, intellectus vel
spretfus, “the habit of First Principles.” As Sarzsvadl sae bears the lute and is seate
on the Sunbird as vehicle.

88 “'his the ‘Beatitude’ [omenda) of Brahma, that by means of Intellect (Manay,
voiis), his highest form, he betakes himself to “the Woman® (Vac): a son like
himszlf is born of her” (BU wrf). The son is Agns, brhad wkiha, the Logos.

4RV w313 (freyansawn daksam manasa jagrbhvit)s BD 184 The governing
authority is always masculing, the power ferminine

#1AR v.33, etc. Srioas drahmavadine 15 “Thealogia”
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pm;cdc and direct her, then it is arly a gibberish ii: which she cxpresses
herself."® Translated 1nto the terms of the art of government, this means
that il the Regnum acts on its owrn initiative, uradvised by the Sacer-
dotium, it will not be Taw, hur only regulations that it promulgates.
The conflict of Apollo with Marsyas the Satyr, to which Plato alludes,™
is the same as that of Prajipati (the Progenitor) with Dealy,'™ and the
same as the contention of the Gandharvas, the gods of Love and Science,
with the mundanc deities, the sense powers, for the hand of the Voice,
the Mcther of the Word, the wife of the Sacerdotium.’® This is, in fact,
the debar= of the Sucerdotium and the Regnum with which we are mast
familiar in terms of an opposition of sacred znd profane, eternal and
sceular, an opposition that must he preseut wherever the nceds of the

soul and the body are noe satished together.
Now what was chanted and enacted by the Progenitor in his sacrificial
. L - 102 w: ]
contest with Dearh was “calculated” (sumkhydnam)'® and “immorral,

88 8B mnz.gar; cf. “the Asura’s gibbesish” (SB ma2r1.23). It is because of the
dual possibility of an applicetion of the Voice wo the statemenr o7 truth c-r'{alschuud
iat she is called the “doublefaced’™—ie, “two-tengu=d” (8% 112416 Thcs.e
twu vossibilities correspond to Plato's distinetion of the Uranian from the Pal:tdemlc
(Ha’f&rpun;) and disordered (druntos) Aphrodite, one the moth{:‘r of the Uranian
or Costinc Eros, the other, the “Queen of Various Song” (ToAdpna) and mother
of e Pandemic Eros (Sympesizrs 18005, 1878, Larws 34cE).

¥ Revublic 390E.

1R 1.6g, 70, and 71

101 §B nnz.g-6 and -Gezz; ol mnzrag-2s. _

102 b hyanam is “reckoning” or “calevlation” and corresponds in more senses
than one to Plate’s Aoytoruos. We have scen that accuracy (r';lof}d'rl'rﬁ, mtegrxm_:.)
is the first requiremsnt for good ars, and that this amount: to saying that art is
essentially iconography, w be distinguished by its logie from .mcfdy emr_utmna! :mri
instinetive expression. It is precisely the prezision of “classizal” and “canonial
art that modern feeling most resents; we demand organic forms a@npt:_d o an
“infeeling” (Einfihilnng) ratier than the meesured forms that require “insight”
(Einschen),

A good sxampole of this can be cited in LarsIvar Ringbom's “Entstfhung und
Entwicklung der Spiczlornamendk,” in Awa Archecologics, 1V (1933), 151-200.
Ringbom demonstrates first the extraordinary perfection of carly spiral ornamert
and shows how even ‘ts most complicaied forms must have been prodced \t{ltb
the aid of simple Zoois, But he resents this “rmcesurcd” perfection, as of somthlng
“known and d=liberately made, the wark of the iutellect rather than a psychic ex-
pression” (“sie ist bewusst und willkiirlich gemacht, mehr Verstandesarbeit als
seelischer Anscrick™ and admirss the later “forms of [rcer growth, apg)mximat-
ing more 0 those of Narre” These organic (“organisch-gewachsen™) forms are
the “peychological expression of man’s instinctive powers, that diive hin morc
and mare to representztion and fguration.” Ringbom could hardly have bruer
deseribed the kind of art that Platn would have called unworthy of free men; he
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and what by Decth “uncalculated” and “mortal”; znd that deadly music
played by Death is now our secular art of the “purlor” (pagnidala), “what-
ever people sing to the harp, or dance, or do to please themselves (2r2had),”
or even more literally, “do heretically,” for the words “arzhd” and “here-
sy”" derive {rom a common root that means to “choose for oneself,” to
“know what one likss and to grasp at it.” Death’s informal and irregu-
lar music is disintegrating. On the other hand, the Progenitor “puts
himsclf rogether,” composcs or synthesizes himsclf, “by mcans of the
meters”’; the Sacrificer “perfects himselZ so as to be metrically consti-
rered,”™ and makes of the measures the wings of his ascension.™ The
distinctions made here between a quickening art and one that adds to
the sum of our mortality are those that underlie Plato's katharsis and sl
true puritanistn and fasidiousness, There is no disparagement of the
Voice (Sophia) herself, or of music or dancing or any other art as such,
Whatever disparagement there is, is not of the instrumenr; there can be
no good use without art.

The contest of the Gandharvas, the high gods of Love and Music (in
Plato’s hroad sense of thar ward), is with the unregenerate powers of
the soul, whose natural inclination is the pursuit of pleasures. What the
Gandharvas offer to the Voice is their sacred science, the thesis of their
incantation; what the mundane deities offer is “to please her” The
Gandharvas’ is a holy conversation (brahmodaya), that of the mundane
deities an appetizing colloquy (prakamodaya). Only tao ofter: the Vnice,
the expressive power, is seduced by the mundane deitics to lend herself to

free mar is not “driven hy forcas of instirct.” What Plaro admired was precisely
not the organic and figurasive art rhar was coming info fashion in 2is time, but
the formal and cannnical art of Fgypt thar remainerd constant for what he thought
hadl been ten thousand years, for ther= 1t had heen possihle “for -hase modes that
are hy nature correet to he canontzed and held forever sacred” [Laws 656-657;
cf. 7084m, 2goa). There “art . . . was nat fo- th= delecratinn . . . of the senses”
(Farl Baldwin Smith, Egyptian Arehitecture, New York, 1038, p. 27).

192 AR 1126, 52 candobhiy atmanam samadadhat; AB viay, candomayam . . .
dtmanam sarskeirute.

124 Far what Plato means by wings, see Phasdrus 246~256 and fon 5343, "It is as
a hird that the Sacrificer reaches the world of heaven” (FB v.3.5). Phasdrus 2478c
corresponds to PB xiv.r.12-13, “Thoss who reach the top of the great tree, how do
they fare therrafter? Those who have wings fly forth, those that are wingless fall
down”; the former are the “wise)” the latter the “foolish” [cf. Phaedrus 240c,
“It is only the philosopher’s discriminating mind that is winged™). ¥or the Gandhar-
va (Fros) as a winged “makes” and as such the archetype of human poets, see
RV x1y72 and JITR mn3fi. For “merrical wings,” ses PR w45 and wierr§;
JUB niz.ao; AV virmorz, The meters are “birds” (TS virb.a; PH xix1r8).

38

FIGURE OF SPEECH CR THCUGIIT!?

the represeutation of whatever may best please them and be most flat-
-cring to hereelfs and it is when she thus prefers the pleasant [alschoods
-0 the splendor of the sometimes bitter truth zhat the high gods have to
fear lest she in turn seduce their leg:timate spokesman, the Sacrificer
himself; to fear, that is to say, a secularization ol Uie sacred symbols and
the hicratic language, the depletion of meaning that we are only too
{amiliar with in the history of art, as it descends from formality to figura-
tion, just as language develops [rom an original precision to what are
ultimately hardly more than blurred emotive values.

It was not for tais, as Placo said, rhat powers of vision and hearing
are ours, In language as nearly as may be identical with his, and in terms
of tle universal philoscphy wherever we find it, the Indian rex:s define
the “whole end of the Voice™ (krtsnam vagirthara). We have already
called the voice an “organ,” to be teker in the musical as well as the
crganic sense. It is very evidently not the reason of an organ to play of
itself, but to be played upon, just as it is not for the clay to determine the
form of the vesscl, but to receive it.

“Now there is this divine harp: the human harp is in its likeness . . .
and just as the harp struck by @ skilled player fulfills the whole reason
of the harp, so the Veice moved by a skilled speaker fulfills its whole
reason.”™* “Skill in any performance is a yoking, as of steeds together,*®
or, in other words. implies a marriage of the master and the means. The
product of the marriage of the player, Intellect, with the instrument, the
Voice, is Truth (satyam) or Science (wadyd),"” not that approximate,
hypothetical, and statistical truch that we refer to as science, but philns-
ophy in Plato’s sense,”*® and that “meaning of the Vedas” by which, if
we understand it, “all good” (swhalam bhadram) is attainzble, here and
hereafrer.?®

105 §A vinio.

190 35 1150, yogah karmasw kaunizlam. If yoga is also the “renunciation” {(samny-
isa) of works (BG v.1 and vr.2), this is only another way of saying the sune thing,
since this renminciation is essantially the abandonment of the noton “T am the
doer” and a reference of the works @ their real author whose skill is infallible:
“The Father that dwelleth in me, he daeth the works” (John 14:10).

7 §A virs and 7: cf. Phaedo fiTan.

193 What js meant by widya as opposed to aridyd is explicit it Phasdrus 247c-,
“All true knowledge it enncerned with what is colorless, formless and intangible
(Skr. avarna, ariipa, agrakya)” “not such knowledge as has a begirning and varics
4s it s associated with ane or another of the taings that we now call realities, but
that which is really real (Skr. satyasya saryam).” Cf. CU vii61 and 17.1, with
commentary; also Philefus 58a.

20 8A xiv.a.
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The raison d'ére of the Voice is Lo incarnate .n a communicable form
the concept of Truth; the tormal oeauty of the precise exprassion is that
of the splendor veritatis. The pleyer and the instrument are both essen-
tial here. We, in our somatic individuality, arc the instrument, of which
the “strings” or “senses” are to be regulsted, so as to be neither slack nor
oversrrained; we are the urgan, Wie inorganic God within us the organist.
We arc the organism, He its energy. It is not for us to plav our cwn
tunes, but to sing His songs, wha is hath the Persan in rhe Sun (Apollo)
and our own Person (as distinguished from our “personality”). When
“those who sing here to the harp sing Him, ™’ then all desirss zre at-
tainahle, here and he-eafter.

There is, then, a distincticn to bc drawn between a significant (pa-
darthabhinaya) and libsrating (wmuktida) art, the art of those who in
their performances are celebrating God, the Golder: Person, in both His
naturcs, immanent and transcendent, and the in-significant art that is
“colored by worldly passion” (lokanurafijaka) and “dependent on the
vwods™ (Bhavairuye). The former s the “highway” (marga, 6dds) art
tha: leads directly to the end of the road, the latter a “pagan™ (ded,
dyptos) and eccentric art that wanders off in all directions, imitating any-
thing and cverything.!*!

If now the orthodox doctrives repurted by Plato and the East are not
convincing, th's is because our sentimental generation, in which the
power of the intellect has been so perverted hy rhe powsr of observation
that we cer uo longer distinguish the reality from the phenomenon, the
Person in the Sun -rom his sightly bady, or the uncreated from electric
light, will not be persuaded “though one rose from the dead.” Yet I hope
to have shown, in a way that may be ignored but cannot be retuted, that
our use of the term “aesth=tic” forbids us also to speak of ars as per-
tainicg Lo the “higher things of lile” or the immortal part of us; that the
diszinction of “fine” from “applied” art, and corresponding manufacture
of arr in studios and artless industry in facrories, takes it for granted
that neither the artst nor the artisan shall be a whole man; that our
freedom to work or starve is not a responsible freecom bur only a legal
fiction that conceals an aciual servitude; that our hankering after a leisure
state, or state of pleasure, to be attained by a multiplication of labor-saving

110 CU 16— Cf. Cocmaraswamy, "“The Sun kiss,” 1940, p. 29, n. 11,
111 For oll the statements in this paragraph, see CU wub-g; Saitya Larpana
1.4=6; and Daiarapa 1.12-14.
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devices, is born of the fact that most of us are doing torced labor, working
at obs to which we could never have heen “called” by any orher master
than the salesman; that the very few, the happy few of us whose work
is a vocat:on, and whose status is relatively secure, like ncthing better
than our work anc can hardly be dragged away from it; that our division
of labor, Plato's “fractioning of human faculty,” makes the workman a
part of the machine, unable ever to make or to co-operate responsibly
in rhe making of any whele thing; that in the last analysis the so-called
“crmanclpation of the artist™** 15 nothiag but his final release from any
obligation wharever ra the God wirhin him, and his opportunity to intate
himsell or any other common clay at its worst; thar all willfcl selt-ex-
pressicn is autoerotic, narcissistic, and satanic, and the more its essentially
paranciac quality develops, suicidal; that while our invention of innu-
merab.c conveniences has made our nanatural macner of Living in great
cities so eadurable that we cannct imagine whar it would be like to do
without them, vet the fact remains that not even the multimillicnaire
is rich enough to commission such works of art as are preserved in our
museums but were ariginally made for men of relatively moderate means
or, under the patronage of the church, for God and all men, and the
fact remains that the multimillionaire can nc longer send to the ends of
the earth for the products of other courts or the humbler works of the
“olk, for all these things have been destroved and their makers reduced
to being the providers of raw materials for our factories, wherever our
civilizing influence has been felt; and so, in short, that while the operation
that we call a “progress” has been very successful, man the patient has
succurnhad,

Let us, then. admit that the greater part of wha: is taught in the fine
arts departments of our universities, all of the psychologies of arg, all the
obscurities of madern aesthesics, are only so much verbiage, only a kind
of defense that stands in the way of our uncerstanding of the wholcsome
art, at the same time iconographically true and practically usetul, that
was once to be had in the marketplace or from any good arrist; and thar
whereas the rhetoric that cares for nothing but the truth is the rule and
method of the intellectual arts, our aesthetic is nothing but a false rhetoric,
aud a flattery of hrman weakness by which we can acconnr only for the
arts that have nu olher DUrpUse than w plcasc,

The whole intention of our own art may be aesthesic, and we may wish

112 [Sce Jehn D. Wild, Flato's Theory of Man (Cambridge, Mass., 1g46), p. 34.]
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to have it so. But Lowever this may be, we also pretend to a scientific and
chjcctive discipline of the history and appreciation of art, in which we
take accourt not only ol contemporary or very recent art but also of the
whole of art from the beginning until now. It is in this arena rhat T shall
throw dewn 2 minimum challenge: T put it w0 you that it is net by our
aesrheric, but only by their rhetoric, that we can hope to understand and
interpret the arts of other peoples and other ages rhan our awn, 1 put it
to you that our present university courses in this field cmbody a pathetic
fallacy, anc are anything but scientific in any sence.

And now, finally, in case you should complain that I have becn draw-
ing 1pon very antiguated sources (and what else could I do, secing that
we arc all “so young” and “do not possess a single belief that is ancient
and derived from old rradition, nor yet vue science that is hoary with
aze") let e conclude with a very modern echo of this anciert wisdom,
and say with Thomas Mann that “T like to think—yes, T feel sure—that
2 future is coming in which we shall condemn as black magic, as the
brainless, irresoonsible procuct of instinet, all art which is not controllad
by the intellect.”™**

113 Timaeas 228C.

141 The Nation (December 10, 1038). (f. Socrates” dictum at the head of this

chapter.
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Subtract the mind, and the eye s open to mo purpose,
Meister Eckhart?

Tnstead of “The Philosophy of Medizeval and Oricntal Art” we might
have said “The Traditional Doctrine of Art)” For what we have to
say applies to all human manufacturing, ar making by art, only excepting
the two most conspicuous ages of human decadence, the onc late classical,
and the other in which we live. We must not, of course, corfuse “tradi-
tional” with “academic”: fashions change with time and place, while
the tradition or “handing on” of which we arc speaking is an Eternal
Philosophy. For greater convenience I shall rely chiefly upon mediaeval
sources, but please remember at every sten that the principles of mediaeval
and Oriental art arc identical. That this must be so will be obvious
when we consider thar for both art comes much nearer to what we un-
derstand by science than it does w the naive behavierism of the modern
“artist.” Christian art, as Emile MAle has so well said, is a calculus; and
as Zoltin Takdcs puts it, “the chief aim [of Oriantal arr] is precise ex-
pression.” If modern art cannot be explained in terms of the same philos-
ophy, it may be because it has no ends beyond itseli, because it is too
“fne” ta be “appliad,” and too “significant” to mean anything. We arc
somewhat confirmed in these suspicions by the words of the professer
who assures us that “‘unintelligibility’ is of the essence of ‘meaning’ in
modern art,” and by the cormmon assertion that the “work of ar: 1s its own

[First published ir Zalmoxis, 1 (1p3f).—rD. ]

! Meister Eckhart, Evans ed,, I, 288, CL. BU 1.5.3, “It is with the mind, indesd,
that one seey™; [alzo Plotinus v.8.11. and Witelu, Liber de imellipensiy xxxviz],
From the traditional poiat of view, the objects of the senses are implicic in e
powers by which they are registered, and were it otherwise, there would be no
recognition, but only sensation.
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meaning”? So Zer from Lhis, the Middle Ages and the East held rhar
“heauty has to do with cognition,” thar the “operative Labit is an in-
tcl]ec:l'la.l virtue,”® and that by whatever 1s incefinite in a work of art,
it is so much the less in being as a work of arz.

Our remarks are primarily offered to thuse who are cither teachers or
Jearness in what is called the appreciation of art or the history of art.
Incidentally, these expressions are misnomers; what we mean is the
“appreciation of works of art,” and the “history of things made by art.”
Of art itsclf there can no morc be a history than there can be of meta-
physics; histories are of persons and not of principles, The current view
of art is histericzlly and geographically a mast exceptional one, or in
orher words an abnormal and provincial view. It is precisely this view
of art, built up in the last few hundred years, and now taken for granted,
that rost of all stands ia the way of our undesstanding of the artifacrs
of the Middle Ages and the East, and of folk arr penerally. It is another
view of art that we must understand i[ we want to undesstand and
“appreciate” the works of art thar were made in accordance with ir!

Just to show that thic is another world than is dreamt of in gur philos-
ophy, I ask how many of my readers know what St, Bonaventura means
by the title of his tract On the Reduction of Ast to Theology® or by the
cxpression “the light of a mechanical arr” that occurs in it; or grasp the
full significance of the expression “operative light” (kdrayitri pratibha)
as it s used in Indian rhetoric or realize that phrases such as our “spar-
kling wit” and “lucid exposition,” ar, for that matter, also “sunny dis-
position,” are no mere figures of speech or ornaments of language, but
arc the vestiges of a consisten: metzphysics of light, in which they origi-
nared. In this world, “light” is the primordial esscnce from which all
other essences derive wharever truth or being or goodness they possess.”
In this world, beauty is a formal cause, and one of the Divine Names. It
i into this world that we have to cnter if we would understand its

'L, I Rothschild, The Meaning of Uninicligibilsty in Vedern Art (Chicago,
1934), p- 9.

* Sce Sum. Theol, 154 ad 1 and L3756

< [As Plotinus telis us, “Everywhere o wisdom presides at a making,” Enneads
v.8.5; cf. Sum. Theel. 1117.1.]

53t Bonaventura, Gpera omniz (Florence, 18g1), Op. 4.

" Witclo, Liber dc intelligentiis vivin: “Prima substantiarum st lux. . .. Unum-
cuodque quantum habet de luce, tantum retinet esse divini. Unaquzegue subsman-
tia habens magis de ‘uce quam alia dicitur nobilier ipsa. Perfectio omniur ecrum
yuac sunt in ordinc universi est lux.”
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praductions, whether plastic, literary, or musical; for as Goethe put it
once and for all,

Wer den Dichrer will verstehen,
Muss in Dichzers Landc gchen,

Throughout this essay I shall be using the very words of the Middle
Ages. [ have nothing new o propound; far such as T am, the truth about
art, as well as about many other things, is not a cruth that remains to be
discovered, but a truth that ic remains for every man to understand. ]
shall not kave a word to say for which I could not quote you chepter and
verse. These pages erc littered with quetation marks.” Many of the quota-
tions are from the Summa of St. Thomas; many from Augustine, Bona-
ventura, and Eckhart; Oriental sources are buth o many and o un-
famuiliar to be listed here, My use of the ac:ual words of the contemporary
writers may present some difficulty, but it is intentional; because in order
o understand, we must lzarn to think abour art in the way that the
patrons and artists of whom we are talking theught about art; we cannot
use the phraseclogies that we have devised ta express our nwn ideas about
art without distorting the views that we are trying to investigate.

Very Lkely the med:aeval and Oriental world will seem strange. We
are romanticists; it is because we know so little abour it thar we talk of
the “mysterious East,” and describe as “mystical” much that is merely
expressed with the precision of a technical vacabulary to which we are
not aceustomed. To put it plainly, no vne can be regarded as qualified to
expound the philosophy of mediaeval or Indian art whe 1s not familiar
with mediaeval Latin and Sanskrit lirerarure, ar leasr in rranslarion. The
Middle Ages accepted the Amstotclian dictum tha: the “gencral end of
art is the good cf man,” and held that “there can be no good use without
art,” It will be quite impossible for us to understand or account fer the
nature of the corresponding art unless we know what was regarded as
Fhe “good of man” and what was meant by “good use.” In other words,
if we mean to go far, we must begin by asking what was the meanirg
of life for those whose works ot art we propose to understand and “ap-
preciate.” We cannot go far in rhis essay; T shal' be conrenr if you realize
that the way is a long onc. And I ought perhaps to warn you that if you

] ' [“IT.ELLtrcd with": On this cheice of word, ¢f Reger Lipsey, Conmaraswamy:
U'E; Life and Woark, Valume 3 of this publication, p. 100.—en ]
Sum, Theol 1-157.3 ad 1,
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tor him in the City of God. For the East “it is by intense devodon tw
his own vocation that Everyman attains his own perfection.”™* In
the Neoplatonic philosaphy of which the Middle Ages were rhe in-
heriters, the artificer “cocperates wich the will of God when by the use
of his body and by his daily care and operation he gives to anything a
figure rhat he shapes in accordance with the divine intent,™” that is w
say, in the terms of a later formula, when he is “imitating Nature in her
manner of operation.” And whereas the Christian artist prays as a man
“Thy will be doue o carth as it s ‘o heaven,” “the cratts such as build-
ing and carpentry which give us matter in wrought forms may be said,
in that they d-aw nn partern, o rake their principles from tha: realm
and {rom the thinking there.”™* Or again, in the words of Indian texts,
“Human works of art are imitations of angelic works of art,”** and, for
example, “There is a heavenly harp; the human harp is a copy of it.”""
The Zohar tells us of the Tabernacle that “all its individual perts were
tormed in the pattern of that above,” and this accords with the Mosaic
“T.o, make all things in accordance with the pattern that was shown thee
upon the mount.™® In Indian literature, the artificer 15 again and again
referred to as “visiting heaven,” that is, of course, by an act o™ contempla-
tion, and as bringing back with him a pattern which he imitates down
here; or alternately, as indwelt by the All-maker. “Truth to Nature” in this
realm does nor infringe the interdicrion of idolacry: the ardfacrs thar we
arc now censidering “arc not found in that Zorm of similitude in ref-
erence to which the prohibition was given.™ Exod. 20:4-5, in fact, for-
bids @ naturalistic art. The “truth” of traditionzl art is a formal ruth,
or in cther words, & truth of meaning, and not a truth that can be tested
by comparing the work o7 art with a narural object. The artifact need
no more resemble anything than a mathematical equation need lock
like izs locus. "I'he Apocalyptic Lamb is seven-eyed, and to have depicted
one with vuly two would have been “untrue” to the first cause of the
work to be done, which was to represent a certain aspect of the “nature”
of God. Many an Indian form of deity is many-armed or, like St. Chris-
topher, animal-headed, and where such forms are required by the mean-
Ings to be expressed, to represent a figure designed as though to function
biologically would be to sin against art and nature both.

1L :
o BG xvmigs. 12 Hermes, Asclepins 1IL
: ?lminus, Enneads g1, 1+ AR vizn.
5A viig.

i, 18 Exod. 25:40.
lertullian, Contra Marciones 1za.
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Our traditional zrt is thus “ideal” in the philosoph:cal sense of the
word; as Guénon cxpresses it with bitter clarity, “in the whole of mediae-
val art, and otherwise than as in modern art, we meet with the embodi-
ment of an idew, and never with the idealization of a fact.”” Traditinnal
art s never “idealistic” in the modern and sentimental scnse, according
to which we conceive “ideals” or “heart’s desires”™ after which we could
wish 1o reshape the world. For the mediaeval philosopher, rhe warld
coulc not have been better or more beautifully made than it is, for him
the perfection of artistic judgment and hcight of aesthetic pleasure was
-ouched when “God saw everything that he had made, and behold, it
was very good.” It is just so with the human artificer, in degree, when
he feels that he has made enything well, thet is to say well and truly,
or as it ought to be, rather than as he might have liked it to be, had he
net known by his art what it ought to be like.

In this philosophy, Ged is taken for granted, and cannor he disenan-
gled from the theory of art and of the manner of the artificer’s opera-
tion: “Thou madest,” as Augustine says, “that innae skill whereby the
artificer may take his art, and may see within what he has o do withous;
thou gavest him the sense of his budy, with which as his interprezer, he
may convey (rom his mind into the material that which he is a-making,
and by which he may report unto his mind again wha. has been madc,
s that he may inwarcly take counsel with the truth that governs him,
whether or not it has been well made.™”

This “truth that governs” the artificer is the same thing that we al-
luded to above by the name of Synteresis, Neoplatonic hegemon, and
Indian Immanent Spirit as “inward contzaller”: ‘n short, the practical
intellect regarded as an extension of the Universal Intellect by whica all
natural things have been made, “the goodness of which is derived from
their form (Skr. nama), which gives them their species, or figure (Skr.
rapa).* “For as 2 worsman anticipating the form of anything in his
mind taketh his work in hand, end executeth by order of time that which
he had simply and ‘n a moment foreseen, su God by his Providence dis-
puseth,” ee®

18 Gen. 1:31. CE St Augustine, Coufessions xum.28. The “most bzautful corder
giver to things by God” (Sum. Theol. 1.25.6 ad 3, <f. 480} is a favorite theme of
mediaeval Christian philosophy. A notwble description of the beauty of the world
occurs in St Chrysastom’s Homilies on 1he Staines (Catholic University of America,
Potristic Studiss, XXTT, 107, Washingwn, D.C.).

19 8. Augustine, Confessions X1.5. 20 S, Theol 1128200

21 Boethius, De consolaticnie philasophias 1.6,
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Observe, moreover, that the word ingeniim, ranslated above by “in-
nate skill” and equivalent to the Sanskrit “inborn formarive light,” is
tke snurce of our word “engineer,” and that the mediaeval concept of
artistey is, in fact, far more like our conception of engineering than it 1s
like our concept of “art”: the traditional artificer’s business is to make
things that will work, and aot merely please, whether the body or the
mind. He wes, in fact, a suilder of bridges for both at once, and these
bridges were expected to bear the weights for which they were designed;
their beauty depended upon their perfection as werks of art, not their
perfection on their beauty.

From the point of view of the ndividual apprentice, fitted by nature
for a given vocation, the art by which he is to work is not a gift, but a
knowledge 1o be acquired. Diirer is thinking srill in a rraditional way
when he says, “It is ordained thas never shall any man be able, out of
his own thoughts, to make a beautiful figure, unless, by much studv, ae
hath well stored his mind. That, then, is no longer to be called his own;
it is art acquired and learnt, which sowcth, waxeth, and beareth fruit
a‘ter its kind. Thence the gathered secret treasure of the heart is mani-
fested openly in the work, and the new creature which a men creatcth
in his heart, appearcth in the form of a thing™*

“Never out of his own thoughts,” for as Eckhart expresses ir, there
cannot be conceived a property in ideas. Invention, or intuition,* is the
discovery or urcovering of particular applications of first principles, all
of which applications are implicitly conained in these principles, vnly
awaiting the occasion for their explicitation. The Synteresis, in other
words, and not the individual as such, is the ground of the inventive
power. Trvertion in this philosophy meuns vision or audition, as when
Dantc says, “1 am onc who when Love inspires me, take note, and go
setting it forth in such wise as He dictates within me,"* znd ir is this,
and not personal flair, that is held w account for his dolec st nuovo.
In a pertinent Indian myth it is related how there 15 revealed to a liturgist
a heavenward-leading chznt; asked by his fellows whence he has it, he
immodestly replies: “It was just I that am the author,” with the result
tha: his fellows find their wayv to heaven, but he is l=ft behind, “for he
had wld a lie.”

32 Cited fram T. A. Cools, The Curees of Life (New York, 1914), p. 384,

* Defined by St. Augustine as a smplex intelligenita cxterding w the Eternal
Reasons, super gezem mentis (De Trinstate 1x.6.12; Migne, Sevter lattns wiighy), Not
what Bergson mesns by “intuiton.”

** Dante, Purgatorio IXIV.53-54. % PR wnnrro-in
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Every commission demands a corresponding invention. But this inven-
tion is no more the artificer’s “own” than is the occasion that demanded
it: it is a discovery of fhe right way o: solving a given problem, and
not a private way. The traditicnal arr is nor, then, in any current
cense of the word, a “sell-expression.”” Whoever insists uoon his own
way is rather an cgoist than an arust; just as the mathemarician who
“finds” that two and twn make five, and insists upun the beaury, or per-
fecrion, of this his own solution, is a peculiar person rather than a mathe-
matician. There is no more place in art than rhere is in science for auy
private truths or perfecticns ol statement; the thing is either right or
wrong. What we are interestec in for the present is the fac that in mediae-
val and Oriental art it is the exception rarher than the rule for the artist
to attach his name to any work.® The further we go back in any cycle
of art, the more difficult it becomes o satisfy our curiosities zhour the
artists’ personelities, the more we zre nonplused by the impossibility of
subsrituting a knowledge of biographies for a knowledge of art. The
artist’s personality was a matter that did no- concern the trzcitional
patron; all that he demanded was a man “in possession of his art.”

Nor can we isolate this or understand it apart from the spiritual back-
ground of the whole environment in which our works of art were pro-
duced. We cannor underszand it from cur individualistic position whica
aims at the greatest possible freedom tor onesel?. The traditional philos-
ophy also aims at a greatest possible freedom; but from onesclf, We say
deliherately “zims,” because just as traditional art is not a practice of art
for art's sake, so the traditional philoscphy, or rather metaphysics, does
fot aim at truth for the sake of satisfying a curlosity, nor at virtue for
the sake of virtue, but all for the atczinment of man’s last and present
cnd of happiness. Eckhart's word holds good for Occident and Orient
alike: “All scripture cries aloud for freedum from self.” It is simply an
illustration of the iutegrated consistency of the traditional life that the
religious ideal should be recognized in the artificer’s characteristic ano-
nymity, which is as conspicuous in the ficld of literary as it 15 in that
of plastic art.

25 Cf, B. Belpaire, “Sur Certaines Inscriptions de '¢poque Tang,” in Mdlanges
chinoises et bouddbigues 111 (1938). These are mostly inscriptions in praise of works
of art, The editor remarks: “DJans cette vingtaine d'inscriptions aucune nc nous
parle de l'arsiste, d= son nom, de la date . . . presque toujours le suiet représenté

intéresse seul Uinscription.”
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Art is Cefined as “the right reason of things that can be made,” or “right
way of making things.”" The operation of the artificer is above all a
rational procedure, governed by a knowledge rather then a feeling. Not
tha- fecling is excluded; but what is loved is what is known. Here the
will follows the intellect: one learns to like what vne knows, rather than
beaas: that vue knows what one likes, The concept “art” is not in any way
limited to the context of making or ordering one kind of thing racher
than another: it is only with reference to application that particular names
are giver to the arts,” so that we have an art of architecture, one of
sgriculture, one of smirhing, another of painting, another of puctry and
drama, and so forth. It is perhaps with the art of teaching that the
mediaeval philosopher is primarily concerned; rhetoric is then for him
the type of the arts, and it helongs to the nature ol all the arts "o pleasc,
to ‘nform, and o convince,”*® or, in other words, to please and to serve
their purpose. Here there is no distinction of a “fine” from an “applied”
art, but only ane of a “free” from a “servile” operation, which opcrations
are not allotted o different kinds of men, but to every artificer, whatever
it may be that he makes cr arranges: the painter, for example, working
freely in rhe conception ol the work o be done, and working as a
laborer, as soon as he begins to use his brush.*® 1n other words, there is
no such thing here as a “useless” zrr, hur only a freedom of the artificer
to work both “by a word conceived in intcllec:” and by means of tacls
controlled by his hands. Nor was it conceived that anything conld be
made otherwise than “by art.” To bring intw being an industry without

2 Sum. Theol. 111573 and 3.

25 G, Chrysostom, Homilies on the Gospel of Saint Matthew [tr. George Prevost,
3 vols,, Oxford, 1851 52], “The name of ar: should be applied to thase cnly which
cantribute towards and produce necessaries and mainstays of lite” (cf. Sum. Theol.
Tinifgz ad 4).

28t Augustine, De doctrina christiana 1v.r2-13 (Fer the text see Carholic
University of America, Datristic Studies, XXIII, Washington, D.C., 1930). Cf. C. S,
Baldwin, Mediceal Rhctoric and Poctic (New York, 1028), and Coomaraswamy,
“The Mcciacval Theory of Beauty” [in this volume—en.].

30 “Inzsmuch as the body is in servile subjection to the soul, and man, as regards

his soul, is free 1:!;'&cr:p Y (Sum, Theol. 111.57.3 ad 3). Arte such as those of rhetoric,
Eﬂquiring a rnirimum of physicel labor, are distinguished z¢ “liberal” trom the
servile” arts “that are ordained to works done by the bedy” “But if the liheral
arts arc more excellent, it docs not follow that the notion of art is more applicable
to them” (/6/d.). In modern terms, this means that painting and peetty cannot
be distinguished fron: carpentry or agriculture, as art from laber: whoever makes
or arranges anylling, whatever the material, is an “artist.”

51



SYNOPTIC ES5AYS

art remained for us. We nowadays think of what we call “art” as useless
only because we have no use for art; we have found cut how Lo live by
bread alone.

“Art is the ‘mitation of Nature in her manner of operation.™* Na-
ture’s manner is to imitate the form of humauity in a nature of flesh. The
form of humanity docs not only cxist in this way, but also—for the Middle
Ages and the East, if not for us—in a na-ure of light, transformelly, This
means thar ta make cur statue right we must have understcod both hu-
man nature and the rature of stone, ar wood, or whatever our marerial:
only so can we imitate the form of z man in the nature . stone or wood.

“Similitude s with respect to the form.™® Do not take 't for granted
that vou know what 15 raeant by “form” in this definition. “Farm™ in this
pailosophy does not mean outward appearauce, unless we speak adviscedly
of “actual” or “accideatal” form; in this philosophy, for example, we
say that “the soul is the form of the body.” “Form” is Iogically prior o
the thing; the artist conceives the form before he makes the thing, or as
the Middlc Ages put it, the artist proceeds “by a word coaceived in in-
tellect.™ This procedure is the zcr o7 imaginetion, viz. the entertain-
ment of an ‘dea in an imitable form. This is the “art™ by which the artist
works. The knowledge of form is not a knowledge derived from rae
finished artifact or from rzture: I need not tell you that the form of an
arch was 1ot suggested by the interlecing branches of trees, nor that of
the crook of a crosier by the fronds of ferns, nor ~har of the “acanthus”
oraament by the acanthus plant, nor need I say that the svastika, as Jung
has pointed out, has no pretorype in nature, however “true to nature,”
the nature of the cosmos, it may be. As Augustine says, “The standard
of truth in the artilact is the artificer’s art; for then only 1s the arch
truly an arch when it agrees with this ars,” so tha: “it is by their ideas
thar we judge of what things ought o be I'ke.”™

It is almost impossible for us to outgrow a judgment of ancient and

31 Sumy. Thesl. raryr, [Cr 1438 ad 4]

32 Sum. Theol. 15.4: St Basil, De spirriu sancta (Migns, Series graeca, Vol 22),
XVIIL4T, ¢t Ty TeyyTLY Kora TV wopdny 1 duolurs,

4% Sumr, Theol, 1.45.6 [and 1.33.3 44 1].

348t Augusting, De Tranftate 1x.6.11. Cf. E, Gilson, Introduction i I'étude de Saint
Aupnsiin (Paris, 1929), p. t21 aad not: 2. Similarly St Bonaventura, [ Sentenri-
arum i ad 3 and 4, “Agens per intellectum producit per formas, quae non sunt
aliquid 1ei, sed idea in mente, sicut artifex producic arcam.” [CE Swumz, Theol.
L16.1, “adaequatio rei el micllectus,” “but in no wey can the senses know this,” and
iBid, 1.17.1 ad 3, and 3 ad 2, realism is “falsity” in art.]

n
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folk zrt based upon the assumption that the arist has always been trymg
to do whar we imply when we speak of “ruth to nature.” We daily deny
St, Augustine’s truth when we tell the student of art to observe and fal-
low nature, and reach him to know what nature is Lke by meens of an
articulated skeleton, and mean by “nature,” not the Mother Nature,
Natura naturans, Creatrix universalis, Deus, of the Ererral Philusophy,
but curselves and others o Mother Nature’s natured chilcren, Nature
“.5 effect.” When a child begins to draw, he draws in Augustine’s fash-
jon: he draws what he means, and not what he sees, He does this acting
spontaneously in accordance with human nature simply, rather than as
trailing clouds of glory in any sentimental sense. Ir is in this way that
traditional ar is a truly human art; it exists aud has always existed to
express and communicate ideas, as well as to serve its practical purposes,
and never to tell us what “things” are like. Bur we very soon tell the
child to look at what we presume to have been his model, and to “correct”
his drawing by ity a little later on we shall give him cubes and cones,
and fnally the nude, to imirate. We feel thar we should Lave liked to
have tavght the primitive or savage artist in like manner to draw in
“correct nerspective.” We take it for granted that an increasing naturalism,
such as is recognizable at a certain point in every cycle of art, represents
a progress in art, We hail the shift of interest from torm to figure that
marked the “Renzissance,”® ou: of which nur own materialism and
sentimentality are only the inevitable and more complete development.
It hardly occurs to us that prehistoric art was a more intellectual art
than our own; that like the angels, prehistoric man had fewer (and morc
universal) ideas, and vssd fower means to state them than we; just as we
do not realize that the ideas that he expressed wirh such austere precision,
by means of his spirals, for example, which liave become nothing but
“art forms” for us, and which are indeed superstitions for us in the ety-
mological sense of this excellent word, are nnly meaningless to us because
we no longer understand them. The ideas and the art of the Middle
Ages and the East, even at the height of accomplishment, are far more
near'y related to the ideas and the art of prehistory than they are to
thosc of our advanced decadence. As a curator of one of the greatest of
cur American museums recently remarked to me, “From the Stone Age
until now: guelle dégringolade!”

We are all, of course, aware that abstract and savage art have recently

8 :?' A, Gleizes, Vers une Conscience plastigue: la [vrme ei Phlisioire (Paris,
1932).
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come info fashion. But this abstract art of ours is nothing but a caricature
ol primitive art; it is not the technical and universal language of & science,
but an imitation of the external appeararces or style of the technical
terms of a science. The configurations of cubist art are not informed hy
universzls, but are enly znother outlet for our insistent scll-expression:sm.
I am obliged 1o interpolate these remarks lest you should wish to tell me
that our art, oo, is becoming intellectual.

“I'he word “abstract” and the closely related word “conventionel” are
inadequate descriptions of the nonrepresentative characzer of traditional
art, We even speak of “‘conventionalizing” narural forms and thus mak-
ing them “decorative” Qur abstraction 1s merely a taking away from
things what rightly belongs to them: conventionalizing is what the Taoisr
(whose philosophy is so imparant for an uncerstanding ol Far Lastern
art) calls a “destruction of the natural integrity of things in order to
producc articles of various kinds—the fault of the artisan.™® It is not
what Eckhart means when he says that “All creatures come into my
mind and are rational in me. I alonc prepare all creatures to return to
God.” Our abstraction means at best the eliminarion of nonessentials;
what we get in this way are not universals, but only gencrals, which
do not differ from particulars in kind, but only in convenience. It is in
the same way that empirical science deduces “laws,” which are not really
absolutes, but only statistival summations of expericncc. This is not the
method of traditional art, which starts from universals in which the
whole of the naturzl integriry of things is contained not less but more
eminently, and deduces from these first principles whatever applications
may be required. The forms of the cross, the circle, and the spiral, of
which th= traces can he recognized in uature, are not themsclves un-
natural, but super-natural, that is to say superlatively or extragenerically
“natural,”

“Art imitates Nature in her manner of opcration.” In other words, as
every traditional treatise on metaphysics or th=ology continually asserts,
the human artificer works like the Divine Artificer, with only this im-
portant distinction, tha: the human artificer has to make use of already
existing materials, and to impose new forms on these materials, while
the Divine Artificer provides his own material out of the infinitely “pos-
sible,” which is not yet, and is therefore called “nothing,” whence the
expression ex mihilo fit. We take for granted what our traditional artificer

38 Chuang tzv, ch. g, p. 108, cf. pp. 147, 155.
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took for granted, for he was not in his oce as artificer & heretic,*” that
the ideas of all things inhere in the Divine or Universal lntellect, of
which our intellects are, so ta speak, reflections or facets. These “Eternal
Reasons” ur “Forms” represent the metaphysically first or permissive
cause of the coming into being of anythirg, whether natural or artificial.
God, or Being ahsolurtely, is presuppused by the delinition “art has to
do with thc making of things that can be made (ars circa factibilia).”
The idea of Gad is the “explanarion” of the being of all things. In this
philosophy, however, “God dues not govern directly, but by means of the
operation of mediate causes, without which the world would be de-
prived of the perfection of causality.” Bur as we are concerned with
the explanation of particular things, taking for granted the possibility
sroven by the fact of their existence, we shall be concerned at presenf
only with rthe particnlar causes of their whetness. In this relation the
place of the first cause absolutcly is taken by the patron and artist jointly,
the former as knowing what is tc be done, the latter as the intellect in
which the idea of the thing to be made subsists in ar imitable form. In this
situation it will be evidenr that Man is the more like God the more the
patron and the artifcer are of one mird, and nor a power divided against
itself. The more like God, at the same tme, the more the meking of
things is an intellectual and not merely a physical cperation, For 1f the
Divine Artificer does not work with his hands or with already cxisting
materals, but “thinks things, and behold they arc,” it is toward this
perfection that the human artificer teads: at least, if he did not think
rhings, they would nor he.

The Divine “making” is not an operation apart from being: it is an
act of being. "I'he “image-bearing” and “true-speaking” light carries with
it the ideal forms that inhere in it, and wherever any ray of this light
meets with a corresponding possibility of realization, there the particular
idea to which the possibility corresponds is realized and becomes a
phenomenon. “The one wue light that Lighteth everyman,” the source
of all being, is also the source of all beauty and of all intelligibility: light,
that is, as being rhat £y which the eve sees, rather than any biilliance
which it secs. In the samc way physical light is the source of the colors
of physical objects, of which the beauty is visually apprehended: each

"" St. Benaventura, [ Sent. 6. q.3, concl, “Qui ncgat ideas esse, negat Filium
Dei esse”; Aquinas, De ceritatz 3 ad 1, “sed conira, Qui negat ideas esse, infdelis
est, quia ncgar Filium esse”

¥ Sum. Theol. 11037 ad 2; 1.116.2, cte; St Augustine, De ofe, Der v.8,
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thing rellecting what its own nature permits it o reflect, viz. a given
color cut of the totality of colors inherert in white light: which given
color is the basis of the appearance on which the recognition of beauty
depends, beauty being defined as “that which pleases when seen,” and that
which can be seen consisting of nothing hut colored arezs.

In his first and contemplative act, tac artist is self-possessed, and sees
crly that which 1s to be made, and not all sorts of things that might have
heen made. It is like this (very slightly adapting the words of Eckhart):
“Wouldst thou portray an angel? Go henee and withdraw into thysclf
until thou understandest; give thy whole self up to it, thea lack, refusing
 see anyching but what theu ndest there, T will seem o thes at st
as though thou art the angel,” the crtificer thus, as Plotinus puts 1t in a
discussion of contemplative vision, ie., Latin contemplatio and Senskrit
dhyana, taking “ideal form under the action of the vision while -emain-
ing, potentially, himself,™® that selt to which he returns, when he wurns
from the actus primus 10 the actus cecundus, in which he imitates the
form that was inwardly seen. Just as in the casc of the swordsmith
cited by Chuang-tzu: *'Is it vour skill, sir, or have you a trick® ‘It 1s
concentration. If a thing was not a sword, I did not see it. T availed my-
self of whatever energy I did nct use in other directions in order te se-
cure efficiency in the direction required” ™ It is in this way that z definite
imagc dariscs 101 respoise L the paLl'UIL’ti need, whether this patrun be the
artist himselt ar another; and as Blake expressed it, “He who does not
imagine 'n clearer and better lineaments than this perishing mortal eve
can scg, coes not .magine at all.™ We begin to understand in what sense
the form of the thing is what is called the “formal cause” of its appzarance
and how the perfection of the thing itself is measured by rhe degree 10
whick iz faithfully reflects the form or idea of the thing as it subsists
in the image-bearing light or, in other words, in the Divine In:ellect.
If it be delored (Skr. apragirdpa), it is “untrue” to its archetype, or
“untrue to nature”; a man born blind, for example, is to that extent not
“rruly” a man.*®

¥ Plotinus, vig.2. Cf Coomaraswamy, “The Intellectual Operation in Indian
Art” [in this velume—en. .

40 Chuang tzu, ch. 22, p. zgo.

N [CL. Blahe: Complete Writings, ed. Geoffrey Keynes (London, 1¢66), p. 576.
—zn.]

#21n this philasophy, ugliness or evil is a matter of nformality. For example,
St. Augusting, Confessiions w2, “Far o body simply to be, is not all one with being
beautiful, for then it could no ways be deformed.” Similarly BU 1.3.4, “"Whatever
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In this way, then, in the case of ertifacts, the human artificer projects
the image-bearirg light of his awn mare limited inzellect upon the avail-
ahle maccrial. The image of what the thing is to be like alrcady exists in
Lis mind, betcre the coming into being of the thing, znd contirues to sub-
sist even afrer the thing has been made, or even alter 1. may have ceased
o exist. This mental image or form accerding to which the thing s made
is called the “art in the artist”™ and, as in the case of the Divine Art, is the
“fnrmal cause” of the thing’s appearance, The humer artist, however, has
not onlv to make use ot already zormed material on which o impose
a new form: hut the selection of this material is very important, because
it is only a suitable material in which the form in the artist’s mind can
be realized. 1f, for example, he has imagired a man 1n stone, and is pro-
vided only wich clay, he canrot reproduce in clay the form duat lias been
imagined in stonc. What happens in this case is that he torms a new
and different mental image; this image is imitated in the clay; but even
if the form of the clay is transferred W stone by the use of & painting
machine, it will still be a form imagined in clay, and the work in stone
will be untrue ro the artist’s first conceptrion and unnsatisfactory to the
knowing patron, who had commissioned 2 figure in stonc, In any case,
the material is another cause of the anishec product being whar it s,
and as such ir is callad the “marerial cause.” We have defined two of
the causcs, viz. the formal and the material, by which the character of
the finished producr is determined,

The human artist, however, is not able by a mere act of the will 10
project his formal image upon the material in such a manner that ma
terial will of itself conform to his idea nf whar the thing is to he like.
He has to resort to means, or in other words employ & technique. He
must work with tools, which may be either his cwn hands, or these
hands empower=d by tools such as chisels or brushes; with which tools,
for exemple, he either disengages from the stone the furm he sees within
it, having put it there himsclf, or builds up the clay until the outward
form measures up to the form in his mind. These tools, and likewise the

it entertains, the cyc reports to the powers-of-thesoul; whatever it sces beautiful
(ﬁﬂfj’&ﬂdm), to the Spirit. . . . The ugly (papman) is whatever it sees deformed
(apratiripum).” Al beauty is essendally formal, or in other words ideal (in the
philesophical sense of this word, so much abused in the vernaculzr). Tt fellows thar
the work of arr is alweys thought of as less beawsiful than the “art in the artist,”
k.}' which it {5 judged. Cf. X. Svohoda, L'Erthétigue de suine Augastin ¢t ses sourcer
(Bruo, 1833), pp. 105, To0Q.

wn
-1



SYINNOPTIC ESSAYS

skill with which he uscs them, may or may not be adequate. If the hand
of the potter slips, the por will be unshapely; if the plane is blunt, the
surlace of the table will be rough; if the pigment is ephemecral, the paint-
ing will fade. The operation 1s a “tervile” one in this sense, that the
ar-ist himself i now an instrument directed by his art: he is acting now
as a mecans to an end, which enc has already been foreseen in the “free”
act of the imagination. We recognize thus, in all the "means” emploved,
a third cause ol the faished produo_ Lcing wlhiat it is: end this is called
the “efhicient” or working cause.

We have still ta speak of a fourth cause. The artist has in view 1 make
some definite thing: ore does not just “make.” Even if images scem to
rise in the artist’s mind spontaneously, these images have their seeds, 1n
the same sense thar dreams ara wish-fulfillments: these random end un-
invited images are set eside by the single-mindedness of a consclously
directed act of the imagination, In anv casz, we call the man who is in
need of goods, the patron, and the man who makes, that is tw say hes
the knowledge and will to make whether or not himsclf in need, we call
the artist or artificer. In such unanimous cultures as we are consicering,
patron and arlisl are never al cross-purposcs; their concepts of good and
of the ends to be attained by means o art:facts are virtually held in
common. The needs of the atistocrat and the peasant arz of the same
kind, with only sumptuary, and not formal, distinction. Under these
conditions we get what is properly cclled a folk art, thar 15 to say, an
art of the whole peaple. The fact tha: when cualrures are perverted the
traditional art only survives superstitiously over agains: the indivicuelistic
and supposedly more sophisticated, though really naive, art of the bour-
geulsiy, prevents us (rom realizing that the sacerdotal and royal arts of
the Middle Ages and the East were the arts of a people, and not the arts
of individuals or classes. Furthermore, in societies aased on vocation, it is
takza for granted that the artist is not a special kiad of man, but every
man a special kind of artist. From this it follows that every man as patron
possesses a general knowledge of the principles of making by art, although
not the particular knowledge which he has a right to cxpect in the artist
whom he commissions to make a particular thing for his use.

For our purpose, ther, the artist and tac patron are Bveryman; we only
distinguish the part:cular knowledge of the one trom the particular need
of the other. Bur this is an important distinction for us; because it is the
patron’s need of certain goods—a house, & picture, or a spede, for example
—that is the first cause of the whale undertaking, and also its last end,

58

MEDIAEVAL AND ORIENTAL ART

since it is being made for him. We have now recognized a fourth, and
in some respects Uic most important, cause of the art:fact’s being what it
ifor example, a spade and not a picturs; which parron’s neec is called
che “first” ar “final” cause, first because it was a spade, cr rather, some-
thing to dig with, that was wanted, and final, because it 15 a spade that
is producsd.

This arst and [nal cause is the occasion or nccessity of the work,
according to which we speak of the job as a task or “work to be done.”
In the case of the Divine Arrisr this is what is called an “infallible neces-
sity”™; but to go into the meaning of this would take us too far adsld.
In the case of the human zrtist the necessity is whar is called “coactive,”
the primary cnagent being the patron. The nature of this nccessity has
nothing to do with the artis: as such; it is only as a man that, before
the work 1s undertaken, he can an moral grounds refuse or consent o
make what is wanted by the patron, whether himself or another. Once
the commission has been accepted, the artist has no further concern with
prudence; his only concern is wirh the work to be done, tha: it be good
in irself.** This coes not mean that the artist cannot sin or come short,
but only that as an artist he cannot sin morally. Ar the same time no
man can he an artist and nothing buc an artist, except at the cost of his
humanity.**

‘I'he artist is working now “for the gond of the work to be doue,” and
for nothing cise; “every artist intends to give to his work the best dis-
position . . . as regards the proposed end,” it is no business of his, as an
artist, whether the knife be used o heal or slay; his ouly concern is to
make it sharp. This working for the good of the object to be made has
nothing, of course, to do with a working “for art's sake™: this expression
is altogether devoid of meaning from the point of view of the Middle
Ages ard the East, according to which things are made by, and not for,
art, per artem and not pro arte. The arrist having consented o the task
is working now “by art and with a will.” The making of the thing has

£ Sum. Theol. 11157.3 ad 2. “Tr is evident that a crafsman is inclined by justier,
Which rectifies his will, to do his wark faithfully.”

M CF Sum. Theol. m-11.160.2 ad 4: it is moral'y sinful to undertzke things which
can only be put to evil use, anc undesirzble to make such things as are for the
MOst part put to evil uses, but neot sinful to make such things as may be put exther
1o a good or to en evil use, The jeweler, for example, does not sin (unlsss “by
inventing means that arz supsrfluous and fantastic,”) because a becoming adern.
ment of the person is by no means necessarily sinfal,

2 Sum. Theol. 191,30
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hecome his end, as the use of the thing is the patron’s end. The patron
should know better than the artist how o use the thing when it has
heen made: and it is frem this point of view that the patron is celled the
“judge of art.** Thic judgment is something distinct from the pleasure
that mav he raken in the work iwsell, which is a pleasure taken in ‘ts
verfection cither while it s a-making cr when it has been made. This
“perfection’” of the work is the =ssence of irs “heatry.” In the meantiie,
the artist erjoys his work; and this “pleasure perfects the operarion.”
This pleasure is of two kinds, “one in the intelligible good, which is the
good of reason; the other is in good perceptible to the serses™ Oune is
a pleasure taken in order; the other a pleasure taken in the aestheric sur-
faces. The artist’s mind and body are both involved: this pleasnre is hoth
intellecrnal and zesthetic (not as we now imagine, merely acsthetic).
11e both understands what he is doing, and feels it. The same holds good
throughout the operation, and also when the arrist Inn'ss zr the finished
work and judges it as « work of art, a thing made by art, an artifact, not
proposing to use it himselt. And the same will hold good for the patron,
insofar 2s he understands what the artist is doing or has done, and insolar
as the artifact is also for him the souree of a direct sensation or aestheric
experience (“censational” being what the word “aesthetic” means): or
in orther words, insofar as he is qualified by knowledge and sensibilicy to
take both a raticnal and an animal pleasure in the qualities of the work
itself, without respect to the using of it otherwise rhan as a source of
pleasure.

“Beauty is what pleases when seen”:* bur how seen, and by whom?
Deauty is not just what we like, for as Augustine says, “Some neople like
deformities.” Nor is beauty that which pleasss when seen by the hird
rhar mistakes the pzinted grapes for real ones. Beauty has nothing to do
with rccognition: the beauty of a portrait dees not depend upon our
feeling for the model; from this point of view an eye in the flesh is much
Letter than au eye in pigment, 3zaury is that which pleascs when seen

B Place, Cratylus. 1 Sum. Theol. 1-11.33.4C.

=5 Sam. Theol. 1300, Cf. Witelo, Liber de intelligentiis xvir-xix: the intelli-
gible gond is a vital aperation, the sensible satisfaction only a function or vegetztive
habit.

# Num, T'heol 154 ad 1, “Beauty relates to the cognitive faculy: fer beautiful
things are those which please when seen™; of, -127.1 2d 3, “Those senses chicfly
regard the heauriful, which are most cognitive, viz. sight and hearing.”

20 St Augustine, De musice V.38,
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by such @ one as the artist himself, who both understands and fzels,
P‘ycslm‘lii‘lg a beautiful, that is, pe-fect, artitzcr, the degrees of pleasure
that can be cxperienced by the spectator will correspond to the measure
of his own understanding and sensibility: if the bare statement “pleases
when seen” is 1o stznd, we cannot allow the spectator w be cither stupid
or callous.

At this point the problem of aesthetic pleasure can be cismissed, nor
because an aio@yas is hicrarchically inferior to a vimos, as the body
is inlerior to the mind, or the active to the contzmplative life, but chiefy
because we have a right to assume in every normal human being an
adequate capacity for response to physical stimuli. If our social order is
such as to permit a normal sensibility only to some men, and to take it
for granted rhar other men must be teught o Leel, this must be attributed
w0 the kiad of civilizat:en that we put up with: it is a defect of govern-
ment, racher than of such arts as we ars now considering. We onghr
not to have to teach the student how to fecl; that is a job for “the skin
one loves to touch.” All that we have to remind the student of in this
resoect is that cerrain marerials are suitable o certain purposes, and that
each martcrial has its own proper qualitics; we must teach him to expect
and like in stone the texture of stone, and no: to ask for the texture of
flesh wherz such a texture would be impertinent, We perceive at this point
that psychology canrot help us to understand the aesthetic surfaces of a
work of art directly; we cznnot, in fact, understand them directly, bur
only react o themn: psychology hes to do with how we react, how we
experience pleasure or ain, and registers our preferences. If the psychel-
ogist proves statistically that the majority prefers circles 1o squares, ar red
to green, this has nothing whatever to do with the beauty or perfecticn
of circles or squares, or with the relacive artistic merits of paintings in
which red or green predominates. These hings belong to iconograpay,
that is to say, to the Arst or final cause or prescription for the work to be
done; (he arrisr does not “choose’ these forms or cnlors, hur nses rhose
which are demanded by the aarure of the work te be done, We, in turn,
can_on]j.' judge of their right or wrong use, that is to say of the rightness,
pertection, or beauty of the werk, if we know what was w be done, In
l‘his PﬁllDSOPhy, “art has fized ends, and ascertained means of cpera-
Hon”;* the patron decides what shall he made, “rhe artist has his art,

5LG,,, - —

( Sw.mz. Theol. w-11.47.4 ad 2 and 40.5 ad 2. Cf. Platinus, Enneads v.8.7, 0.3 and ¢.5

f‘m Bives form o the work and exists independant of the matrer): St Augustire,
¢ #mmortuliiate animae v (the art in the artst is immurtable), and De musica
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which ke is expected to practice.”™ It will he observed that the patron
is always right—provided he knows what he wants, and has givea his
commission accordingly. If the patron has known what, and the arrist
has known how, the patron will be pleased by the artifact “when seen,”
and not only because he can put the artifact itself to work.™

We have now, as they say, “got somewhere.” Because in teaching what
we call the “appreciation of art” in connection with ancient or exotic
works of art for which we have for the most part no actual use at the
present time or in our own envirenment (unless to use them &s a magpie
uees ribands to decorale its mest), we arc proposing to show the post
factum patron or spectator how to derive all possible pleasures, horh
intellectual and sestheric, from 2 given work which he coes not proposc
1o “use.” As we have already suggested, the problem of aesthetic pleasure
is not a difficult one, only demanding a clear distinction of personal pref-
erence for certain colars, forms, or flavors [rom the pleasure taken in the
percepticn of colers, forms, or flavors in their right place. Even if we
prefer ice cream to stew, we know hetrer than to be pleased by a stew
thar rastes like ice cream.

Of the two sorts of pleasure, the one directly felt by the senses con-
tacting the aesthetic surfaces, znd rthe other a pleasure of the under-
standing, it is cvidently the Jatter or intellectual pleasure that we have
in mind when we speak of an education to be communicated in a uni-
versity, or think of a cultured man. This pleasure of comprehension does
not infringe or forbid the plezsure of the senses, but includes a very
great deal more than can be registerad or enjoyed by the “eye’s intrinsic
faculey.” For “whereas ather enimals teke delight in the objects of the
scnscs only as ordered to food and sex, man alone takes pleasure in the
beauty of sensible objects far their own sake™* To enjoy this pleasure

vi.32 (art is superior to the artist, and apart from space and time): [ef. J. Huré,
St Awngustin musicien (Paris, 1924) ]

32 Second Council of Nicaea.

53 A distinction of =njoyment frem use (frad from wd), as of the Leantiful [rom
the eonvement {padcher from aptus) is made by Augustine in several places, and
must have formerd the theme of the lost De puichro et apto {(Confessions V3]
He remarks, “An iron style is made by the smith on the one hand tiat we may
write with it, and on rthe ather that we may take pleasure in it; end in is kind
it is at the same rime bezvtiful and adapred 10 use™ (Lid. de ver. rel. 30). Arl, in
ather words, is the principls of manufacrure, and Ruskin was peifzedly corrsct in
saying thar “industry withour art is brutality,” shice it i¢ aaimal man chat Iabors,
and “industry without art” :akes no zccount of the whol: man.

4 Sum, Theol. 1913 ad 3.
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we must lcarn to see through and not merely with the eye, From this
point of view, the artifact “pleases when seen” to the extent that it s corn-
prehended when scen, The artifact is a whole, and not an accidental ag-
gregate ot parts; and as Auvgustine says, “the whole ‘s comprehenced
when seen, if it is secu in such a way that nothing of it is hidden from
the seer.® From the analyses of the work of art in terms of the “four
causss,” we know exactly what it means to comprehend a work of arl
in such a way “that nothing of it is hidden Zrom us.” And once we have
understood any work of art from all these points of view we shall once
and for all have understood how to derive all kinds of intellectual pleas-
ure that can be derived from the sight of anything that has been “well
and truly made,” By such an understanding as we have suggested, rhe
patron’s need is made our own, wud so s his satisfaction in the Anished
product: we occupy the house that has been built for him, we wear his
clothes, and share in his devotions. By such an understanding we partici-
pate in the artisU’s act of imagination, and sharc with him the pleasure
that “perfected the operation”; we select and prepare with him the ma-
terizls, scrike or mold where he struck or molded, and know as he
kuew how each siep must be taken.

We now know the work zs the artist knew it. And how did the artist
know the work? Not by observation, but previdentially and vitally. Provi-
dentially, for “every agent acting rationally, and not at random, fore-
kuows the thing before it i by weans of the idea of 1t to which his
intellect is conformed: “no painter can portray any figure if he have not
first of all made himse!f such as the figure ought to be. . . . He who
would draw a fAgure, cannot do so, if he cannot be it”;* because “ths
form of the intellect is the orinciple ot the ::»pe1'21;10-1‘11”"E And witally,
because the idea of the thing to be made “is alive in the artist” with his
life, before he makes the thing itself, and after ic has been made; what
we call the vitality of a work of art belongs accordingly to its formaliry,
and not tn the material in which the form has been embodied, so as to
be manifested: “similitude is with respect to the form.” Thus Bonaven-

‘°5 De wid, Deum, ep, cxu [cf. Sum. Theol. 114.3 ad 1]. CL Witelo, De perspec-
tivg 17.148, “Pulchritudo comprehenditur a visu ex comprehensione simplici forma-
mm visibilium placentium animae.”

‘r’f St. Bonaventura, 7 Sent., .35, aucic, g1, fund. =z,
;; SDant:, Convidv, Cunzone 111.53-58 and v.ro.rof.
wm. Theol. 1148 [cf. 117.1].
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~ura, Thomas, and Dante; we shall nct pause to quotc the Neoplatonic
and QOriental parallels.

Ar identification of the artist with the form or exemplar of the thing
Lo be made is both the formal czuse of the work tself and the occasion
of the artist’s pleasure in it; and in the same way the spectator’s pleasure
in the artfact considered as “that which pleases when seen” depends, in
turn, upon a like identification of himself with its essential form. These
two pleasires or delights are, respectively, “direct” and “reflex.”™ We
onlv scoarate these because the maker's (“conveying from his mind into
the material that which ae is a-making™) and the soectator’s (“raporting
untn his mind again that which be has made”) acts are for us successive
acts. They depend, however, in us, as in divinzs where they are coincident
and indivisible, upon an identity of the cansal consciousness with the
form of the pattern (exempler) of the thing that is caused: “the pleasure
in which the cognitive life subsists ar:ses from a unification of the active
power with the pattern (of the thing to be), to which this active power
is urdered”™ ({bv a nccessity, infallible i divinis, coactive in us): which
pleasure is in God an eternal beatitude, beczuse in him the identity cf the
acrive power with the ideas of things to be is perpetual. I is because of
this :dentity that things as they arc in Him (ideally) are not merely alive,
but “life :tself,™ sc that “what was mades was life in Him."% The
analogy in time is thet of the artst's lifelong cnjoyment of his art, and
that of the spectater for whom the thing of beauty is a joy “forever,” both
of these enjoyments depending npon tae extent to which the thing to be
made, or that has been made, is not merely a material object, but “alive”
in the artist whether as creator or spectator,

TF, then, we have so followed up the history of a work of art that 1t is

5 Witelo, Liber de ingelligzntiis xx [delectatio et delcctatio refioxa— the first
Leing delight of imagining, the second, delight in the thing that was imagined
and now is).

o J4id,

151, Boravonwra, [ Semt, .36, a2, qu1, ad 4, citing Augustine (“res, factae
... n astifice creato dicantur vivere, sed in Deo non tantum dicuntur vivere, sed
clism ipsa vita™). As remaked by To M, Bissen, L' Cxcmplarisme divin szion Saiet
Bonaventwre (Patls, 1929), p. 75, “Cecd permet méme de dire qu'clles vivear dans
Tesprit de Pardste wée; en Dieu, toutefois, Partiste divin, clles ont dreir & e ap-
pelées zie wul covrl,” CE Wiklo, Libor de ingelligentiis xvirsx.

8 Johin 1:3, 4: “was” te be taken as “etornal now.” [Coomaraswamy discusscs the
inplications of this rendering of the verses in the Gospd According w0 St John
in a sti'lunpublished essay, “Quod factum cst in ipso wita cratz & yéyover év wbrd
Eoy . The manaseript is among the Ananda K. Coomaraswamy Papers, Princcton
University Library —so.|
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a5 if it had been mace both by and for ourselves, nur knowledge of it is
no longer mwercly an accidental krowledge about i, but an essential
knowledge. We have acquired a “lively sense” of it. We have performed
what is no mere emparhy or “in-feeling” (Efnfiihlung). but an act of the
intellect, in-wit, “in-knowing.” The work has become a part of our life
forever; and this life of curs has been extended so as to include not
merely an auticipated future but also a living past. We have no further
use for “history” as such. And this is an educztion, this belongs to the
realization of all the porenrialiries of humanity, this pertains w deification;
more and more to learn to live in an cternal now, “where every where
and every when is focused ™

We have left ourselves with but little space to expound the traditional
theory of Beauty. No distinction in principle is made hetween the beauty
af narural objects and that of art:facrs. Beauty in either casc is the visible
and attractive aspect of the perfection of the thing in its kind. The ab-
solute Beaury of the first and farmal cause of all things is participated
by all things naatural or artificial to the cxtent that they really are what
they purport to be, Particular things can only be beauriful or perfecr in
their kiad, and not in ways that belong to other kinds. For exampls,
claws and stripes belong to the beauty of a tiger, which would nct be a
good or perfect tiger without them; the heaury of meral helongs tw
& bronze, in which the texture of human skin would be a hidcous in-
formazlity; and these bzautiss canrot be substituted for ane ancther or
replaced by those of orher kinds. They can only coexist in an absolute
Beauty with which we are not at present dircctly concernec; just as all
calors can orly coexist where none is cclor but all are Tighr.

The beaury of particular things is defined as [ollows: “In the frst place,
integrity or nerfection: for the less of these, the uglier the thing. Then
duc proparrion, or harmery. And Anally, illumination, whence thuse
things that have a clear color are called beautiful.”® All of these terms
have a bread conent, and are to be understacd, not vaguely, but as tech-

_‘” Dance, Paradise xxix.12, of. xvmid,

‘ﬂ Sum, Theol. 1.39.8¢c. Tor St. Augustire, rumber (ic., as determining species,
SKT. rizpa as matrd), cquality (similitude), urity, and order are the conditions of
I'Iffallt_y (K. Svoboda, L’Esthétique de saini Augustin, p. 108); Witclo, De per-
pectiva 1v.148, gives a long list of conditions of bauty, begianing with light: “Tux,
Quae et primum visibile facit pulchritudinem . . . cclor etiam,” cte. It may be
observed thas in the whsle of this philesophy it is taken for granted that beauty
15 objective, and not a matter of taste,
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nical terms defined in their place. Integrity and perfection both imply
recl being: for the less a thing 7 a thing, and the less perlect it is, the
less it is at all what it is supposed to be. Note that the word “perfect” is
literally “thoroughly made,” or “well and truly made,” and that the per-
fect arrifact and perfect man are perfect in the same way; that is, onto-
logically, when each is all that it can be, or “has become what it is”
(geworden was er ist, Skr. krrakrtya) potentally, and therelore what it
ought to be actually; “the last end corresponding to the first intention.”*
And similarly as regards ugliness, or the imperfection of sin: rhe arrisc
ic said to sin against Art, just as the man is said o sin against Nature,
“by any departure from the order to the end.”*® You will begin to see
now how the parts of this world that we have hzen trying understand
are as intimately fited into one another as are these of a Living organism,
and what we mean by a reference of all actvities to first principles. It is
precisely this quality of carsistency or correctness anc logical rect:tude
that is implied by the word “integrity” in our definition of beauty, just
cited from St. Thomas; “integrity” in mediaeval rhetoric, and indeed
already in Cicero, meaning “accuracy.” “Integrity,” then, in & visual art
will imply a formal accuracy or iconographic perfection; whatever s
informal being uniovely, aad whatever is “good form,” lovely. Just as in
Tndia, “that naly is considered lovely. by those who know, which agrees
with the canons of the art, and not that which simply pleases our fancy.”™
Composition, in other words, is here for the sake of lugic, and not for
the sake of optical plausibility, or for the comfor: and convenience of
the eve; if that which is logically ordered is also pleasing it is not that
this pleasure has been directly sought (it is not the wm, but rather the
method of traditional art, to please) but because the principle of order
inherent even in the physical mzchinery of hnman nature responds to its
like. The problem of tle relation of beauty to truth is clearly involved
here, with the conclusion that beauty and truth are inseparable concepts.
For example, 2 represenration of the Virgin seated in the crescent moon,
if the work of a skilled painter, should be beautiful, but one of the Virgin

85 Srere, Theol,, passim. Note that intentio is used in two senses, (1) as intended
meaning to which essential form corresponds, and (2) as expresssd meaning, cor-
responding to actual form. Aesthetic surfaces are therefore “visible meanings”
(ententioncs visibiles, Witelo, Léiber de intelligenttis w.148).

88 Sy, Theol. 11211 ad 3,

67 Seskraniiisora 1v.104-106; see Coomaragwamy, The Dransformation of Nature
in Ari, 1934, p. 115.
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as a solar principle by however skilled a workman could not be beautiful,
because it would not he rrue; the workman, however manually skilled,
wonld not have been “in possession of his art.” In the same way, to take
au example used by St. Thomas, an iron saw is more perfecr than one
of glass, as a saw, however we mzy tlunk of glass as a nchler mascrial
than iron. And conversely, a representation of Christ is not as such any
more beautiful than cne of Satan, the relative nobility of the types not
entering into the problem of artistic perfection, although a mateer of
concern to the man,

Now as to “due proporrion and harmony”: these are explained in terms
of the ordering of zll the parts of the work to one common end, which
is at the same time that of their own perfection and thar of rheir aprirude
with respect to the environment in which they are to be uscd, the beauty
of a work being not entirely contained within itself, but depending also
upon ite adapration to its intended context. So thar, for example, we can-
not call a sword alogether beautiful unless its pommel is adapted to
the hand that is to wield it; and the icon which may be beautiful in the
architecrural environment for which it was designed may be incongruous,
and thus luse a part of its beauty, whea we see it in a museum or in &
drawing rcom.

The dependence of beaury on clarity or dlumination can hardly be
morc than touched or here. The dicta of St. Thomas are based on those
of Dionysius, and derive through him from the Neoplatonists and stll
older sources, What he has w say in this respect is this, that “God is the
ceuse of this clerity, in that he sends upon each creature, together with
a certain flashing, a distribution or carrying-over of his own luminous
raying, which lashing distributions are participations of likeness (o
himself) and are the causes of beauty in things that are beautiful ™
In the same connecrion Ulrich of Strassburg, “Just as the sun by pouring
out and causing light and colors 15 the maker of all physical ozauty, just
s0 the true and primal Light pours out from itself all the forma! light,
which is the beauty of all things . . . which the more light they have, the
more beautitul they are.” So also Witelo, for whom the uncreated Light
is the primardial suhsrance, “and rhe more light a thing possesses, the
more of deity there is in it, and whatever sudstance has more light than

ﬂ‘D’I:'io_nj-'sius., De div. nom. 1v.5.
o Ulrich Engelberti, De paleire. [Cf the work of Martin Grabmann; and “The
Mediaeyal Theory of Beauty” in this volume.—un,]
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another is thereby the nobler”; “light, which ‘s the principle of visibility,
is the cause of beauty,™ of which Le cites abundant instances. Witelo i
also perfectly aware of the relativity of taste, which he treats as an idio-
syncracy according to which we are so constituted as to be able to recog-
nize one kind of beauty rather than another,

One very important conclusion to be cerived from all rhese definitions
is this, that the heauty of anything, natural or artificial, is an objective
bewuty, dependent only for its recognition upon the spectator, but itself
intrinsic to the object seen, which is in irsel” more or less beautiful ia-
dependently of our liking or disliking 1ts kirnd. The bcauy of the thing
depends upon s¢e perfection; our powers of recognition, on our perfec-
tion. The personal equation is admitted, bur discounted: whatever 1s
strictly a personal rcaction, is not a judgment “judgment is the perfec-
tion of Art.”"

We shall conclude our discussion by asking what, ir this philosophy,
s the value of beauty in kind; what is the tunction of this deauty, which
is not the same thing as the perZection cf the chjecr, bur rather the at-
trac-iveness of this perfection. Does the appreciation of art corsist in
“loving finc colors and sounds,” “the inordinate pleasure of the ear” or
can we ask with Flatg, “about what is the sophist so eloquent?”™ The
answer to these questions is bound up with the doctrine of the value
and mcaning of life itself.

The truly human “life’
of pleasure, in which the only motifs of action are affective, is less than
human, hewever natural to animals, or even o inanimare things, which
nevertheless have their own zfinites. Mer, as such. docs not live to cat,
but czts to live, and this halds good as well tor mental as for physicel
nutrimenss, beth of which are necessary if the man, as such, is to be kept
in being. The satsfaction of the natural appetite, however legitimate or

may be either conternplative or active; the life

neccssary it may be, is not in the technical sense of the words a “life,”
but enly a “habit** The tradirional philosophy could not then possibly
have widerstood by the “good” of art a mere pleasure of the senses, such
as the word “aesthetic” implies, and so could not have thoughr of “heaury™

as the final end ard use of art. T suppose tha: the work of art has no

10 Wirclo, Liber de tngcligentits vivin, and De perspectiva 1v.148

T Ser. Theol. 1wangy.8.

72 Protagoras 3I2E.

1 Wiklo, Liber de intelligentits xx (“delectatio . . . in corporibus non operatur
vitam, quid in cis non est actus, scd habirus™).
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other function taa to please, Augustine calls a “madness.”™* That "p.cas-
ure pcrfccts the ooperation,” and as we may zdd also the use, does not
mean that the pleasure can properly be substituted either for the cpera-
tion or the usc: for “to enjoy what we should use,”™ to be a mere lover
of beauty ss such, is a sin; “a Brahman should do nothing merely [or
the sake of cojoyment” Most of our “love of art” is, strictly speaking,
an indulgence and a luxury. We even go so far as to deprecate any in-
tellec-ual interpreraricn of warks of art because we arc afraid that this
might rob a5 of some part of the abundance of our sensational, or as we
call them “aesthetic” pleasures.

All of our authors are agreed with Plaro, who cannot be accused oz
indifference to beauty, in speaking of the “attractive” or “summoning
power of beauty.”® As a Buddhist fext also expresses it, “it is for the
szke of atrracting twau that the picture is painted in colors,” etc.™ But
an sttraction or summons is o something, and not to itself: or anght we
to be so entranced by the sound of the dinner bell as w lorget to cat? Tha:
warld be acstheticismy, not an appreciation or understanding of the
ringer’s art. Our texts are sufhciently explicit. As St. Basil expresses it,
“it is not the colors or the art that we honor in the image, but the arche-
type whose image it is.”™ The Buddhist text already cited continues, “it
is for the sake of a picture that is not in the eolors that the cclors are
employed.” anocher adding, “it is uot the clay of the molded figure that
is worshiped, but the immortal principles thet are referred to by the
molded forms.”™ Augustine makes the situation equally dear when he
says Lhat the purpuse of the orator is not to hear himself speak, but “to
pleass, to inform, and tc convince.” Whern the greatest of Eurnpean
poets speaking of his own masterwork assures us that “the whole work
was undertaken, not for a speculative but a practical end . . . the purpese
of the whole znd of this portion [the Paradiso] is to remove those who

"¢ Tt ig cl=ar from St. Thomas, Swm. Theal. 11111652 (as intzrprefed in the Turin
edition, 1932, v1, Index, p. 154) that ornament (decor) may be rhe occasion of mor-
tzl sin if it is made the chief end of the work to be dore, ar cur ma'r concern in
our relation to it; as the Iadex werds it, “hiaido pulchrizudinis rune non excusarctur
a percato mortali,”?

f"’ St Augustine, De Trindtate x.10.

;‘3 [Cf Timacus 470, “And harmony . . - icelt”]

T Lankavatare Siira waia-114. |CL sb1d, 1118 and 110, where a painting is said
© be produced in colars “for the sake of attracting [kersana) spectators.” though
rhg very picture is not in the colors (range #a cttramn ), but subsists only as arr in the
ii-‘EIsE, anc again by the spectator’s own effort as art in him.]

8 De sprritu sancio, ch, 18, W igyavadana XIVL
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are living in this life from the state of wretchadness o the state of
blessedness, ™ he is in perfect agreement with Clement of Alexandra,
who savs that “prophecy dees not employ figurative forms in the ex-
pressions for the sake of heauty of diction.”™ As late as the fftcenth
century, Dicnysius the Carthusian has to say “not to speak volubly, but
to speak uprightly is my purpose in this work ™ The traditional artist
was serving parrans who expzcted to be [ed, as well as amused; he had to
provide an arifact, whether sermon, house, or spade, which would work,
and not merely a product to be admired. It is the modern manulacturer
whass works are designed to cacli the patroa's eye, rather than to serve
a purpose. The manufacturer for profit is not always “inclined by justice
to do his work faithfully.” Tnsofar as modern art is devoid of content and
truch, the modemn artist is no better than the manufacturer.

1 hope that T have heer able to persuade the reacer that in ordcr to
understand and apprecizte the art of any people one must be united
with them ir spirit: that we need not only to be able ro feel, but also
ro understard, and not only to feel and understand as we fecl and under-
stand oursclves, but as they felt and uncerstood who made, and for whom
were made, ths works cf art that we may be considering; and if su, that
the study and appreciation of ancient or cxotic arts may have a far greater
and morc profound value than we suspected whern we thought of this
merely as an “aesthetic” experience.

50 Dawle, Bp. ad Can. Grand. 15 and 16 (Dpcra omnia, Leipeig, 1921, p, 482).

1 Miscellanies vig (Ante-Nivene Christian Library, A, Roberts and J. Donaldson,

eds., 25 vols., Edinburgh, 186;-1873, XII, 380).
52 Opera omenia, Tournal, 180y, XL, 33ra.
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‘T'he Part of Art in Indian Life

I

Works of art ({ilpa-karmdni) are means of existence made (rea, sam-
skriza) by man as artist (filpin, karaka, kavi, etc.) in response to the
needs of man s patron (kdrayity) and consumer (bhogin) or speclalor
(drastr).* The aroduction of works of art is never an end in itself; “the
work of the two hands is an otherwise determined element of natural
being”;* “all expressions, whether human or revealed, are direcied to an

end that is over and beyond the fact of expression”:® “as the purpose, so

the work™ Art (élpa, kald, kavya, erc.) in its becoming (utpaitr) is the
manipulation or arrangemsnt (samskarana, vidhina, eic.) of materials
according o « design or pattern, preconceived (dhyata, mirmata) as the
theme (zaste) may demand,” which design. or pattern is rthe idea or m-
telligible aspect (satiza-jiana+ripa) ol the work (karma) to be done
(kdrya) by the artist.

[First Published in Cidzural Hevitage of India, T (Caleutta, 19373 a publication of
the §ri Ramakrishra Centenary Comrmitice). A revised and cnlarged edition of The
Culiural Hevitage of India is being published in cight volumes by the Ramakriskna
Mission Institute of Culture, Calcuita—zr.]

! Disticction of things made {jactarn) from things done (acszem). The thing made
and the thing done, art and cthics, arc onc and the same enly for the artist, whase
function (seadharma, svakarya) is W wmzke; for any other, ©© meke 15 inordinawc
(J‘S’dﬁﬂ'ﬂm]. Thet is with respect w auny onc kind of making; the artist is not a speeial
kind of 1y, but every mau—either vocationally, or at least upon occasion and in
some capacily—is a specel kind of artist

Tt is pessible, of course, for Cie artist to be his own patron, as when a man builds
a house for Limscl!, or weaves lis uw 1 garment In this cese, however, as soon us he
PmFCD(IS fram inenton (hrez) w action (Aryd) his function as patron ceases, and!
he beeoines the other man. When tie work is finished, he becomes a consumer, of
€% post fucto patron, anc is in a positon w judgs the work done, viz. from the artist’s
point of view, with respect o its intrinsic quality (sakrfatve), and from the con-
sumer's, will) cespect W its convenicnce (yogyaia, punyata).

*Kevs, Up. 115

:-S’_&."t.r'tya Darpune v.1, Comnmentary. < Yatkratuwh tatbarma, BU 1v.4.5.

. Seekranitisiry v.q.15g, scoya-scoaka-bhavesn pratimilaksancm  smrtam, where
N more general Lerns, serye COFGSponcs to veste, annkarya, and revake to kareka.
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Works of art, regarded as = [ood (urna), can only be thought of as
“luxuries” whea the patron’s appetites (kdma) are excessive (puruirtha-
visampadi); man eats ro live, and can only be thought of as “greedy”
(lubdha) when he lives to eat.” By works of art the self is nourished in
its vegetative (annamaya) modes of being, and re-minded in its inrellectual

(manomaye) modes of being;” [or in every work of art there is combina-

tion of formal-intelligible (#@mavar) and material-sensible (rapavar)
factors, the former corresponding to the “ear™ as symbnl of angelic un-
derstanding, the latter o the “cye” as symbdol of sensational experience.’

6 “Far so i i thet his cildier (erafd) carry on as though oboving ordess, taey
live dependen: on (upejizani) bieir sucdy and such desired ends (parn yoments-
maphikamak), CU vunrs  Prajdpaid emanated children (preja). e said, "What
ere vour desires? ‘Our desires are 0 cat food (smadyekamak),” JUE 111.1-3,
crd wherewith Fe feeds his children is the Sama Veda, that is, precisely the riwal
work of art (§ilva-barma) as distinguished from the Kg Veda, which remnains within
as art in the ar-ist (&lpa2) oatl surg outwardly.

Food s all rhat nansishes the conscious self as living individual (fivwd; works
of art are foacls in thar men by them accomplish their “such ard such desired
ends ™ In that desires or adperites are here envisaged simply as sine gua nen ol
existence, it is clear that the ends cesired are the accessities of life, as dziermined by
the naturs of the species—idenrical with all that every cresture “milks” from
Viraj according to its own specific virtue, The “morality” of desire and the “moral-
ity" of edstence sre thus ene and the same, *T am the desire that is not counter
to the law of heaven in living beings,” BG vtz Van as an animal (pafu) has
no other end in view than that of existence, and can subsist as anima’ on “bread
alone” without resourse to works of art; but man as 2 person (farwga) has other
ends before him (puragartha) which are attainable only by means of works of
art ordered accordingly.

Appetite (crdinate cesire) as rightly understood above must not be confused
with greed (inorcinate desire). Appetite or Will [§ézma) is the son of the Taw of
Heaven (dharma), begotten en Obedience (éraddhi)s Greed (lobha) is the son of
Arcoganze [darabhe) begonen on Well-Being  (pngir)—say the Puranas. The
mothers ere one or sister principles, the fathers contrary principles.

The case of him who is disgusced (wafrdgin) and -egards all appetites as evil—
because kamad samsira-heswh  (“desite 15 the cause of transmigration™ Man
ri1373.58)—will be considercd later in conncetinn with the concest of “paverty.”
Mote that this point of view, though one extranzous to a discussion of the place
of art in fefe, is by no means exclusively Buddhist.

T “Resrinded,” that is to say, “regencrated.” This is conspicuously seen in the
casc of rites invalving the notion of transubstantiation (sbhtsambhava), notably those
of incgration (samskire) and initiation (dzhed). The duality of the ritual wiork
of art is ususlly cvident even when the mortive is primarily practical, zor exampls,
FD xxin1o., “The Visvajit is metephysically (parcksa) the rite (vrate], and thereby
outwardly (preeyakar) he obtains food (ania).”

 Put cvery work of art hes in the seme way in s Zormal or expressive aspert
an idzal meaning cr value, and in its material aspect a practical application or valne;
the congruity of these aspests determining irs perfection or beanty as a work of
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Works of art, in other words, are specifically human, cistinguishakle from
natural objecrs as not merely sensible, buc also intelligible, aad from their
angelic prototypes (devadilpani)® as not merely intslligible, bur also sen-
sible.”

It is rrue that amongst actually existing works of art men have at-
tempted to distinguish limiting types, on the one hznd purely intelligible,
and on the other merely serviceable; calling the former “beautiful (rasu-
vat),” the latter mercly informative (pyutpattz-matra) or merely useful
(prayojanavat).’t An actual existence (sthit) of such limiting types s,
however, impossible. In the first place, it is cstablished by the definition

art. On the othzr hand, a mers urility, though made, 's not a work of arc—though
harma, 1s not Slpa-Rarma; 3 kirds nesr iz not architectuse, a Dare Stalement is not
poetry, a literal representation i ne mare than a nlastercast sculprure, Tt is within
fan's power 10 maintain his existence as an animal by means of mere wdlides and
bare statements of fzct, as also tn ma<e 1se of wosks of art in the same way, ex-
clusively from the pleasure-pzia standpnint. But he who thus lives by means of
atilities and facts alone, rhe “practizal” man who igrores the theoredcal aspects
of his existence, the laborer without art, 15 inzellectually =r outlaw (avrate) and
suffers privation of being as a persen (prerasa). Net thas the vegetarive mode of
Seing is despicakle in iwself, which is indeed the “foremost aspecr” (param ripar)
of the Seif (MU wric), but that to ignere zll other modes of heing of the S:f
is “devilish” (CU vizi8).

9AB w2y Observe that the desadilpans (art n tae artist) are to he distin-
guished from élpa karmani (works of art) as adhidaivate, favekgs, from adhy-
dtma, pratyaksha.

10 Distincticn of art from nature; for exampls, if we throw a stone, the stone re-
mains a narural objcct, merely a thing, but if we set up 1 stone in the greund, and
call it a linmga, then the stonc in conpection with its suppor: becomes an inte ligible
construction, a significant thing, a work of art.

1A Civision of “fiac” from “applied” art has been made in India only in con-
nection with literature and dancing, viz. in the distinction of gdzyz (statement in-
formed by suse) [rowr ighdse (merely veridical statement), and of nmrtye (dance
cxhibiting a (ane) [rom write (merely rhythmical movements ). A broader dis
tinction of pure or fue [rom applicd or decorative art, and of beanty from use, hes
been drawn in Europe ouly within the last two centurics, before which nme the
terms “artis” and “artisan” designatzd only the professional maker, without regerd
to the kind of ting wade, The new distincdor. belongs to the ideology of incusiri-
alism, seeming w explain and justify a division of crafismen into arosts on the
onc hznd and laborers on he oler; the luman consequences for “laborer” and
C-D‘nsumcr were clearly councated by Ruskin in the Sting.'mg aphorism, '.'indl.lstl'}-'
\’f’lthﬂtt art is brotality”; while the so-called “arist” of today is reduced w0 the posi-
ton of the wurkman in the ivury wwer, or as we should express it, that of the man
who comes will Lis taterials o paint a picture on the air (dhafe ripan ikheyya,
M‘Mz?). Actually, thzre never has beer, and ncver can be agresmen: as to the
P‘}}11_t at which art ends and industry begins; the categorics as defined being always
Opinionative {wrkudpin) and without authority (wpranzcya).
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itsclf that what is purely formal or intelligible is not also sensible, for this
would contradic: the predication of purity or merencss. Pure form (fuddha
nima) has only being (bhdra), not a becoming (bhava); explaining
existence, hut not existing, it can only be referred to, and not identificd
witli the physical symbol.** Meaning cannot have position;** cne and the
same meaning can be referred to again and agzin by means ol the ap-
prapriate symbuls, which may be thought of as its stations (avasthina),
but do not confine ir—"the picture is not in the colors™*—but in the “heart
(hrdaya),” viz. of the arrist (karaka) before the work is done, and of the
spectator (phogin) who, when the work is done, hes grasped (gras) its
reference.® Ard in the second place, only a natural (caheja) object, the
existence of which is its own end (szdrzha), can be spoken of as unintel-

12 Note thar “abstract form™ {or better, “abstract shape™) s nor the same as
“purc form.” Abstract form is merely a general aspect deduced from parricular
aspects; pure form a priori and post factum at the same ume—is that by which
or afier which (an#) the aspect is induced, o as to exist before our cyes (praty-
aka).

What is said above particularly with respec: to works of art is siated more gen-
crally with respect to things of all kinds as follows: “Intelligibles and sensibles
(prajic-mitrd, bhata-maird) are indivisibly connected, neither can exist apart. For
o neither by iwself could any aspeet (riZpa) ensue. Nor is this aspeet a mu.o-
plicity, but like a wheel with respeet to its center” (Kaug. Up. uid, summarized).

12Ty illustiate the sense of “mcaning™: dees 15 a meaning, not a thing, Brahman
is allomeamuyg, vot &1l things.

U Runge wa vidvely citram . . . fatvam hyakseravariian (Lankavativa Sftra
17113}, Compare Keus, Cp. uel, Ne réipam ofpjradita rapa-drastaram vidya:,
“It is not (ke aspect lat une should szek to uncerstand, but the seer of aspeess.”
T paraphrase EU 1n.4.5. “Verily not fur e love of art is art Cesirable, but for the
sake of the Self™

Observe that if we define beaury (vasi) as the self or orinciple of art, as in the
Sahitya Darpana 1.3, Vakyam rvasftmaham kivyerm (“Poctry is statement infermed
by beanty”), it follows in the same way that brauty cannol lave posizion; and this
i, in fact, asserted in the equation raso rasisvadanam (“brauty subsists in the
experiencs of beauty”). The work of art can be called rasarar (“beautful) only
by ellipsis, and witk considerable risk nf lowering the level of reference from that
of “inzelligible beauty” w that of “sensible charm.™ We can, nevertheless, speak
discreetly of works of art, and also of natural objects, as “heautiful” if we mean
by this thar they are perfect in their kind; for whatever is perfect in its kind
(whether the kind be pleasing or not) reflects or refers to intelligible beanty, =nd
may be regarded as an cnwry (avatarana, pravytaka) or station (avasthina) therect,
though in and oy itsclf a veil (dearana).

15 Thus in Rabindranath Tagere’s “Ame chini go chini)
sonificd by the aue Bidvitni, hrdi-majhe akide funcchi tomari gén (cf. AL H. Fox.
Strangways, The Music of Hindostan, Oxford, 1914, p. 96).

' where beauty ig per-

74

ART IN INDIAN LIFE

[igib}c,m and merely sensible, accessible only to animal or estimalive
knowledge. Estimarive knowledge, vie. of things as pleasant or unpleasant
in themselves, is altogether different from intelligible knowledge, the
4nimal, or man as animal, responding o sensation instinctively, not
intelligently, The eye sces nothing but colored surfaces, and has no other
capacity: these surfaces have no mezning as such, but only are—"that
there is an appezrancs of color is simply that colur appears.”™’

Sn. then, the terms “purc art” or “fine art” and “applied art” or “useful
art” have reference only to limiting concepts wirhour separate existence
in fact: every work of art is at onc and the same time ndmavat and r#-
pavat. One and the same work of art can therefore be utilized from either
point of view, or from one of many points of view: the Vedic mantra
may, for example, be used us means to the intcgration of the selt in the
1nod= of meter, or may be regarded as a lullaby; a surgical instrument may
be considered merely as heantiful, that is to say, at uce eapressing and
adapted o its purpose, or may be considered simply as pleasing in color
or shape, or mav be though: of merzly as a means of relieving pain.

Woerks of art are gond or bad in theinselves and as such, not according
to their Lhemes or applications (vasta, prayojana); “of themes that may be
chosen there is none in the world but can be endowed wirth rthe quality
of beauty.™® A czthedral (vimdna) is not as such morc beautitul than an
zirplanc, a éinta more then an ugra image, a hymn than 2 mathemarical
equation, nor Bhartrhari's Vairagya Sutaka more than the Srugdra Sutaka;
o well-made sword s not more beautiful than a well-made scalpel, though
one is used to slay, the other to heal. Works of art are only good or bad,
bezutiful or ugly in themselves, o the exzent thet they are or are not well

gl ; y
and waly wmade (sukrea), that is, do or do not express, or do or do not
serve their purpose (kratvartha); a work cf art being “had™ ar “poor”
(hina) which does not ct one and the same time clearly express and well

18 The Absoluic {Para Brahman, Aditl) is also, of course, unintelligible; hit in
ancther way, being ncither an object, natural or artificial, nor even an intellectiial
form or idca. The Absclutc, being amirta (“lormless”), nirabhasa (‘unmani-
fested”), not in any likencss, impossible to symbolize because not a form, coes not
fall 1o be considered here. The conczpt of art, cven of art in the artist, caanot be
":XttndCd to range beyond the level of rcference implied in the symbols Apara
';zowr:‘?‘:l Drahman, Iivara as Visvakarman (“all-doing”): the Person in a likeness
(méirza), the source of imagebearing light (bharipe, citra- bhasa), whose intrinsic
form (svar@ipa) is the form of very different things (visvarfipa).

Y Vanna va nibha vannanibha, Atthasaling 635.

SRS . S . "
Dasarépa wv.q, apya castu . . . fannisti vanna rasebhivans upaiti loke.
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s=-ve its puroose, whatever that may have been. Works that are bad in
this sense will ahound where mer are cither physically inscusitive or in-
ellectually incrt,

The purpeses to be served by and themes to he expressed in works of
art are good or bed [rom uther points of view, ethical and speculative;
good or bad eshically according as the theme or purpose is noble (punya)
or ignoble (pipa), and good or had inellecrnally according 10 the level
of reference, metaphysical—angelic (paroksa, adhidaivata) or literal
individuzl (pratyaksa, adhyatma), universal or particular. These values
zre very commonly projected onto the work of art, which is then spoken
of as if noble or ignoble, intcllectual or sensual in itself,

Henceforth we shell emplay the terms beautiful and ugly with respect
ta the inrrinsic virtue or lack of virtue in the work of art; neble and ig-
noble with respect to cthical values; and intellectual and sensual with
respact to the level of reference. It may be observed tha: rhese qualities
in or projected onto works ol ar. will correspond to those of the men by
and for whom the works ere produced; skilled and obedient men pro-
ducing beautiful works, gnod men demanding noble works, and meta-
physizally minded men demanding intcllectual works. Furthermore, these
qualities, inherent or attributed, will not in any way reflect conditions ot
economic prosperiry ar poverty; the least costly may be as good in any
sensc as the most costly worlk,

It has been pointed out by Sukricirya that affection or taste is not an
aesthetic criterion (pramina)*® Taste reflects allectability and is not by
any means disintcrested. As expressed in the work of art, where it be-
comes the determinant of “style (ri#i),"*° taste, whether we call it “good”
or “bad,” rellzets the character (seabhdva) of the artist as indivdual, or
more generally within unanimous (sammata) groups that of the environ-
ment (kala-deia); “the painter’s cwn likeness comes aur in the picturﬂ.m1
The character of the individuel or age may bc predominantly static,
energizing, or inert, determining accordingly the qualities of latent power,
power in action, or relaxztion which can be distinguished in the different
zinds (earna) of zrt, thosc, viz. which we speak of with more or less

19 Sykvanitizira w106,

0 Cf, New English Dictioaary, sw. “style”’: “the manner in which a work of art
i executed, regerded as characteristic of the individual ardst, or of his time and
olace . . . what suits [a person’s| tasie”

2 Lekhakasya yad #fipam citre bhavati tad sfipam, Deri Purana (Bombay, 1010),

xemLiso, hence the injunctions of the Silpa $astras, which raquire that the arpst
5e a good man, hale in every sense of the word.
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prccision as classical or reserved, remantic or exuberant, and weak or senti-
mental. Style can be thus defined w terms of sagtea, rafas, and famas; but
it must not be overlooked that when a prescription (sadhana, dhyana)
specifies that a given angel is to be represented in a s@toika, rdjusike, or
tamasika aspect, us e case may be, then the determination is referred
back to the patron, accerding to whose nature (bhava) must be the zspect
of the argel to he worshiped.® [n the latter case 1o question of style is
involved; the angelic character to be expressed by means of suitable signs
{laksane) becomes a part of the artist’s prover, and has nothing o do
with his own nature, which, in turn, determines his style. So, then, the
image 1equired to be gruesome in itself may be reservad, exuberan:, or
sentimental in style (r2#7). Sentimentalicy in arr is the excessive laying oo
stress upon ¢ transient mood (vyabhiciri-bhiva), ard this in the case of a
timasika image will mean that appearances of viclence and effort are
presented, where only the manifestation of a given modality of power
should have been shown; in a screne (§@nte) imege sentimentality would
have taken the form of excessive sweetness. In either case rthere is mis-
conception of the theme; for the permancit mede or mood (_:tr'niyz-:’;fzém}
ol angelic being is ncither sweet nor viclent, but static (sdttvika). But the
misconception is not an zesthetic fault; the artist may have exaibited
sweetriess or vialence with great skill ud complete success, and that is all
that we can demand of him es an artist, ignoring his manhood.*

In isolating the concept of style and comparing two different styles it is
taken for granted diat the theme (vastu, anukdrya) remains constant. In
fact, however, this is not so, nor can it be so; things known are always in
the knower according to the made of the knower, and a0t as they are in
shemiselves, Notwithstanding that the label “Buddha” and the dezails of
the iconogrephy remain the same, the theme “Buddha™ as a problem set
before the Gupta artist is not in fact identical with tae theme “Buddha”
st before the Kusana artist. Now the perfection (sukriatva, entelechy) of
any thing taken by itse'f is reached when its specific potentiality is actually
realized; and this holds for all works of art, where we have & right to
demand an exact correspendence of aspect and form, lacking which we

*2 Sukrantticara 1W.4.150.

*2 However careful of the gnoad of the work to be done, the artist cannot be other
than himeelf, and cannot coneeal himseIf. That is why stylistic subservience, cr
a1y imirarinn of a supposedly superinr style, as in archaism or exoticism, results in
travesty; and hers aestheds faolt is invalved, rae aspect of the work not having
been made afier the arfist’s own canception of the theme, bur as he imagines
someone else world have dore 1he work.
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recognize an element of contradiction (viruddhatva) which defines a pro-
portionate privation of being as 2 work of art. If then we (ind the Buddha
:epresented as a mun, who is morc than man, we can only judge the work
aesthesically for what it is, viz. the representation of 4 man, at the saine
time that from other points of view we, who desired not the likeness of a
man bur the symbol of a meaning, reject it. We have to distinguish he-
(ween things which are good of their kind, and things which in their kind
are good for us. The thing good of its kind will remain such for ever, with-
our respect to the variability of such and such desires by which the course
of man’s life is determined in different individuals ur in different ages.
This is all that coucerns the historian of art, the student of stylistic se-
querices, who makes his business the demonstrarion and explanation ol
styles, without regarc to human values.

Al this, however, is to trcat the work of art as a natural object, an end
in itself, not as a thing made by and for man. If there are some artists who
come with their colors and brushics to paint picturcs on the air, there are
also on the one hand aesthetes, end on the other historians of art who rake
it for granted that works of art are always and recessarily pictures tha:
have been pzinted on the air, whereto the artist has betaken himself in the
pursuit of beauty or, what amounts to the same thing, in zn atempted
flight from life. To all of these ir may be replicd that “Man is no: cmanci-
pated from the task by mercly shirking it, nor can he achieve perfection by
mere abstention . . . they indeed who cook only for themselves are caicrs
of evil . . . it is by action that a man reaches his last goal . . . act therefore
with due regard o the welfarc of the world. " 1t is true that the artist,
like other men in their respective vocations, should work for the good of
the work irself, and not with regard to the ends, however noble or ignoble,
to which the work is ordered; as artist he is not a philantaropist, bt has
his art which he is expected to pracrice, and for which Le expects payment,
rhe laborer being wurthy of his hire. But we are now considering precisely
the case of the artist who sets up to be his own patron, and rhus assumes
immediate and entire responsibility, not valy for the work itself, but for
Uie ends to which it is crdered and may be expected to promote; if this
responsibility :s willfully ignored, the artist is not merely diminished in his

24 A provertial illustration of the futile; see, for example, M 1127,

23 BG n4-20, summarized; “action” and “cooking” are, of course, general con-
cepts, to be taken in our context in the narrower sense of “making.” CL Pardsare
xr.49: [Tc who, being in the order of the householder (ie., within the social order,

no longer a student, not yet & hermit or total cbandoner), still makes no gift what-
ever, is referred to as “one who never cooks for others”
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humanity individually, but procceds to extinction as species. " He who does
not do his part to keep in motion the wheel thar has heen set agoing, whose
life is loveless and whose playground Is sensation, lives in vain.”* The
world has every right to inquire with respect to worlks of art, whar are
they about, and what for; and if the artist znswers, about nothing znd for
norhing, or about mysclf and for myself, the world owes him nothing.
Offcring stones tor bread, he wll be repaid in kind, and sooner or later
buried withonr regrer.””

Nor s the proper artist, in fact, at all of this kind; none is more justly
angered than the artist who, when he presents the finished work to the
patron or spectator for whom i was made, finds thar only his skill (with-
out which it would have been presumption to make arything) or anly
his style (which he admits anly when his attention s called to it, and
then only as accident and nct as essence in his work) is praised, while
the theme of his wark, to which he has literally devoted and given Aim-
self, is treated merely as a label atzacked Lo it. “T am noz” he says in effect,
“y perlorming animal, bur also a person.” “Lhe Vedic kavi refers to his
artistry as a skill exercised for the sake of the angels to whom the mantras
are addressed; it is not himsell that speaks, but Vic-Sarasvati through
him; he is not a stylist, but an auditor, and a reparter; the mantra is very
surely directed o an end beyond iwself. The Vedic kuvi is essentially
Savitrl,”™ and more than man (apawruseya), but in that the Supernal Sun
shines upon the world in the likeness of man® man having his being as
the counterimage in the mirror,* or, il the mirror be tarnished, suffers
privation in fullness of being what he is, it tollows, proceeding from whole

26 B3 r.th. We are nor at present considering his case, thz hour of whese re-
vulsion hzs come, and who wnderizands whar iz means o cscape rom lifz, not
from rhe world, bt from himself; it may only be pointzd cut that such @ mar
expects norhing from the world, he indeed supports the world, and for him the
world can da norhing

27 T'he case of the artist who asserfs that his work s not vrdered w any end, bu:
is irs own meaning, is suficiently disposed of by the Sihuya Durpune v, Com-
mentary: “or if not thue ordersd m an end over and above the meic fact of ox-
pression, can only be compared to the ravings of a madman.” If bz work 3¢ such
a5 he eannot understand, and thesefore canrot use, the patron has a perfect right
to demand 2 return of his money, or the spectator not ta purchase,

bza'l'n expect the artist to he pleased when we admire his skill or siyle is 1 offer
him a last offense; for in so doing we assume that his intenton was o display Lis
skill, or to meke zr exhibition of himself. If he is pleased, that is his human weak-
ness, nnt his strength,

2RV virLa. 9 AR [1.2.1, abhyarcat puruserizpena.

S Kavs. Up. w2, aditye mahat . . . adarie praivéipah.
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ro part, that mwan'’s powers in their perfection arc reflections of his power;
the human artist has his being in the likensss o7 the Solar £az, or, if not,
suffers privation in [ulluess of being as artist®® And this is scen in the
relation of the artist to his work, the theme being precisely the zngel
whom he praises by his wark, as pijaka and upacdrin.

II

It is the business of the artist to know how things ought to be made and
to be able accordingly, as it is the husiness of the patron to know whaz
things ought 16 be mude, and of the consumer to know what thiags Aaze
been well and truly made and to be able to use them after their kind.™
Ths individual artist is nor, indeed, expected o find out for himself how
things cught to be made, but he is cxpected to make this knowledge a
part ot himself, so that he acquires the habit (distatva, anufilana) of his
art. No less than for the thinker or doer, there is for the artist a norm or
ratio (pramdna), according to which, as subdivided into particuler canons
(naya, vidhi, ména) recorded (smyta) in the technical books (Silpa-Sasira,
apaveds) the work is w0 be done, Only such works as conform o these
standards ($dstra-migna) are lovely (ramye) in the judgment of those

821 am well aware, of course, shat by certain 1heworicians the Vedas arc excluded
from the category kdeya (Sakitye Darpana 1.2, Commentary). But this is besed
merely cn the grourc that while “scripture™ and “lwrature” are equally valid as
means to the attainment of purisérzha in its four divisions, the “literary” way is
the easier and pleasanter. As to this it need only be said that while Srud may well
be excluded from the category efles lerirer, just as Indian sculpure would fall
ontside the category “art” as nowacays uncerstood, (T would be absurd w assert
har what the Vedic kzvis have utterec is not, in a less resoicted and wediical serse
of “he wno-d, kavya, just as it would be absurd to say that the seulprure is not within
the foll end rrue meaning of the word dipa-karmal Or is the Vac-Sarasvell ol
the Vedas less Muse than the Vac-Sarasvan of the lttéeatenr? And if the “genius”
of the kawi of the lumbiara Sistras is spoken of as a praidbhi or sakid, what ars
these but relections of the powers intrinsic to the Solar Angeli We mnst accord-
ingly regerd the Vecic kaws as the archetyoe of every “poer” (within the root mean-
ing of gowiy, “to make?), and the Vadic mantre as the exempizm of all art.

2]t may be repeated that while man universally is patron, ardsy, and consumer
at once, wia individually is only rercly patron, artist, and consumer with respect
t any paricular work ol w By wey of farther illustration take the case of the
actor who, functioning both as artist and cousumer, appreciated his own art
(a:vado nevtakasya na viryme, Dafarfipa w.s1). A very different case is that of
the actor who merely cxhibits his own emotions, that is, meicly behaves; here he
ic nnt an arfist ar all, nor is he procucing a work of art that can Le appreciated as
such by himself or anyone cse.
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who know (vipaicit), individual taste (tar lagnam hrt = ruci) heing
no criterion.**

There i5, indeed, but one authority {pramatr) whose knowledge is uni-
versal (zffva) =nd innate (sahaja), not acquired by instruction or prac-
tice, that is, the Lord as Visvakarman or Tvastr,” and in or with him
(salokyavat) those Comprehensors (vfdvan, sidhya, prabuddha, huddha,
etc.) whose omniscience (sarvajfiatyva) is as his, and who shars his absolute
“kill in the ficld of art (flpa-sthina karisala).”*® Criteria (pramanani,
pl.) known to others are necessarily limited and parricular (vifesa); an
innate knowledge ol criteria being, as it were, diviced amongst the angels
(deva, devata), whose naturs (shiva) is altogether intellectual, for “that
is what it means fo be an angel.”® Now whereas “all the activities (kri-
yih) of the angelic beings, whether at home in their owa places or abroad
in the breaths of life,”* are intellectually emanated (mdnasi srizih), those
of men are pur forth by conscious effort (yatnatas); therefore it is that
the works to be done (kdrya-kreydh) by men are defined in detail (l2kse-
nabhihitah).”® Man's works of art, in other words, are properly deduced
only when they are mede in imitation (anukre) of the angelic arts (deva-
#lpane) 2 Tt follows, indeed, directly trom the principle “As abeve, so
below (amusya lokasyayam loka “nurdpai)”™* that works of arv ($ilpa-

2 Spdranitisire 1v.ga06, The individual who has been righty educated should
not “know wkhat ke lixes” ouly, but “like what he krows.” The man who asserts
“I do not know anything bout art, but T knew what I like” 35 governed by sensual
appetite in <ke same sense as s e who says “T do not know what o think, but 1
know what I like thinking,” cr “T do vot krow what is right, bu: T know what 1
like doing.”

3 Or Siva, rarve-filpa-pravarveaba, Mbh xin28s.14.

0 4dhidharmakoda 17172 viL4o; of, Coomaraswamy, Thr Transformation of
Nature in Art, 1332, 1. 74.

97 Sankaricarya on Ait. Up. trTa: “Tn thar the angels are wonted 10 the use
of (grakana-priyan) metzphysical notions | paroksa-ndmint), thechy 1t s tha
they are angels (varmid devin) —at is to sav. in cthat theis & the Lubit of firs:
principles. ©f. CGL vnrt2s, “Taellect is his angelic eye.”

88 Tn the text, grhesu pavanesu ca, a gloss now embodied in the wxe exoluins,
“that is, pur farth according to their natures and cvery human narure”—correcely,
for “all these angels are in me (mayyriac sarsd devatdh)” JUB 1.14.2.

5 Nafya Sastra 105

£ AR viog, It will be vnderstoad, of course, that the angelic arts (deva-filpani)
are net like human works nf art (Gilpa-karmani) actually, but only metaphorically
made with hands; 1te angelic #rts are inwardly knowable intellectual forms await-
ing their emhodiment in manafaciored things. As examples of things made by
man afrer the heavenly patierns are cit=d “a clay elephant, & brazen object, a gar-
ment, a gold object, a mule chariot.”

AT vito.
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karmini) can only be regarded as conceived in accordance with the law
of heaven (rtaprajazini) and as well and truly made (cakrtanz, as the
works of the Rbhus arc said to be, and as before defined, “heautiful™)
when they are made after (anu) the angelic prototypes, which arc intel-
lectually degoten in the revolution (pravartana) of the Year (samvatsara,
Prujipati); for example, “the Year is endless; its two ends are Winter
and Spring; after (anz) this it is that the two ends of a village arc united,
afrer this it is that the two ends of a necklet meet.”

It is, indeed, as aforesaid, precisely the willed embodiment of a fore-
known form or pateern in the work of art that removes it from the cate-
gory of “natural object” and makes it artificial (krerima), that is to say,
humane (smdnusa); not that narural ohjects have not also their forms,
but that these zre not lureknown by the artist, nor has he any part in
the creation of the natural object. ‘There are, however, twa disrinct aspects
of the act of art, accarding as the artist proceeds [rom universal to particu-
lar, or from particular to universal. In the arst case the intellectually
known form precedes, and operaton follows—dhydrva kuryas; in e
secard, a thing is first perceived sensibly, then the intellect at work 1n the
heart discovers the corzesponding form, this form in turn being, as art in
the artist, foreknown and precedent wirh respect Lo operation—dritvd
dhyayet, dhyaiva kurydi. Iu modern terms the cases are spoken of as his
who works from imagination, and his who works from nature or from
memory. In the first case the artist forms material symbols dizectly after
angelic images, which are not things; in the second he takes existing
things out of their sense, and sacrificing their sensible appeal, transforms
them. The artistry of the Vedic mauniras, which are the cause of the be
coming of things in their kind,” is of the first sort; that cf the actual
sacrifice, where things are offered up and rerurned to their source, of the
second—jo ha vai evamuit, su hi suvar gacchat ™

42 [UB 1.35. The cases cited are clementary; but the student of cncient Indiar
syrholism and iconography {whelher in ancicnt iconography or surviving folk
art) will find in the prazigas “lowus” “wheel,” cie, more detailed correspendences,
Norahble anzlogies are: that of the macrucosuic warp and woof, thought of as a veil
or garment (zavrd, vasgra) comparable Lo the tissues woven on human looms; that
of the soar chariot (ratha), of which tie wheels are heaven and carth, with vehicles
emplayed on earth; and thet of the axis ol the universe—the axle-ree of the afore
said whee's—thar pillars apart (wiskarnbhayat) heaven and earth, as a roof is cup-
portect here.

s §ankaricirya on Vedaniw Satre 11.3 (Veda as paribhagahetic).

44 JUB 11112 ¢f, BU 14.16, sa yujjuhoti yadyajate tena devindrs lokak (bhavati),

and Suhranitisira wa7e. devinam pratibimban  kuryicehveyaskaram  svargyant
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The normal procedure of the Indian imager (praiiméd-karaka) is of
the first kind, and this applies also t the case of the poct and other artists
within narrower categories, The details of the angelic prototypes are
remembered (smrta) for the imager’s guidance in the canonical treatiscs,
aad incidentally are 1o be found elsewhere wherever the angels or their
houses, vehicles, thrones, weapons, or other possessions are described.
This does a0t mean thar the artist’s knowledge must be got only directly
from exts actually written down or recited, though thesz have been, and
are still reserted tog it may as well be gained from Instruction (upudesa)
and in practice (abhydsa). The waster (gcirya) stands in relation to the
pupil as guru to disya, and so professional men following one another
in pupillary succession (guru-parampard) learn to work “according to
their craft (&lpanuripena).® At the same time, the possibility of a
direct access to the highest scurce of knowledge—Vac-Sarasvad, or the
Lord through whose crearive emanation ol lmage-bearing light (bha-
ripa, citra-bhisa)*® all possibilities arc realized—is by no means excludad.
The creative light (R@rayitri praiibha) or power (Saki) in the puet him-
self may be cither natural (s644j2), acquired (#haryd), or learned (awpa-
desika); in the first casc the poet is “Sarasvati’s” (s@rasvata)*

The artist’s perception of angelic prororypes is spcken of in rmany dif-
ferent ways: it may be revealed to him in slecp; he may visit an angelic
world and there take note of what he sees (whether the aspect of a given
angel, or that of the angelic archirecture, or that of the heavenly song and
dance), or Viévakarman may be said to operate through him™ These

manavadinér asvargyanyasubhini ca. By “golug w” or “becoming” the argelic
world we understand, of course, a reiniegratin (serzskarana) in the intellectual
mode of heing (manamaya), as in AB vizy, where he who imitaies (anmukr) the
devadilpani is said to be reinegrared (irmdnam sereskuruse) in the metric mode
(chandomaya).

T yr332 MU v.g; RV vrioa.

4 Kipya-mimanmsa, ch. 2. CE. the various discussicns of kérywheuu, cg. in D V.

Kane, Sakitya Darpana, 22d ed., p. cxliv: and S. K, De, Stzdies in the [listory of
Sanskrit Poetics (London, 1023).
_ An example of a saracvatz poct might be cited in Tirujianasambandhasvami;
innate poetic gening (rahaji karoyitri praibhd) is, however, more fully represented
in the Veil'e kasi, rarasvata in that his ascess to Sarasvad iy ammediate, In any case
an innate genins must ke one thought of as ap@rez (“original”), The Indian con-
Ct?pt’_cn of genius, however, differs from the modern potion as not implying a
distegard of norm (pramana) but, on the contrary, a perfeet kaowledge of all
norms, and corresponding virtuosity.

BT.p Mahivamsz xxviLo—z0, dibbavimanz . . . leddlckhyam lekhayitvi . . .
alekhyarlam barest.
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metaphors all imply an awareness at levels of refererce superior w that
of observaiion and deliberation—levels apparently objective, but in reality
“within you,” antarhrdayikide, for as before cited, “all these angels are
in me.”

The mast perspicuous accounts of artistic “inventicn” (enawitf) arc
to be found in the Rg Veda, where we are told time and again how and
where the poe, whose incantations (manira) are the cause of the be-

coming of things in their variety, finds (anawsd) his words and measures.

Foremost and archetype of these is the Solar Angel (Savitr) in thal he
reveals (pratimuiicate) the aspects of all things (eifva-rapand).* Orhers,
engels, prophets, or patriarchs, co-creators in his likeness, “ward rhe foor-
prinrs of the law of heaven and in tac innermost (gu/kd) arc pregnant of
the ultimate ideas (pardns némani)”;"" “then what was best anc flawless
in them, implartsd in the innermost (guhd nikitam), rthar by their love
was shown Forth,”™ “Iu the innermwost,” literally “hidden,” that is, im-
manent in the hollow of the lotus of the heart, wherz only are to be
realized all the posshilities of our being, “both what is ours now, urd
what is not yet ours.”? It is in the hear: (Ar#) that Wisdom (Vie-Sa-
rasvaci) is seen or heard (d7é, fra), in the heart that the swift instigations
of the intellecr are fashioned, or thoughr is formulated, “as a carpenter
hews weod,™ and “cven as Tvastr wich his axe wrought the angelic
chalices, even so do ye that are Comprehensors of the hidden foorprin:
whet those chisels wherewith ye carve e vessels of andying life,”"
The aesthetic process, the making (karma, moineis) of things, is thus
clearly conceived in its swn essenfial aspects, on the one hand as the
cxercise of a theoretical power (mantra-fakes), and on the other of a
practical power (utséha-éaktr). The procedure of the artist is defined
accordingly: “The imager (prazimd-kdraka) should prepare the mages

49 BV v.br.z and Newkia xin13.

MRV x.5.2. SLRV w91

32 QU viint.a—3. Cedanihitam in RV x51.0 = bpda in the same laad, verse §,
and hrdaye ahitam in RV vigb. “What is ours here,” that is, human geods
lmanusha vitta) laown sensibly (eabsmsz), “what is not ours here,” that 15, =n-
gelic (daive vitra) known intelligibly (érotrens), as in BU rnagap. CE awik . . .
ca guha vasini, RV x.54.5.

“Heart” (hr#, hydaya) corresponds to Islamic gald, and perly to Christian “soul,”
better o “within you,”

82 RV x.71.8, hrda tastesw manasah javesu vat; BV un38o, abhi tagesu didhaya
manisam, end Sivana's comment, vathd tastr taksonena kasthaw samskeroti. Notz
that Vedic dAi and dkita correspond to Aupanishada and Yoga déyai and dhyaa.

IV x.53.9-10.
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that are to he used in temples by means ol (ae visual formulae (dhydna)
that are proper to the angels (svdrddhya-devaia) whose are the images to
be made. It is for the successful artainment of visual formulation (dhyame-
yoga) that the lineaments (lzksana) of ‘mages erc recorded (smipta), so
that the morzcl imager may de expert in visual formulation (dhyana-rata),
for it is thus and in no ather way, least of all (va kkalu) with & model
hefore his eves (prasyaksz) thet he can accomplish his task.” And so,
to summarize the injunctions which are scarrered through the books in
which zre collected the prescriptions for imagss, the imager is required,
alter emprying his heert of all extranecus interests, to visualize within
hirself (antarhrdayikdie) =n intelligible image (jidnassitva-rapa), w
identfy himsell therewith (zad@imdnam dhydyet or bhavayet), and hold-
ing this image as long as may be necessary (evam rupam yévad icchats
tavad vibhdvayer), then only w proceed Lo the work of embodiment in
stune, mewzl, or pigment—dhyated haryat. In case (which 1s unusual ]
he works from a sketch, that is to sav, from a visual rather than a verbal
sddhana or dhydna, the prindple remains the same; “or here he works
actually from a mental image evoked in himself cccording to the sketch,
and not from the sketch directly.

As we have seen above, the resort to a living model zccessible to observa:
don (prazyaksa) 1s prohibited, and the representation of “men, etc,” that
is, of “nature,” is dismissed as “nor heavenward leading.” Let us not forget
that the problem (kartawva) before the artist is that of communicating to
others a given idea, and though this can only be dane by m=ans of seasible
symbols—perceptible shapes or audible sounds—it is evidently essential
that these shapes or sounds be such as can be understood, and not merely
seen or heard, by the natron or spectator whn rightly expects to be able o

understand and make use of the work of ar: to procurc those ends to

which it was ordered on his behalf.”® Now the living model as narural
(sahaja) objecr and end in itself {(szarzha) is not a symbol, and has no
meaning; its appcal is merely sensational and affecting, our reaction being

55 Sukranitisire w4071, Dhyina dhyine-mantra, sidhara, ic. the canonical
presciiption required w be realized in the image w be made; the dAyamar of
the uriist are the same as those made use of in “subtle™ (siksmu) worship, where
Fbc form is not embodied in a marerial symbol, Svarddiva-devaté is adhiduivaty,
1n other words, paroksa; it is well knowa that “the angels are wonted w the super-
seusuous [ paroksa-priyak) and mislike the sensible (preryeksz-deisah),” BU
V.22

*%“The wark ef art caa only neurish the spectator, he can only have delight in
it, when he is not cut off from its meaning” (Dafarfipa wv.52).
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cither of pleasure or pain, and not disinterested.” To the extent that the
work of art is “truc to naturc,” and the more its appesrance approximates
to that of the natural model, the more what was rue of the object will
be true of the work: until finally the work becomes “illusionistic” or “very
like” (susadyia), and at this point we are suddenly awakened to the fact
of its insignificance (anerthatva). As the natural object as such is clearly
a far bewer thing than aay shadow or imitation of it that can be made,
we realize that the only use of the illusionistic work is to serve as sub-
stitute for the rarural nbject in the absence uf the latter, viz. as a means
of cousolation in longing (utkanthid-vinodana);® our attachment to the
work is then, strictly speaking, a fetishism or idolatry, a worship of “ra-
ture.” Ar the same time, insolar as the work is merely informarive as to
the manner in which a certain man or other thing presents itself ro rhe
eye’s intrinsic faculty (mamsa-caksus), it is not properly a work of arg,
but merely a convenience or utlity.™

It is only because in sculpture or painting the langiage is visual rather
than aural, and a fully developed (vyaksa) image of an angel or other
meaning, thercfore, more like a man oz a tree than are the wards purusa
or varaspati, that the notion has arisen that it is the primary [unction or
nature of these arts to reproduce the appearances of things. This indeed

57 Ahsence of meaning js predicaicd =quelly whether we consider the object in
irs individnal, specific, or generic aspect. By “generic sspect” we mean onc idealized
ar conven-ionalized, an abstracted form. The genus lias no morc mcaning than
the speeiss, the species than the specimen: the notiva of genus is cerived from
experience, and its use is ra summarize, no: to explain expericnees, Arn climinaticn
ot individual or specific derails, whether arrived at deliberzicly, or, as in memory
drawing, by a rescrt to forgerfulness of aspects in whick we are not intercsted, can
never lead us to the farms of things, but merely o a simplified or sclected aspect
sdequate to the given classification or congruent with our tste. In vither words,
“ideclisric” art aad “ideal™ arr are two very different things: simplificaticn is no:
transformation ( parderrtt)

It is true that ¢ natural objees can he used as a symbol; for exanple, when a
naturzl stone is set up and called a lingz, o when an actuzl lotus leal is laid on
the fre altar. But the symbolic valne rhus projected upon the matural obicct has
nothing to do with its individual idicsyncrasy, to which our attention s chicfly
directed in a “drawing from life”; and in most cases we can make our meaning
very much clearer by employing a symbol expressly designed ad foe.

38 Malatimadhava 1.33.0-10.

8 Tt is by ne means to be understood thar a reasonable arackment w things as
they are in themselves, or a proper use of uilites, is sinful: on (e contrary, as
already pointed out, nn distinerion can be drawn betwern the rorality of cxistencs
itself, and the mara’ity nf ordinae desires, All that is asserted s the evident fact
that even an ordinare attachment to things as they are in thewselves is asvargye,
not heavenward leading, but tends to a coming back again, punar Goriti.
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has never been clearly asserted in India, bur has been constuntly denied;
nevertheless there can be found allusions to sculpture or painting as in
wiguing deceptions,” and this seems to imply at least a popular view of
the art as imitative in kind. That a popular interest must have been felt
in the represcatative aspects of art is further illustrated by the fact that a
preference for color is always ascrined ro rhe layman, a preflerence [or
line tn the connoisscur, while in more than onc passage the viddsaka is
referred to “stumbling over” the represented relievo.” Actually to think of
likeness to anything as a criterion of excellence in sculpture or painting
would be the same as to think of onomatopoetic words &5 superior (o
others in literature. 1f, because of our human preocenpation with the facts
of experience, and being pratyaksa-priya, we should make use only of
onomatopoetic words in our communications, these communications
would be restricted to the range of such as animals are able to muke lo
one anarher by means of grutts and whines; accepting only these words
which are madc in the likeness ot things, we should have none with which
to make those references which zre nor m rhings but to meanings.

The considerztions vutlined above have determined the Muhammadan
interdiction. of representctive art, as = thing giving the appearance and
not the reality of life; in making such representations, man is working,
not like the Divine Architcer from within cutwards, not with significant
forms (ndmani), but only with aspects, and in reducing rhese from life
to likeness imposes on them a privation of their proper being, which is
onc informed by the spirit (rdh, prina) of life. From the Hincu, Bud-
dhist, or Jaina monastic point cf view, and that of such teachers as Su-
kricirya (who expresses the consensus of authority), representative art
is condemned a5 such more on sccount of its worlcly theme rhan on
strictly thenlagical gronnds. Firally, the modern critic who is in agree-
ment with Hindu theorv condemns representative art as ar#, because of
its ‘nformative (zyutpatiimatra) character, or hecause the spectatr re-
gards it primarily from the standpoint of its affective associations, and
sensztionally. It is true that the work ot art which takes the natural object
or human theme for its starting point need ror he merely informative
or mitative in itself:** nevertheless, in spite of oursclves, it is only too

YOML 1v.2, muthyimanoramam, with reference to painted walls.

*t Sakuntali vi13-14, apparently with reference to the exnberant forms of beau-
tifal women.

**I'ne Ch'anZen ar: of the Far East provides the aesr illustration of an art that
takes “nature” ag its starting point, and vet 13 not a represenfation of, bur a trans-
formation of nature. The Sung painter, indeed, “stdiss™ nature; but this study is
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easy to be curious of and seduced by the individual and accidental aspects
of the things befers us, and thus to be drawn away by our affections from
the vision ol pure [orm. The possibility of such distractions s avoided
by the imager who, emptying his mind of all ather content, procescs o
work directly from an inwardlv known image; and similarly in rhe case
where the form is not evokad by the craftsmen individually, but is handed
down from generazion to generation in the collective consciousness of
the craft.”® All this is berne out in the character of the actual art, the
vyakta (developed and anthropomorphic) image (mdrtf) being no more
realistic in principle than the gryakta (undeveloped or abstrzct) diagram
{(yantra) which s ordered to the same ends. The Ilindu mags of an
angel, or Hindu ancestral image, 1s not in fact mace as if to tunction
biologically, and cznnot he judged as if it were so mzde. The plastic
image has no more occasion to counterfeit a man than has the verbal
image: and if, for instance, the latter may have a thousand arms or therio-
marphic elements, so may the former.® It need hardly be added that it is
taken for granted that thosc who look at carthen images “do not serve
(na abhyarch) the clay as such (mytsarmjia), but withour regard thereo?

¢ -

(emddyeya) honor (mam) he deadhless principles referred w (umara-

samifia) in the ezrthen images (mprmava pratikrei).”*

nol an observation, but an absorption, a dAyiae (efan) resulting in he discovery
of a pure fomn, oot like e diing as (Ui L1 dsef, but Tike the image of the thing
it &5 11 e thingg the idea of die ing, and oot the cbject iscelf, Leing the
“model” w wicch e paier woiks, Even i the case of Todian represzniations ol
“men erc.,” it will be found that though the artst is working in presence of the
thing, he nevertheless resorts to dAvana: see, for example, Sekranizisira viL73-74,
where the image of a horse is 1o ba made fram a horse acrually seen. and ver the
artist is required to form a memal image in dhvdnae, and alsoy Malasikagnimitra
L2, where cefect in portrature is attributed not to lack of obszrvarion, oa: w im-
perfect identification (s#2fla samad i),

% In this way the ntellectual element has been preserved in the waditonal minor
and folk arts of the villages until today, while the major arts in the bowrgeois en-
vironment have been denaturcd,

5t Needless to observe that our arithmet:cal ability to count up arms, or to recog-
nize therinmorphic elements in the arfist's vocabulary, is no an aesthetic capacity.
The laksanas required are an integral parr of the zriist's preblem (karya, kartavie),
presented tn Fim 2 griers what we judge in him is not the problem, but the solu-
ran.

0 Divyavadana, ch. 20, These are also tae principles underlving Christian iconol-
atry: cf. the Hermeneiz of Athos, 445 “In no wise honor we the colors or the
art, but the archetvpe of Christ, who is in heaven. For as Basilius savs, the honoriag
nf rhe ‘mage nasses over o the prototype.”
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“Porcraiture” in Hindu art falls to he considered from two different
poings of view, frst, that of the ancestral cfigy, and szcond, that of the
likeness of & person still living, ‘Lhe principles involved are mars divergent
than might at first sight appear. The ancestral effigy is not in fact a “por-
rrait” in the accepted sense of the word, it is not the likeress cf a mortal,
but the image of an angel (deza) or archerypal meaning (néma). For
of the deceased we say that he has become an angel (deva), or attained
cngelic natare (devatva); and thet it is an idea (ndma) that remains
when a man dies.®® The nature of the angel or idea will be such as the
man’s own Uughts and works have becn, and so the man is represented
not as he was seen on earth, but as he was in himself, and is now rran-
cubstantiated (zbhisambhira). An actual “likeness” of the deccased could
only be desired by thosc most attached to what was mortal in him, who
would be persuaded that it is precisely thus that he is nnw.” Hence we
do not “recognize” the individual in the eMigy; in the Pratima-ndtaka,
Bharata does not recognize the efligies of his own parents, and in the
presence of Javanese or Cambodian sculpture we are tacay in just the
same way unable to distinguish, unless by an inscription, between a royal
effigy and the image of a deity, The angel, whether djanaja or karma-deva,
's represented as at home (grhe, grhasiha) and despirated (apdna}, not
as abroad in the breaths of life (prancsu, pavanese); that is to say, for-
mally (ndmika, Laz. formaliter), not as i embodied (¢7riraka) in a life
(@yus, asu), bur in rhe manufactured image (Arivfme rapa).

88 Devabhiyam gata, and devatvam (or devitvam) prapts. etc., ars common ex-
pressions; in JUB nwg, we find devatim anusembhavati. For aama s thar which
remains and is “without end” when a man dies; see BU 1m2.12,

87 Bortraiture in the accepted sense i history. History has its legitmate practical
values; the Indian atdtude, apart from some cxceptions, has been to let the dead
bury the deec; what India valued more than life was to preserve tae great tradi-
tion of lifc, and not the names of those by whem it was handed down, We cannot
imagine what it mcans to be interested ‘rn biography; our greatest “suthors™ are
zither anonymous or impersonally named, and none lays claim te originalitv but
rather zcgards himsclf as mercly an cxponent. It has been well said that “portrairure
belongs to cwilizations that fear death. Individual likeness i3 not wanted where it
suffices for Cie ype o contuue® (S, Kramrisch, Jadwn Scalpiare, Caloutta, 1933,
P- 134); ‘o fact, it was not until the production of works of art had practically
ceased that it occurred to men © proteet them in musewns, which ean only be
compared 10 tombs, and not untl folksong and folklore weie scen w be actually
in inminen: danger of death that it occurred o men w oreserve their lifeless
iniages on the dead pages of books. It was not until men began w fear that living
books might bs no maore, that the scriprures were written down,
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The representation of living persons according to their factual likeness
(vathd-vesa-samsthdndkdrah), and where the possibility of recognition is
a sinc qua non, belongs entirely to the domain of “worldly” or “fashion-
able (nagare)” painting, and has always an erotic (srpgaravar) applica-
tion (prayojzna);*™ and is, furthermorc, always an avocation or accom-
plishment attributed to princes end other cultured men rather than to
the professionzl $ilpin and prazimd-kdraka® 1f portreiure of this kind
is called asvargya, not heavenward leading, that is not so much a proaibi-
tion, as by way of pointing out the undeniable distinction of what is
mortal (martya) and individual (adhyiarma) in kind, [rom whal is angelic
(acf;lx'dafvara) and heavenward lead;ng I:szzm‘gysz}.” At the same time,
even in this kind of portraiture it is the concept of the type discovered in
the individuzl that really governs the representation: the portrait of a
queen made for a lovesick king 1s given all the lineaments of a padmini,
and yet thought of as a good likeness (susadria);™ and even when the
portrait of aa animal is required, the artist is expected to visualize (@hyar)
the form in agreement with preestablished canonical proportions.™

Tt is in cannection with an unsuccessful portrait, indeed, that we find
allusior. madc to the fundamental cause of an artist's failure; this failure
is attributed neither tc lack of skill ner to lack of observation, but to a
lex realization or “slackened integration (Seihile sumadhi)™;™ and clse-
where, in conncction with the drama, impertections of acting are at-
tributed not to lack of skill or charm, but to the actor’s “empry-hearred-
ness” (fianya-hrdayaiad),”™ which is tantamount to calling the production
formless, in that the inwerdly known form after which the gesture fol-
lows is a farm known only within, as art in the artist. The use of the
terras samddhi, hrdaye, is significant when we realize, as we must have
realized, that the practice of art is o discipline (yoga) beginning with at-

% The portraits o donors zo be introduczed in their donatons (as, for example,
described in Madjusrimiglakalpa, printed text, p. 6a) are w be excepred from s
generalization, but even here the purpose is individual, zrd in this sense profane,

" For the four classes of painting (satya, vainika, nigera, mifran), see Visnu-
dharmortara, 111.41. On the characteristics and functons of “fashionable” paindug,
see Coomaraswamy, “INigara Painting,” 1020,

0 Sukranitisira v.c.076.

" Vikrama-carftra, story of Nanda and his queen, Bhanumati.

"2 Sukranitisira ViL73-7L.

™8 Malavikagnimitra 1.2, In medical usage, $thifa samadhi s post coitnim las-
situde, = state of cisiategration (vasrampsana), cf. AA 112.5.

¢ Privadariiki of Harsha, . G. K. Nariman, ¢ . {New York, uz3), Pu g

and Vikramorvasi of Kalidgsa, tr. C. D, Shasui (Lahore, 192q9), n (introductory
stanzas).
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rention (dhdrana),” consummated in self-identification (semadh), viz.
with the ohject or theme of contemplation, and eventuating i skill of
operation (kautala).”®

1f we have so [ar considered only the case of what arc commonly known
as Lhe maior arts, let us not forget that Sankaricarya is reporied to have
said, "I have learnr concenrrarion (samddhi) [rom the maker of arrows.”
Not only in fact does the ordinary workman, weaver, or potter, work de-
votedly, but—though he may not practise yoga in the formal sense of
sitting- in padmisana, etc—ne always lorns mental ‘mages, which he re-
members from generation to generation, and is so far 1dentifed with thar
he has them always at his reacy command, at his fingers’ ends, withour
need for conscivus “designing”: and in thar he works thus above the
ievel of conscious observation, his capacity as artist by far exceeds what
would be his capacity as individual “designer.” At the same dme his
work remeins comprehensible, and therefore nourishing and beautiful
in the eyes o2 all those who, like himself, still live according to the ‘m-
memorial traditon (sandzena dharma), or, in other wards, according to
the pattern of the Year (sarmvatsara). Preeminently of this kind, for ex-
ample, are on the one hand those unletter=d and ohscure women of the
villages, whose drawings execured in rice-powder and with the finger-
brush in connsction with domestic and popular Zestas (zrafa) represent
an art of almost pure form and almost purely inzellecrnal s'gnificance;™

"5 Cf. sad haranya as prer=quisite to rasaseidana on the part of the spectator.

T6Art i3 a yoga, of course, only from the human point of view, in which thers
is presumed a duality; integrity being from this point of view “restored” in caméid b
—though from the standpoint of the Self, that cannot ke hought of as restored
which has ncver been infringzd. Accordingly in the Comprekensor (widean], who
has transcended human modes of being, the #lpa-sthina-Ransels is not auributed
but esszntial, and thus a0 yegyi krita (Laifta Vistara, 11); in the last analysis,
and whers no work is done beeause there arc no ends to be attained, #/ps becomes
Bla, &lpani syavah.

While we are on the way we arc not there. In the meantime, to worls at his arg,
having always in view the good of the work to be dene, and nct the advantage to
be (Iierived from it (for the artist as for all others, Rarmanycradhikaraste ma
f’f"-’”*_‘."“s BG 1147) is the specific harma-yogz of the artst, his way (mérge) tw©
f@yzgya wich the Lord in his aspeet as mirmina-karaka. In other words, the §lpin's
tehta devarz is Viivakarman.

T Alpand” drawings arc outstanding cxamples of “finc art” within the cus-
tomary definitions of the category; being at once exalted in theme, astonishing in
Virtuasity, and, practically speaking, useless.

For exaraples sec A N, Tagore, Bingilar Vrata (Calcutta, n.d., but before 1920},
Attention may be called to Plate 93, illusirating twe representations of the “Houte
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2nd on the other, those trained and learned archizects (sthapeti) of scuth-
ern Iudia to whom rich tradesmen still entrust the building of cathedrals
(vimana), and who for their part lay claim ro an equality with Brihma-
nas in oriestly [unction, being in fact the modern representatives ot the
Vedic rathakdra. Artists of this rank have loag since disappeared from
Evurope, and ars becoming rarer every day in India—those who do not
understand, end therefore cannot use such arts as these, refusing, as the
case may be, to “waste their time” or “waste rheir money” on themn.

11

We have so far spoken of art mainly as utilitarian (vydpara-métra)
on the one hand and significant (abhidhda-laksya) on the other; as at
once mears of existence in the vegetative (anmamuys) mode of being,
and ol reintegration in the intcllectual (manomaye) mode of being. We
bave seer: that the forms of things to be made ae ardered (prativihiza)
to these ends, and that the knowledge of their right cetermination (pra-
mina) procceds from a condition of consciousness in which the artist is
fully identified with (samadhi, tadakaraid, erc.) the theme of the work
to he done. With respect Lo the consumer (bhogin) and spectator (drastr),
it has been made clear that he only can make an adequate and int=lligent
use of the work of zrt who uncerstands its determinaticn; and, finally,
that which distinguishes the work of art from a natural object or mere
behavior is precisely its lucidity or expressiveness, its intellecrual applica-
tion.

But this is not all. It is agreed that works of art are for the competent
spectator. if not causes of, nor ordered m,™ ar least occasions or sources

of the Sun”: here the theme is purely metaphysical, and can only be truns'ated
into svmbols of verbal understanding when reference is made to the Vedic norions
of the Supernal Sun as aje ekapad, cnd as moving in a ship or swing (prenkha),
which s the vshicle of Life over the cosmic waters [apah) that zre rthe source
{yoni) of his amnipotence (mahiman).

™3 Dajeraipz .47, atatparaiva, We may call beauly the ultimare meaning (para-
martha) of the work; but only in thz same sense that we can speak of death as
the ultimate meaning of life, for it would be a contruciction in terms to spezk of
cither art or life as srdered to the denial of irseli, Werks of art and things done
are necessarily willed to proximate ends (as is well szen in the case of rhe Vecic
saczifice and all worship); if an ultmate “end” is acenmplished in him who un-
derstands (rasiha, ya evam vidvan), thet betalls nnt in rhe pursuit of any end, but
by a disordering of anything t any end, is an act of understanding, not of will,
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(nisyanda)* of an unrelated delight (ananda), transcendent wirh respect
to any or zll of the specific pleasures vr meanings subserved or conveyed
by the work itself. That is the delight felt when the ideal beauty (rasa)
of the work is seen or tasted (svadyaze) in “pure assthetic expericnee.”
This delight or tasting of dcal beauty (rasisvadana), theugh void of
coatact with intelligible things (vedyantara-spariasinya), is in the ir-
cellectual-ecstaric order of being (Fnanda-cinmuyw), transcendental (lokot-
tara), indivisible (@khanda), self-manifested (svaprakisa), Lke a flash of
lightning (¢camathara), the very twin of the wsting of Brahmun (Brak-
masedda-;ahodara).”™ Nor is this expericnce in eny way determined by
cthical quelities of any kind predicated with respect to the theme™ On
the other hand, just as the artist s-z2rts from the theme or purpose ol the
work, and must be identified with its meaning before he can express it,
so, conversely, the spectator may not artain to the vision of beauty withour
respect to the theme, hur only by way of an ideal sympachy (vdsand)
with and consent (sgdhdranya) to the passicns animated in the theme,™
cnly by way of an imaginative integration of onesclf with the meaning of
the theme (arthabhavand).* The vision of beauty is thus an act of purc
contemgplation, not in the zhsence of any object of contemplztion, but in
conscicus identification with the object of conterplation. Just as the
concept of the ariist is most perfectly and only perfectly realized in the
person of the Divine Architect, so the concept of the spectator is most
perfectly and anly perfectly realized in the Self, cne Person, single Sclf,
who at one and the same time and forever sees all things (zisvam abhi-
caste), seeing without duality (drgtadvaita), verily sesing though he does
not look (pafyen vai tanna pasyati), and whose inurinsic aspect (searipa)
1s the single image of all things (visvarizpa, ripam rupam pratiripa). His
is the perfection of aesthetic contemplation wha as “very Self surveys the
varicgated world-picture as nothing other than the Sclf depicted on the
mighty canvas of the Self, and takes a great delight thersin”*—that is, the
™ Dataripa 16.
:: gffﬁ{f}a Darpana m2-3. _ ° Dalorfipz w.00.

whitva Darpana 1110, na javate radisvide wving varvadivisanam, and Dharma-
dfltta, niredsendsty rangantak kasthi-kudyisma-samaibhih; Sahitve Darpana 1112,
sad hirayyena raryidivapi tadver oracivaze and Commentary, raryiderapl svarmagu-
taivena pratitay sabhyanam. Aesthetic experience does not depend upon the particular

theme expressed; but in the absence of any theme, there cannot be any occasion for
the prasits of rasa.

&2 FJ— - = m .

. Daiersips w51, arthabhivanasvadah.

 Svatma-nirapana os.
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consummztion equally of art and understanding. That is the pure being of
the Self, in the identity of its essence and its nature, within you, where there
are ne:ther works to ke done nor thonght to he communicated, but a
simple and delighted understanding; one perfection, though reflected
brokenly in all things perfect in their kind, one image-bearing light,
though refracted in all things well znd rruly made.

v

Thus art reflects and znswers to man’s everv need, whetaer of affirma-
tion (pravrtti) cr denial (nivriti), being no less for the specretor than the
artist a way (rmdrgu), one way amongst the “many paths that Agni
knows.” Now with resoect to every way, the means and their fruit must
be understood; ant merely explicitly and theoretically, bur also implicitly
and actually, for the way is of no use to him who will not walk in it
There are still those, though few, whose use and understanding of art
are innate and untaught, and who in their innocence (balya) have never
thought of art as & function added en to life, but only as a skill appropri-
ate to every operation; and others, the majority, who have heen mistaught
ta rhink of art as present or wenting in human work by caleulation, and
of beauty as a kind of varrish (lepz) or crnament (alamkara) that can
be added to or omitted from things at will. Whar service can be rendered
to either of these kinds of men by the exposition oZ a theory of beauty,
however cerrect (pramiz) and authoritative (prameya) it may be?™ Ac-
cording to our underszanding, the only service that can be rendered 1o
the innocent is onc of protection, whether indirectly, by taking care that
they shall not be corrupted or robbed of their inheritance hy igrorant

% In expounding the theorics of zrt and beauty we have refrained from the
cxpressicn of any opinions [dpisgi) or hypotheses (Ralpana) of our own; relying
only upon authority (fruef and smrez, Veda aad Upaveda), we speak of our ex-
position as auchcritative (sprameya).

In making such an expositon, we have had regard only w the good of the work
to be dane (karyaseariha), not to its velue for us or others, and the exposition is
apen to crificism only from this point of view, viz. as 1 whether it is well aud
raly made, From our individual peint of view, the work is vocztional (seadharma),
and undertak=n not by choice hur at the instigation of the editors, as karayirgrah.
O the other hand, the undertaking s such, and as distinguished from the per-
formanez, can be justified only with respect to hnman value (purusartha) gererally:
the pursuit of knewledge for ite own sake, like that of arr for arf’s sake, deing
nothing better than painting on the air and cocking for oreseli alore. Hence the
inquiry, “Whar service can be rendered?”
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educationists or parrons, on the one hand, nor by exploitation™ on the
other: or directly, by the conzinuaton of an understending patronage,
considering that a connoisseurshin (vicaksanaiva) not expressed ‘n acrive
interest and patronage overshoots its mark (prayejanam atikrimati).
Here, then, the function of a correct exposition of the theory of art is
conservative. Service thar can he rendered to the perversely educated
(mithyd-pendita) is of another sort, these having already broken away
[rom, or been tarn away from traditionzl modes of understanding, and
row depending for guidance merely upon individual vpinion, taste, and
passing fashion. These need above all to ke reminded that the practice
of art is a vecation, not an zccomplishment; that the primary virtue in
the artist is obedience or faith; that conncisseurship rightly understood
can be achicved oaly by a rectification of the whole personality, not by the

ere study or collecting of works of arr; thar competence (svadakaiva)
in the spectator, no less than skill (kaedala) in the artist, must be earned
—they cannot be imoarted in the classroom. The “collector” and “lover
of art,” who thinks of musenms and galleries as the proper destination of
works of art, has mere to learn from than to teach the man whose works
ot art are still in hener (pajita) and in use (prayukta).” The service
that can he rendered 1o the wrongly educeted, and this means o most of
those who at the present day pretend to education, must and can only
be destructive of their fondest idezls.

Let us coasider the present situation and some specific instances. It may
be said without fear of con:radiction thet our present poverty, quantita-
tive and qualitative, in works of art, in comperenr artists, and in effective
cannoisseurship, is unicue in the history of the world, and that in all these
respects the present day car be most unfavorably contrasted with the
past, from which we have inherited a superabundance ol works ol art
tor which, however, we have listle positive vse. All this 1s not to say that
markocd is dead in us, but that a certzin aspect of manhaad is lacking in
us. Those of us who have L'Cc:ng'lecd this state of affairs, and have sought
ta remedy it, have generally put the cart before the horse, thinking our

23 ST ; .

. By “explcitation” is meant, vn the one hand, @ procuration of the craftsman’s
skill to the making of ivialites appropriate to the tourist trade, and on the other,
2 tolerence of indusuial forces tending o drive the craftsman from his worksiop
to the mills.

BT . v . . . .

h I have learned ws much from living men, lereditary crafismen working afier
e fffsthf‘i of eir wiall (§panurapena), as froin the books, The praciice of the
hereditary craftsman, and the theary as set forth in the books, zre in complete
Agreement,
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need to be Lor works of art in greater number, or aspiring individually
to become artists, rather than to become more profoundly and fully men.
Orhers maintain that “arc” is ¢ luxury that an opoverished nation cannot
“2fFord,” materials being costly, and time “valuable”—one may ask, ‘n this
connection, valuable for what? Now the economic facror is practically
without any bearing on the issue; our situation is not such that only the
rich can afford to patronize the artist, or that he mus: be rich who would
hzve abont him things at once utilitarizn and significant, but that the
rich man could noz, if he would, obtain for himscl: goods of such quality

as was once common 'n the marks:, and can now be found only in glass

cases; 107 that the consumer is dissatisfied with the quality of goods of-
fered to him, but that he 15 insensitive to their defect; not that the clerk
and his wife are literally penniless, but that they actually prefer a piece
of jewslry made according w the meaningless patterns to be found in
the catalogues of foreign manufacturers to one made after an “outmodec”
angelic prafotype;*® not rhas we have no so-called works of art, bur that
thuse we have, particularly those purporting to be heroic or rcligious in
theme, are in fact tawdry and meretricious; not that the nationalist does
not wish ro express an Indian content in his emblems, but that he 1o
longer knows what is Indian, nor understands the nature of symbolism:
not that no attempts have been made to “revive” the arts of ancient India,
but thar our “Pre-Raphaelites” have imitaled ancient styles rather than
reiterazcd ancient meanings;® not that an art and artists of a higher order
have not survived sporadically, even in our cities, hut that, infatuated by
a supposedly higher taste, we have hzld zloof from these, or else have
thought of what was an essential grace in us as merely raw material for
anthropological and histarical research.

Tt is & thankless task, but necessary to our purpese, to demonstrate our
meaning by an analysis of specific instances; nor can we bring ourselves
to illustraze by actual reproduction samples of our arts that are vot arts;

8 Incidentally, the lifting (Jumthana) of these designs iz an example of “Hagrant
plagiarism™ | partharana),

# Mcanings (arthe) arc all crcated by the revelution of the Year (samvaisera-
pravartana), that is, without beginning or end (endd!, ananta); and having neither
place aur date, cennot be Cought of as thz private property of anyoac. He whe iden-
tides himself with any mzaning or ides, finding it then at i source (Lav vrigo, Ski.
wdring, 25 in RV x.101.5, wdrinam susekam anupaksgtam) within himsell, s equally
“original” with him who found it 2 thousand years ago; only the modality of the
exprassion, the individual style, which is an accident end not an essence in the work
of art, must be unique and cannot be repeated.
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these overcrowd our palaces and drawing rooms, and rhose whn would
understznd should carn (ieir judgments, not have judgmerts rcady made
for them. A citation of a few cases will suffice; there will be recognized
in each a reduction of the work of art from its proper nature, it of a
tangibly presented work nformed by a given intellectual content or
mcaning, to another and lower nature, thet of 2 rangibly oresented ob-
ject uninformed by auy meaning, and merely informative or uscful.*
“Reduetion” 1s the converse of “transformation”; the reduction of an
elready krown symbol to the condirion of insignificant and merely sen-
sible objectivity represents a fall or decadenee precisely contrary in di-
rection to that ascent which is accomplished when in taking “narure” for
our starting point we proceed from appearance to form. If we take the
symbo! “lotus (puskara),” which communicazes the notion of a “ground
(prehivi, bhimi);" as the means of our support (pratiszhd) n the bound-
less weress (dpak) of the pussibilities of existence,™ and proceec to depict
an angel standing or seated on a lotus which in every respect and to the
best of our ability repeazs the semblance of rhe natural fluwer as knoww
10 the botanis: or w the bee, that is a decadence of art; for there has been
introduced an incongruity (ziruddhatva) between the notion of firm
support proper o the concepr, and that of frail delicacy proper to :he
natural flower; and so far from there being any possioility of a concur-
rence in the meaning and consequent celight, the specraror is made o
[eel a positive discomlort, for in this kind of “art” the angcl, too, is made
to take on Hesh, and could the work be brought to life, would forthwith
sink.*® Or consider the sculptured portrair, nor in the incelligible image of,

901n the worls of a-t, utility is by ne means precluded, but in the sxpression of
a meaning and consequant possibility cf a concurrence (sadhavanya) ot the spectator
therewith, there is provided an occasion of aesthetic experiznce in aim. In the mere
work, no meening being expressed, thers can be no coreurrence; there is no pos
sibility of aestheric experience, bur an occasion only for plessuzepain reactions on
the pert of the consumer,

"1 Siyara on RV vi15.3 (agni puskarat): puskara-parnasyae sarea-jagaddharakatea.

2Incongruity (eiruddharra) is the reverse of concordance (sadriya). “Con-
cordance” in the prastha “lotus” subsisis on the likeness of the relaton of cosmic
“ground” to cosmic “waters” on the one hand, and actual Jotus (e actual leke on
the other, not at all on zny -csemblance berween the painied form aad the natural
Aower,

Nothing of what has been said above denies the propricty of litcral imitadon in
any work intended to serve the purposes of a scicnee; in the treatsc on bomny we
expecy, and have a right te cxpeet, to learn what the lotus actually loaks like, not

;"'h';‘t the symbel lotus “means”’; in the treatise on botary, formality would be a
zult.
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but exacrly like (susadréa) a given man, and distinguishable [rom him
only by the sense of teuch or smell; here again is a decadent work, not
well and truly made, but a travesty, for it prerends 10 he one thing, a
living muan, and is another, & piece of stone. Or consider the well-known
representation of Mother India as an allsumenschliche (altogether too
human) woman ourlined against the map of India; here again the work
Is iracimate, in that the intellectual form {parcksa néma) is not expressed
at all; here there is nothing but an arbitrary juxtaposition of a sign for
“any woman” (samdnya sirt), and a symbol [or “India” us known to the
cartographer, that is over against himselt cbjectively, by no means as the
ground of his exiszence. Only the polirician could be fed on such food
as this; he who loves the Mother more than her position in the world is
not fed, but starved by works of this kind, incongruity (viraddhatva) and
inexpressiveness (anirdefatva) inhibiting assimilation. It is urue that
by the intensity of the spectator’s ardour (2apas) the defec: (desz) of any
image may be overcome:” but the spectator’s virtue, ever. when really a
virtue and not merely an idle sentimentality, by no means excuses the
artist’s fault, whose business (svadharma) it 1s to grow how things ought
to be done. Here the defec: is primarily aestheric; ar the same rime, fur-
ther offense is offered in that the actuzl representations of this motif arc
glaring examples of bad taste, whereby the draughtsman is betrayed, not
as artist, but as man. Rendered inra verhal symhals, all thar the nationalist
actually voices in this cmblem is, not a dedication to @ Motherland, but
service promised to the genus Aomo, species indicus, and sex female. Or
finally, terning to the stage, when the actor forgets to register (sic, rap)
the determinants (vzbhiva) of fecling (bhdra) proper to the theme
(zasts), and merely exhibits his awn emarions, thar is nor an art at all,
not acting (mitya), but merely behavior (svabhavit), and a crying baby
achieves no less: “or,” as Sankaricirya expresses 1t, “does the actor, play-
ing a woman's part, panr for a hushand, thicking himself a wornan 2

Thus all direction has been lost, and there is revealed the dark disorder
of our life. Can we refer to any sign of life, or evidence nf 2 reintegra-
tion, to zny art bespeaking the entire man? Judging by the criteria de-
duced from scripture and tradition, we must answer “Yes.” 'he weaving
of homespun clath (#f4addar), an art in iwself of immemorial antiquity, is
effectively a new thing in our experience. This is an art that answers ex-
actly to our such and such desired ends, to human values as we under-

3 Sukranitisara .4.160. 8+ Satailoki 5.
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stand them in the light of our present cnvironment (4lz defa); one that
in practicel apolication answers to our material necessiry, and is at the
same time an image in his likeness whom we worship in his ultimare
simplicity (samatd) rather than as arrayed in all his glory. It was not
indeed “taste” that brought us ta the use of homespun, nor, vn the vther
hand, was this merely an outwardly imposed privation; it was only by a
morastic simplicity ot demeanor that man could mitate divine poverty:
now that we undersrand the significunce ol what we did, we feel that
nothing clse could “become us”; for the present we are assured that to
be arrayed ir glorious garments is not merely bad economy, but also
bad taste.

A canvas had to be prepared (parikrta), cleansed of its disfigured
images, and whitened. hefore it could be looked for that He who is
erernally the same, but takes on unsuspected likenesses which we cannot
vet imagine, could be revealed again in linear or brightly calored shapes
reflecting His ntellectuzlly emanated forms.” It cees not depend on any
will of ours as “lovers of art,” but only cn our willingness, upon obedience
(fraddhé), whether or when newborn aspects of His image-bearing light
(sarapa-fyorish)®* may blossom (unmil) va the walls of human temples
and on tissucs woven by human hands. In the meantime, homespun cloth
and whitewashed walls are waorks of art perfected in their kind, no less
expressive of an intellectual ccintegration than practically serviceable,
fully befitting the dignity of man. For the present we have nei-her ends
to be served ncr meanings ro express for which another and more intricate
art would be appropriate; to aspire to any other art would be merely an
ambition, analogous to his who claims another vecatien (para-dharma)
than his own. In speaking of the most austere style as the anly style at
once appropriate and well-becoming now, we do not mean to say that
another and infinitely richer style may not as well become man’s dignity
upon another vecasion, whether soon or late. To be attached to an austere
style would be an error no less than to be attached to one mare various
(vicitr@) : man's enrelechy as man lies not in nonparticipaton (ukarma),
but in virtuosity (karmase Fauialam) without attachment (asaktarea).’t
IZ rhe asceticism of the stucent (brakmacarya) becomes us naw, we must

"EI'fIEt:lp'ﬁ nr based an Padicadai, sect. 5, the notion anmifite-citranyavae; MU w2
(aditye mahat . . . adarée praviipak), and similar texts,

"RV x.55.3; cf. citrabhaca, citra ioci, and bhirapa elsewhere.

“"BU 4.3, vede wvananukic anyadve karmakrtam (na bhunakti}; BG 147,
ma te sango stvakarmanty BG 114y and similar texts,
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expect to play the part of wealthy householders (grhastha) when that is
required of us in turn, only at last and after all our work is done, re-
turuing to a comparable austerity, but of a higher crder. Art, whether
human or angelic, begins in a potentiality of all unuttered things, proceeds
to expression, and ends in an anderstanding of the absolute simplicity or
samencss of all things; ours 15 a beginning and a promise.
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Introduction to the Art

of Eastern Asia

To laok for the firs: time at the art of Asia is to stand on the threshald nf
4 new world. To make ourselves =t home here will requite sensibility,
intelligence, and parience. It is the business of the historian of art to dis-
engage the int-insic character of &n art, to make it accessible. This can be
donc in variots ways, camplementary rather then alwrnative, All that has
been attempted here is to state a philosophy of Asiatic art; what 1s said
takes into account all the arts. Comparisons have been avecided as far as
possible. Bur 12 writing mainly for non-Asiatic readers, some reference to
Furope has beeu incvitable, and it must therefore e poirted out that
there are two different Europes, the one “modern™ or “personal,” the
other “Christian.” The former, raughly speaking, begins with the Renais-
sance, Wie latter includes the “Primitives” and a part of Byzantine art;
but the two Europes have always overlapped =nd interpeuetrated. One
might sav in the same way that there have been two Greeks arts, Hel-
len‘c and Hellenistic. On the whole, Asiatic art is quite unl'ke that of
“modern” Europe, in annearance and principle, but very like that of
Christian Turope, (n both respects. Two works on the principles of Chris-
tian art migh: be described as adequate introductions ro the art of Asia,
and mav serve to make the laer more comprehensible, because the prin-
cinles cnunciated arc so near to those ot Asiatic art’

It has becn unavoidable to neglect the earlie= art of Asia; whal has been
said applies chiefly to the urt of the last two thousand years, which will
include the greater part of what will be most rezdily accessible to the
reader. The scope of the present essay excludes also the art of Western
Asig, more specifically Muhammadan art, though it would have been
[First published in 1'he Upen Court, XTVT (1032], this essay was issued as @ pam-
phlet later in thar year in the New Urient Society Moncgraph Szries (No. 2y —rw.]

1.0 e . . -

" Eddc Gill, Arr Nonsense (London, 1629): and Jacoues Maritain, Art and Scholas-
tteism (und Eng. -r., Londen, 1030) (“art is au undeviating deterrunation of work
10 be doue, recra atio factibilimm™).
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interesting and well worth while t show ro what extent Muhammadan
art is truly Asiatic, It would be obvious, of course, that Safi thought pro-
vides a near equivalent to Zen, and to Vaispava mysticism, and could
easily have inspired a like visual art, notwithstanding that Listorically
speaking, the STfi point of view has found expression only in peetry and
music and in the Persian love of gardens.” This reflection will call 1o mind
the aniconic and iconoclastic character of Muhammadan art: it would
have been attractive to expound the sources of this attitude in certain as-
pects of Mzzdean religion and the analogy which it presents with Indian
znd Tar Eastern rendencies aniconic in cffect. It might have been shown,
in particular, that the craditional Muhzmmadan interdiction of the rep-
resentation of the forms of living things really involves 1o more than
confusion as to what is meant by “imitatzion,” a subject which 1s discussed
at some length below. The Dactors of Islam held thar the painrer would
be condemned on the Day of Judgment because in imitating the forms
of life he has presumptuously reproduced God's work, but :s not himself
like God able 10 endaw the forms with sentient life. When we consider,
however, the ideal character of the Indian or Chinecsc icon, which is not
designed “as if to function biclogically,” it will appear that the use of
such idols offeads against Muhammadan doctrine only in the letter, not
in the spirit; and, on the other hand, when we examine what has been
said about art in India and the Far East, we find many and clearly ex-
pressed condemmnations ol the merely illustrative and illusionary aspects
of art.® Christian art, regerded by orthodox Muhammadans as 1dolatrous,
in the same way by no means makes its criterion the likeness of any
created thing; as onc of its cxponents has said, “Naturalism has always
and everywhere been a sign of religious decay.” Thus Muhammadan,
Hindu-Buddhist, and Christian art all in reality meet on commeon ground.

TwHat Asia, in all her diversity, is nevertheless a living spiritual unity, was
first and eloquently aflirmed by Okakura in 1gag. This diversity in vnity
embraces at the very least one half of the cultural inheritance of human-

2 [Cf “Note on the Philosophy of Persian A<t in this volume, for Coomara-
swamy's later views.—ED.]

8Cf. Sukranitisira ~v.73—76: “Onz should make images of deities, for those are
praductive of good, and hesvenward-leading, hut these of men or orther (earthly
beings) lead notr to heaven nor work weal. Tmages of deiries, even with linezments
(laksana) imperfectly depicted, work weal to men, but aever those of maor:als, even
though their lineaments (be accurately shown).”
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ity.* Yet it is still customary in Europe to compile histories of art, aesthetics,
ot philosophy in general with tacit claims o universality, while in fac:
cuch works are restricted in contents to the history of Furope. What has
been learned about Asia remains at best a series of disconnected facts,
apparently arbitrarv, because not exhihited in relation 0 a hurnan w;ll.
Tt will be s=f-evident, thew, that the true discovery of Asia reoresents for
the majority an adventure still to be achieved. Without same knowledge
of Asia, no modern civilization can come intw maturity, no modern in-
dividual can be regarded as civilized, or even tully aware of what is
properly his own. Not tha: Asia can have importarce for Europe as a
model—in hyhrid styles. authentic forms are merely caricatured, whereas
a genuine assimilation of new cultural ideas shoule and can only result
in a development formally al:ogether different from that of the uriginal
mode. Whar Asiz signifies for Europe is mcans to the enlergement of
experience, means to culture in the highest sense of the word, that is, o
an impartial knowledge of style; znd rhis implics a better understanding
of the nature of mau, a prerequisite condition of cooperation.

It must not be supposed that we can take pessession of new experiences
without effort or prepzration of any kind. It is not enough to admire only
what happens t appezl to our tastc at first sight; our Liking may be based
cn purely accidental qualities or on some complere misuncerstanding. Far
betzer to begin by accepting flor the time being the dicta of campetent
authority as to what is grear and typical in Asiatic art, and then tn seek
to understand it. We must particularly remember that no art is exotic,
quaint, cr arbitrary in its own environment, and that if eny of these
terms suggest themselves to us, we are still far removed from any under-
standing of whar is before us. It is hard for most people to appreciate even
the art of mediacval Eurcpc. Edification and theology are so far from

“ Strzygowski's division o7 Asia into North and Scuth, and exclusion of the Sonth
(ZDMG, X, 1897, 105), scems o mc o be based on a mistaken conception of the
sources and significance of Mazcaism. [t is valid only to this extent, that whereas
in India the development of devetional (bhaksi) theism involved a predomipance
of anthropomorphic imagery during the last two thousind vyears, the Fzr Fasf,
had it not been influenced by the iconcgraphic necessities of Buddhism, might
have remained predominantly aniconic from first to last Thus Central and Fas
Eastern As'a (the *North™) may bc said © owe their anthropomorphiz zrt to a
mavement of soushern origin: but it has also to be remembered that an anizonic
style of animal, plant, or landscape symbolism criginated in a long pre-Aryan an-
tquity and was a common property of all Asia, and that this style has survived in
all areas, the Indian “South™ by no means representing an exception.
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‘he interests of the majerity that the once indivisible coanection of re-
ligion with art is now conceived as an infringement of human liberty.
Moreaver, to the modern consciousness, art is an individual creation, pro-
duced only by persons of peculiar sensibilities working in studios and
driven by an irresistible urge w0 self-expression. We think of art, not as
the Jorm of our civilizetion, but as a mysterious quality to be found in
certain kinds of things, proper m he “ccllected” and to be exhibited in
museums and galleries, Whereas Christian art and the arts of Asia have
always been produced, not by amateurs, but by trained professional erafts-
men, proximarely as utlities, ultimately ad majorem gloriam Dei.

We approach the cssential problem, What is art? Whar are the va.ues
of art from an Asiatic point of view? A clear and adequate definition
can be found in Indian works on rhetoric. According to the Sdhitya
Darpana, 1.3, Vakyam resatmakam kavyam;® “Art is a stazement in-
formed by ideal beauzy." Statemenr is tha hody, 7asa the soul of the work;
the statement and the bezuty cannot be divided as separate identities.
The nature of the statement is immaterial, for all conceivable sratements
about Gad must he true. Tt is only essential that a uccessity for the particu-
lar staternent should have cxistec, that the artist should have been :denti-
fied in consciousness with the theme. Further, as there are two Truths,
shsolure and relative (vidyd and wwidyd), so there arc two Beautics, the
one absolutc or ideal, the other relative, and better termed loveliness,
because determined by human affecrions. These two are clearly distin-
guished in Indian aesthetics.

The first, rasa,? is not an objective quality in art, but a spiritual acriviry
or experence called “tasting” (dsvdda); not affective in kind, not dec-
pendent on subject matwcr or texture, whether lovely or unlovely to our
taste,” but arising from a perfected self-identification with the theme,
wharever it may have been, This pure and disinterestec acsthetic exoeri-
ence, indistinguishable from knowledge of the impersonal Brahman, ‘m-
possible to be described otherwise than as an intellectual ecstasy, can be
evoked only in the spectator possessing the ncecssary competence, an in-

v Kapya, specifically “poetry” (prose ar verse), can lsc be taken in thr general
serse of “ar.” Essential meenings in the root &y include wisdom and skill.

8 Sakitya Darpapa 2-3. See also P. Regnaud, La RAdiorigue sunskrite {Paris,
1884), and other warks on ke Incdian alarskire literatare, It should be noted that
the ward rase is also us=d in the plural to denote the different aspects of aesthetic
eeperience wirth reference to the specific emotional coloring of the swwuree; but the
rasa that ensues is ane znd ‘rdivisible.

T Tihanamijsya, Dadzrapa .o, Rase is thus quie other than tasie (raeei).
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ward criterion ol truth (pramdna); as competent, the truc eritic is called
pramdty, as enjoyer, rastka. L'hat Ged 1s the actual theme of all art is sug-
gested by Sankaracarya, when he indicates Brahman as the real theme of
secular as well as spiritual songs.® More coneretely, the master painter 1s
said to be one whe can depict the dead without life (cetana, sentence),
the sleeping possessed of it.* Dsscntially the samc conception of art as the
manifestation of an informing energy is expressed in China in the first
of the Six Canons of Hsieh Ho (fifrh century), which requires tha: a work
of art should reveal the operation of the spirit in living forms, the word
here used for spirit :mplying the breath of life rather than a personal
deity (cf. Greek pneuma, Sanskrit prana.). The Far Eastern insistence on
the quality of brush strckes follows naturally; for the brush strckes, as
implied in the second of the Carons of Hsieh Ho, form the benes or body
of the work; cutline, per se, mercly denotes or connotes, but living brush-
work makes visible what was invisible. Lt is worth noting that a Chinese
ink oanting, monachrome bur fzr from monotone, has o be executed
once and for all time without hesitation, without deliberaticn, and no
correction is afterwards permissible or possible. Aside from all quesrion
of subject marter, the painting itsel? is thus closer in kind to life than
an oil painting can ever be.

I'he opposite of beauty is ugliness, a merely negative quality resulting
from the absence of informing snergy; which ncgative quality can occur
orly ir human handiwork, where it plainly expresses the werker’s lack
af grace, or simple ineficiency. Ugliness cannot appear in Nature, the
creative cnergy being omnipresent and never inefficien:. Relative beauty,
or loveliness (ramya, Sobhd, etc.)* on the other hand, that which is pleas-
ing to the heart, or seductive (manoramu, manohara, cte.), and likewisc
its opposite, thc unlovely or distasteful (jugupsita), occurs beth in na-
ture and in the themes and textures of art, depending on individual or
racial taste. By these tastes our conduct is naturally governed; but conduct
itsel? should spproximzte to the condition of = disinterested spontaneity,
and in any case, if we are ta be spiritually refreshed by the spectacle of
an alien culture, we must admit the validity of its taste, at least imagina-
tively and for the time being.

Acsthetic ecstasy, as distinct from the cnjoyment of loveliness, is said
10 arise from the exalration of the purity (sazzwa) of the pramary, which

5 .
Commen tary on BrSBh r.r.zo-a1. Y Vispudharmotiara XLUIL2D.
13 & - . - . c s .
i Soéha, for example, is defired in dramz as the “natursl sdornment of the Hndy
¥ elegance of form, passion, and youth” (Datarapa 11.53).
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purity is an internal quality “which averts the face from external ap-
pearances (bihyameyavimukhatapadaka)”; and the knowledge of idezl
beauty is partly “ancient,” thar is t say, innate, and partly “present,” that
is to say, matured by cultivation* This ideal delight cannot vary in es-
scnce, or be conceived of as otherwise than universal. Apprehended -
tuitively, without a concepr, that is, not directed (o or derived from specific
knowledge (Kant), id quod visum placet (St. hormas Aquinas), and
consisting, not in pleasure, but in a delighr of the reason (nandicinmaya),
it cannar as such be analyzed into parts. discoursed upon, or taught di-
rectly, as is proved both by the witness of men of genius and hy experi-
ence. In any case, the ecstasy of perfecr expericnce, aesthetic or other,
cannor be sustzined, Returning to the world, its source becomes immed:-
ately objcctive, something not merely to be experienced, bur also to be
known. From this point of view, a real indiilerence to subject matter, such
as professional aesthetes sometimes affect, could only be regarded as a kind
of insensibility; the “mere archaeologist,” whose impartality is & pus.uve
activity for removed from indifference, is often, in facz, nearer t the
root of the marter, humanly speaking, than is the collector or “lover”
of art.

The wark of art is not mercly an ozcasion of ecstasy, and in this rela-
tion inscrutable, but alsc according to human needs, and therefore ac-
cording to standards of usefulness, which can be defined and cxplained.
This good or usclulness will be of two main kinds, religious and secu.ar;
one connected with theology, adapted to the worship and service of God
as a person, the other connected with sudal activity, adapted to the proper
cnds of human life, which are defined in India as vocation or function
(dharma), pleasure (kama), and the increasing of wealth (wrifia). Even
were it maintained that Asiatic ar: had never artained to perfection 11
its kind, it would not be denied that a knowledge of these things could
provide an absorbing interesr, and must involve a large measure of sym-
pathetic understanding. It is actually a knowledge of these things which
alone can be taught; explanation is required, because the mind is idle,
and unwilling © recognize beauty in unfamiliar forms, perhaps unable
to do so while discracted by anything apparently arbitrary or capricious,
or distasteful in rhe werk itself, or by curiosity as to its technique or
meaning. All that man can do for man, scholar for public, is to disintegrare
these prejudices that stand in the way of the free responses and activity

11 Szhitya Darpana 11.2-3, and Commentary.
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of the spirit. It would be impertinent to ask whether or not the scholar
himself be in a state of grace, since this lies only in the power of God
to bestow; all that is required of him is a Lumane scholarship in those
maltters as to which he owes an explanation to the public. Only when we
have been convinced that a work crigirally answered to inelligible and
reasonable needs, tastes, interests, or aspirations, whether or not these
coincide with our own (a matter of no significance, where censorship is
not in view), only when we are in a position to take the work for granted
as = creation which could not have been otherwise than it is, are condi-
tions established which make it possible for the mind ta acknowladge the
snlendor of the work itsell, to relish its beauty, or even its grace.

1f, then, wc arc to progress from a merely capricious attraction to se-
lected worls, possibly by no means the hest of their kind, we shal! have
to concern vurselves o understand the character (svabhdva) of the art;
morc simply expressed, to learn what it is all about, to comprehend i: 1a
operation. This is tantamount to an understanding o cur neighbor; he
alone, for and by whom the ast was devised, affords a valid explanation
of its existence, To understand him, we require not merely a vague good
will, but alsa real eontact: “Wer den Dichter will verstehen, / muss in
Dicliters Lande gehen.” But the homelands of the Poctic Genius are often
remote in time as well as space, and in any case mere travel on the part of
those who have neither eves to see nor cars to hear is rather worse than
useicss. Generally speaking, one who has not been educated for travel,
will never be educzted by travel; he who would bring hack rthe wealth of
the Indies, must take the wealth of the Indies with him. We arc not
making too great a demand; in any case the man of today can hardly be
called educared who knaws no arher literature than his own, can hardly
be regarded as a “good Luropean” who knows only Europe. The normal
man, without prcpesing to become a professional scholar, er what is es-
sential for research, to control any Oriental language, can obtain what he
most needs merzly from the reading of Oriental literature in the best
translarions (despite their inevitable shortcomings), and cerrain selected
works by more specialized scholars, As Mencius said in giving advice
o a pupil, “The way of truth is like a great road. It is not difficulr to
know. Do you go home and search for it and you will have an abundance
of teachers.”

.I am well aware that an art requiring literary interpretation is now
dlscredited; so for that mattcr s art in any way connected with human
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life. However, the comparison is false. We arc not suggesting that study
should be confined to a search for the literary sources o° the themes of
particular works, but that lierature can provide the most readily available
guide to an understanding of the ertire background against which the
art has Aowered, and without which it could be regarded vuly as a rour
de force. We must i one way or ancther acquire a sense of ferre g terre,
if the art is zo be a reality in our eyes. We admit and repeat thzr the art
of Asia requires explanation, nor is this a disparagement in any scnse. A
man can expect o understand without effort and at first sight only the
art of his own day and place; it is only the arr of taday that can be con-
demned as arhirrary or pathological if it remains impenctrable to the men
o° average intelligence and education. Everyone does, in fact, understznd
the lines of motor cars and the subtleties of current Tzshions, coaem-
sorary dance music, and the comic strips; all of which seern difhicult, ab-
stract, znd mysterious to an Asiatic not versed in these arts. For the rest,
it will be anly a strictly naturalistic art (10 use a contradiction in terms)
that can dispense with explanation: we can recognize a horse whenever
we sce it, in a Alm from Tibet or one from the Wild Wesr, and if the
Chinese language consisted entirely of vnomatopoctic words, we should
be able to understand a good deal of it without effort. But the more ab-
solute the beauty of an alien work, the more fully it is whar it is intended
to be, the less inrelligible will be its [uactioning; but to call it, therefore,
mysterious would be only to give a namie to our ignorance, for such works
were never obscure to those for whom they were made. The alien work
cannot even be approached as a phenomenon isolated from the life in
which it arose; only when it has become for us an inevitable fact, horn of
human narure, having a given inheritance, and acting in a given enviren-
ment, and through those very conditions enabled to achieve universal
values, can we begin to feel that it belongs to us.

“Whe paints a figure, if he cannot be i, canaor draw it.” These words
of Dante (Canzone xvi), utterly alien to the assertions of those who now
maintain that art can be sucressfully diverced from its theme and from
experience, are zlone suflicient to establish a funcamentel identity of
European and Asiatic art, transcending all possible stylistic difference, and
all pessihle distinction of thernes. But whereas Europe has only rarely and
rath== unconsciously subscribed to this hrst truth about art, Asia has
consistently and consciously acted in awareness that the poal is only
reached when the knower and the known, subject and object are identfied
in one experience. In European religion, the zpplication of this doctrine
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has been a heresy.'® In Trdia ir has been a cardinal principle ol devation
that 10 worship God one must become God (nradevs devam arcayet: Sivo
phitva Sivam yajet)® This is, in fact, 2 special application of the general
metand of yoga, which as @ meutal discipline proceeds from attention
concentrated uoon the object to an experience of the object by self-identifi-
cation in consciousnsss wirh ir. In this condition the mind is no longer
disrracted by citta-ertti, perception, curiosity, sclf-thinking and self-will-
ing; but draws to itself, dkarsaiz, as though from an infinite distance®
the very form of thar rtheme ro which attention was originally dirceted.
This [orm jfing-sattea-ripa, imagined in stronger and better linsaments
than the vegetative mortal eye can see, and hroughr hack, zs it were, from
an inner source to the outer world, muy be used directly as an object of
wership, or may be externalized in stone or pigment to the same end.
‘Lhese ideas are expanded ir the =itual procedure which we find en-
inined upon the images in the mediaeval Sidkandmalas. The details of
thesc rituals are most illuminating, and though they are enunciated with
special reference to cult imzges are nf quite genera! application, since the
artist’s theme can only be rightly thought of as the object of his devotion,
hic devaia for the t:me being. "Uhe artist, then, purified by a spirituzl and
physical ritual, working in solituce, and using for his purpose @ canonical
prescription (sddhana, mantra), has to eccomplish first of all a complete
self-identificatrion with the indicated concept, and this is requisite even
though the form to be represented iy embedy terrible supernataral Zea-
tures or may be of the opposite sex to his own; the desired form then
“reveals irself visually against the sky, as if seen ‘n 2 mirrar, or in a
dream,” and using this vision as his model, ke begins to work with his
hands.'? "I'ae great Vision of Amida must have revealed itself thus, not-

' When Ecklart says, “God and T are one in the act of pereziving TTim,” this is
hardly orilodux doctrine. ‘ '

" Yoga is nol mercly raplure, but also “dexterity in action,” karmesee kiedalan,
BC m.sa. The ides that creative activity (intuition, citie jeifa) is completed before
aay pijysi:.al act is undertaken appears also in e Agdusdling, see Coomaraswamy,

A::;arly Passage on [ndian Paindng,” 1yz1.

) lie Temote source may be explained as the infinite focal poin: berween sub-
ject aud object, knower and known; at which point the only possitle expericnce
of l"-'-'aliw takes place in an act of nondifferentiation. (CE One Hundred Pocms of
Kabir [tr, Rabindrarath ‘1'zgore, New York, 10961, No. xvi, “Hetween the poles of
the sentient and insentient,” etc.). o
d}}t;f{:m;. ;f&;ﬂsl«trit IBuddhiSL cht, cited by A F:)ucher: '.[:’konogmpa’:fg .")oaf:‘_
Cuo—ml-a;;,,-m”‘, CTI‘&PQT?’ 1920-1605), 11, E'—l[. le. Subraniiizara w.4.50=71, troin
! swamy, The Transformation of Natare in Art, 1034, ch. 4, “Aesthetic of
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withstanding that the subject had already been similarly treated by other
painters; for the virtue of a work is not ir navelty of conceprion, but in-
tensity of rezlization.

The principle is the same in the case of the painter of sceric, animal,
or human subjects. It is true thar in this case Nature hersell provides the
text: bur what is Nature—appearance or potential? In the words of
Ching Hao, 2 Chinese artist and author of the T'ang pericd, the Mys-
terious Painter “4rst experiences in imegination the instincts and pas-
sions ol all things that cxist in heaven or earth; then in a style appropri-
ate to the subject, natural forms flow spontanenusly from his hand.” On
the ather hand, the Astounding Painter, “though he achicves resemblance
in detail, misscs universal principles, a result of mechanical dexterity
withcut intelligence . . . when the operation of the spirit is weak, all the
farms are defective.”™® [n the same way Wang Li, whe in the fourtzenth
century painted the Hua Mountain in Shenshi, declarss that if the idea
in the mind of the artist be neglected, mere representation will have no
value: at the same time, if the narural form be neglected, not only will
the likeness be lost, but also everything else—Un:il T knew the shape of
the Hua mounrain, how could T paint a picture of 1t? But even after I had
visited it and drawn it from nature, the ‘idea’ was still immarure. Subse-
quently | brooded upon it in the quiet of my house, on my walks abroad,
in hed and at meals, at concerts, in intervals of conversation and literary
composition, One day when I was resting | heard drums and flutes pass-
ing the door. T leapt up znd cried, ‘I have got iz’ Then I tore up 1y old
sketches and painted it agam. This time my only guide was the Hua
mountain itself.”™’

Similarly in lirerature. When the Buddha auains Enlightenment, in
yoga trance (samddhi), the Dharma presents itself to him in entirety and
fully articulate, ready to be uttered to the world. When Vilmiki com-
poses the Rgmdyana, tiough he is already quite familiar with the course
of the story, he preparss himself by the practice of yoga until he sees be-

the Sukranitisira.” [Sec also “The Tntcllectual Operation in Indien Art,” in this
volume.—en. |

18 A yodern teacher in a school of art would say, when the pupil's forms are
defective, “look again at the medcl.”

7 The extracts from Ching Hzo ard Wang Li are from versions by Arthur Waley.
Ilowever, the character 7, rendered as “idea,” dees not, as Walzy makes ir, refer ta
an cssenee in the object, but to the “metive” ar "form™ as conceived by the artist.
The reference of “idca” to the object efferds a good example of the misapolication
of Luropean (ultimately Platonic) modes of thought in an Oriental environment.
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fore him the protagonists acting and moving as though in real lif=. As
Chuang-tzu has said, “The mind of the sage, being :n repose, becomes the
mirror of the Universe, the speculum of el creation”: nothing is hidden
from it. Though the icea of literal imitation is in no way essential to or
evern molerable to Christian art, it has played a large part in popular
European views about art, and curther, it cannot be deried that Europesn
art in decadence has always inclined ro make of literal imitation a chicf
end of art. In Asia, however, views about art are not propounded by
popular thinkers; and decadence finds expression, not in a change of
principle, but either in loss of vitality, or what amounts to the same thing,
excessive elaboration, rococo. It will be useful, then, to consider just what
's meant in Asia by words denoting imitation or resemblance, used with
reference to art, though the discussion will have a familiar ring for stu
dencs of Aristotle. Just es in Europe, from the time of Aristotle onwards,
“‘mitation” has had a duzl significznce, meaning (1) empirically the most
literal mimicry ateiuable, and (2) in aesthetics the imitation of Nature
in sua operatione (St. Thomas Aquinas), or “imaginative embodiment
of the ideal form of reality” (Webster’s dictionary); so in Asia, Sanskrit
sidriya, “rescrablance,” and loka-vrtta anukarana, “making according to
the movement ot he world,” and Chinese Asing scit, “shape-likeness,” are
nsed hath empirically and in aesthetics, but with an essential difference.’

As to Chincse Aséng sséi, a multitude of texts could be adduced to
show that it is net the outward zppearance (Asing) which is w be ex-
hibited as such, but rathicr the idea (¢) in the mind of the painter, or
the immanent divine spirit (s4én), or breath of life (ch7), that is ta he
evealed by a use of narural form direcred to this end. We have not merely
the First Canon of ITsich Ho, that the work of art must reveal “the opera-
tion of the spirit (¢4’7) in life movement,” but also such seyings as “by
means of nztral shape (hsing), represent divine spirit (shén),” “the
painters of old painted the idea (¢} and not merely the shape (hsing),”
“thnse [painters] who neglect natural shape (Asing) and secure the nor-
mative idea (i chih) are few,” and with reference to a degenerate time,
“what the age means by pictures is resemblance (ssiz).” Thus none of
the terms cited by any m=ans implies a theory of art as illusion: for the
East, as for St. Thomaes, ars imitatur natvram in sua cperatione.

The proper connotation nf these words as used in aesthetics can be

Biay Sgnskrit {oka-prtia and Chinese Asing are the equivalents of English “Nawre”
mcl}tdmg human naturs; an expression often used is “By mecans ol natural shape
(Asing) represent divine spirit (shém).”
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deduced from the actual procedurs of urtists, already alluded to, from
actual works of art, or from their employment in treatises on aesthetics.
As to the actual works, we may he deceived at first sight. When Oriental
arr impresses us by its actuality, as in Japanesc paintings of birds or flow-
ers, in Pallava animal sculpture, cr at Ajanta by what seems ta he spon-
taneity of gesture, we are sasily led to think that this has involved a study
of Nature in our sensc, and arc too ready to judge the whole stylistic
developmert in terms of degrees of naruralism. Yer, if we anelyze such
work, we shall find that it is nut anatomically correct, that the spontaneous
gestures hac long since been classihed in textbooks of dancing, with
refererce to moods and passions equally minutwely subdivided in works
on rhetoric; and that with all these matters the artist had to be familiar,
and could rot have helped being familiar, because they formed an integral
part of the intellecrual life of the age. We may say indeed, that whenever,
il ever, Oriental art rcproduces evanescent appearances, textures, or ana-
tomical construction with literal accurzcy, this is merely incidental, and
represents the least significan: part of the work. Whea we arc strred,
when the work evokes in us a sense of reality akin to that which we feel
in the presence of living forms, ir is because here the artist has become
what he reoresents, he himself is reercated as beast or flower or deity, he
Zeels in his own body all the tensions appropriate to the passion thar ani-
mates his subject.

Becauss theology was the dominant intellecrual passion of the race, Oricn-
tal ast is largely dominated by theology. We do not refer here only to
the production of cult images, for which India wzs primarily responsible,
but to the organization of thought in terms oI types of activity. Oriental
arl is ot concerned with Nature, but with the nature of Nature; in this
respect it is nearer to science than to our modern ideas ahout arr. Where
modern science uses names and algebraic formulac in establishing 1ts
hicrarchy of forccs, the East has attempted to express its understanding of
life by means of precise visual symbols. Indian Siva-Sakd, Chinese Yang
and Yin, Heaven and Earth, in all their varicd manifestations are the
palar opposites whence all phenomenal tensicns must arise. Tn this con-
stant reference to types of activity, Oricntal art differs cssentially from
Greck art and its prolongations in Europe: Greek types are archetypes
of being, ding an sich, external 1o experience, and conceived of as though
reflected in phenomcna; Indian types are acts or modes of action, only
valid in a conditioned universe, correct under given circumstances, but
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not adsolute; not thought of as reflected in phenomena, bur as represent-
ing to our mentality the informing encrgies o which phenomena owe
(heir peculiarity. Historically, the latter mode of thought might he de-
ccribed as an improvement of animism,

The corresponding Indian theory of knowledge regards the source of
(ruth as not mere perception (pratyaksa), bur an inwardly known cri-
terion (praména),” which “at oue and the same time gives form to knowl
edge and is the cause of knowledge” (Digniga, kdrika €); it being only re-
quired that such knowledge shall not conrradict experience. We cen make
this doctrine clewrer by the analogy of conscicnee (Anglo-Saxon “inwit”),
still generally regarded as an inward eriterion which both gives form o cor-
rect conduct, and is its cause. But whereas the Occidentzl conscicnce
operates only in the ficld of cthics, the Oriental conscience, pramdna,
chilh, cte,, orders all forms of activity, mental, aesthetic, and erhical: truth,
beauty, and goodness (as zctivities, and therefore relative) are thus re-
leted by analogy, not by likeness, none deriving its sanction from any of
‘he others, but each directly from a commeor principle of order (rzz, eic.)
which represents the partern of the activity of God, or in Chinese terms,
of Tleaven and Earth. Just as conscience is externalized in rules of con-
duct, so aesthetic “conscience” finds expression in rules or canons of pro-
portion (zala, tdlamanu) proper to different types, and in the physiognomy
(lak sanas) of iconography and culuvated taste, prescribed by autharity
and tradition: the only “good form” is {dsira-mdnu. As o the necessity
for such rules, which are contingent by nature, but binding in a given
environment, this follows from the ‘mperfecticn of human narure. Man
is, indeed, more than a merely functional and behavioristic animal (the
gamboling of lambs is not “dancing”), but he has not yet attainec to
such zn identification of the inner and outer life as should enable him w
act at the same time spontancously and altogether conveniently. Spon
taneity (sahaje) of zction can be attributed o Bodhisastvas “becanse their
discipline is in union with the vary essence of all Buddhas” (Asvaghosa);
Ching Hao's “Divine Painter,” indced, “makes no effort of his own, his
hand moves spontaneously”; but short of this divine perfecrion, we can
enly aspire o the condition of the “Mysterious Painter” who “works 1
a style appropriate to his subject.”” Or as expressed with reference to the
strictly ordered art of the drama, “All the activities of the gods, whether
at home or zficld, spring from a natural disposition of the mind, but all

English “measure” “mete’”’ “meier,” ctc. are connected etymeologically and in
oot meaning with prasmana.
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the activities of men result from the conscicus working of the will; thers-
fore it is that the details of the actions to be done by men must be care-
fully prescribed” (Ndtya Sistra 1s). Objection to such rules has ofen
been made, ostensibly in the interest cf the freedom of the spirit, practi-
cally, however, on behalf of rhe freedom of the affections. But ascertained
rules such as we speak of, having been cvolved by the organism for its
own ends, are never arbitrary in their own environment; they may herrer
be regarded zs the form assumed by liberty, than as restrictions.®

An admirable illustration of this can be found in Indian rausic. Here
we have an claboraze system of modes, sach employing only certain notes
and progressions, which must e suictly adhered to, and each appropriate
to a given time of the day or particular season: yet where the Western
musician is bound by a score and by a rempered keybaard, the Oriental
music is not writien, nd 1o ons is recognized as a musician who does not
improvise within the given conditions; we even find two or more mu-
sicians improvising hy common consent. In China and Japan, there arc
detzilec and cluborate treatises solcly devoted to the subject of bamboo
painting, and this study forms an indispensable part of an artist’s fraining.
A Japanese painrer once said to me, “I have Lad to concentrate on the
bamboo for many, many years, still & certain technique for the rendering
of the tips of bamboo leaves eludes me.” And yer a finished bamboo
painting in monochrome, executed with an incredible cconomy of means,
seems to be wet with dew and to tremble in the wind. It is only when
rules are conceived of zs applied in an alien environment, when une
style, whether of thought, conduct, or art, is judged by another, that
they assume the aspect of regulations; and those modern artists whn
affect Primitive, Classical, or Oriental mannerisms, are alone responsible
for their owa bondage. What we have said by no means implies that
anybody else’s rules will serve to guide our hands, hut rather rhar in any
periad of chaos and transizion such as the present, we are rather to be
pitied for than congratulated on cur socalled freedom. A new condition
of civilization, a new style, cannot be said to have reached & couscious
marturity until it has discovered the criterie proper to itself.

Let us now consicer how the docirine of pramana can he recognized in
arr irself. We have seen that the virtue of art does not consist in copying
anything, but in what is expressed or evcked. The conception of a nat-
uralissic art, though we know what it means in popular parlance, rep-

20 “Representations become works of art oaly when their technique is pertectly
coatrolled” (Tranz Doas, Primistive Art, Oslo, 1927, p. 81).

114

ART OF EASTERN ASIA

resents a contradiction in terms; art is by definition convenrional, and it
is only hy convention (sam¥keia) that art is comprehensible at all.* Orien-
tal art, all pure ars, though it uses inevitably a vocabulary bzsed on ex-
perience (Ged himself, vsing convenient means, #paya, speaks iu the lan-
guage ol the world) does not invite a comparison with the unattainable
perfection of Nature, but relies exclusively on its own Ingic and on its own
criteria, which logic and criteria canno. be teszed by standards of truth or
goodness applicablc in other fields of action. If, for example, an icon is
provided with numerous heads or arms, arithmetc will assist us o de
termins whether or not the iconography is correct, dgamdrthdvisamuvadi,
but only our own response to its qualities of energy znd characteristic
order can determine its valie as art. Krishna, seducer of the milkmaids of
the Braju-inandala, is not presented to us as a model on the plane of con-
duct.*

Where Western arr is largely conceived as scen in a frame or through a
window, from a fixed point of view, and so brought toward the spectater,
the Oriental image really exists only in our own mind and heart, and is
projected thence onto space; this is apparent not merely in “enthropo-
merphic” icons, but also in landscape, which is typically presented as seen
from more than one point of view, or in any case from a conventional, not
a “real” point of view.? Where Western art depicts a moment of time, an

U Sihstya Darpana 11.4. Dngs and some savages cannot undersiand even phoo-
graphs; and if bees are reported o have been attracied by painted flowers, why was
not honey also proviced?

The conventionality of art is inherent, not due either to caleulated simplification
aor to be L‘X]:lﬂitl:d as a degcncr:—ltion from rf’prPS(-!nT;lLiOll. Evea the druwiugs of
children are not primarily memery images, but “eomposition of what 1o the child’s
mind seems essential”; and “artistic value will always depead on the presence of
A formal element that is not identical with the form found in nature” (Boas, Priri-
ttwe Ast, pp. 16, 74, 78, 140).

“2 See the Frema Sagava, ch. 34.

# See B, March, “Linear Persoective in Chinese Painling,” Fastern Art, 11T {10371).
(f. also L. Bachhofer, “Der Raumdarstellung in der chinesischen Malerey,” Mifizch-
ner jahrbuch Jéir bildenden Kunst, VI (1g31).

The two methads of drawing, symbolic and perspecrive, though often combined,
are really based on distinet mental attitndes; it shon'c not he assumed tha: there
really rakes place o development from one to the other, or thar a progress in art
has taken placs when some new xind of perspective representatior. appears. The
metnods of representing spacz in art will always correspond maore or Iess 1o con-
temporary habits of vision, But perfect comprehensibility is all that is required at
any given time, and this is always found; if ws de not always understand the Jan-
8;—‘:1%& of spece employed in an unfamiliar style, that is our mistortune, not the fanlr
at the art,
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arrested action, an “effect” of light, Oriental ar: represents a continuous
(though, as we have seen, not eternal) condition. The dance of Siva takes
place not merely as an historical evenr in the Tiraka Forest, nor even at
Cidambararm, but forever in the heart of the worshipper; the loves of
Ridai and Krishna, as Nilakantha reminds us, are not an hisrorical
narrative, but 2 consranr relation between the soul and God. The Budcha
attained Cnlightenment countless ages ago, but his manitestation 1s still
accessibie, and will so remain. The latrer doctrine, expounded in the
Saddharmapundarika, is reflected in the sculptured hicrarchies of Boro-
buddr. It is impossible that the same mentality should no: be present
equally in thought znd art; how could the Mzhayanist, who may deny
that any Buddha ever, in fact, existed, or that any doctrine was taught,
have been interested in a portrait of Gautama? The image, then, is no:
the likeness of anvthing; ir is o spatial, bur incorporeal, intangible form,
complete in itself; its aloofness ignorcs our presence, for, in Fact, 1t was
meant tc be used, no: to de inspected. We do nat know how to use it.
Ton nften we do not sk how it was meunt w be used. We judge as an
ornament for the mantelpiece what was made as a means of realizarion,
an att:tude hardly less naive than that of the Hindu peasants who are
said to have converted a disused steam plough to new scrvice as an icon.

The Indian or Far Eastern icon (pratimd), carved or painted, is nzither
a memory image nor an idealizarion, but ideal in the mathematical seuse,
ol the same kind as a vanzra;™ and its peculiarity in our eyes arises as
much from this condition as from the unfamilizr detail of the iconog-
raphy. For example, it fills the whole field of vision a: once, all is equally
clear and cqually cssential; the eye is not led to range from one point to
another, as in empirical vision or the study of a pharngraphic record.
There is no leeling of exture or flesh, but only of stone, metal, or pig-
ment; from a technical point of view this might be thought of as the
result of a proper respect for the marerial, bur it is actually a cousequence
of the psychological approach, which conceives God 1n stone or paint
otherwise than as God in the d=ch, or an image otherwise than as an
avatira. ‘The parts are not organically related, for it is not contemplated
that they should function biologically; they are ideslly related, being the
elements of a given type, Ingrediens einer Versammlung wesensbezeich-
nender Anschauuingswerte, This does nor mean that the various parts

A yantra is o geomatrcal representation of a deity, composed of straight lines,
triangles, curves, circles, and a point.
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are unrelated, or that the whole is nor a unity, but that the relation is
mental rather than functional.

All this finds direct expression also in compasition. Even in the freer
treatment of still definizely religious themes, at Ajantd, in Vaispava (Raj-
put) painting, or in Chinese lendscape, the composition may seem at first
sight to be lacking in direction; there is no central point, ao emphasis, no
dramaric crisis, apparently no structure, though we are ready to admir that
the space has been wonderfully wtilized, and so call the work decorarive,
meaning, [ suppase, rhat it is no: offensively insistent. Similarly in music
and dancing, where the cffect on an untrained Western. observer is usu-
ally ore of monotony—“we do not know what o make of music which
is dilazory withour being sentimental, and utters passion without vehe-
mence.”® The paintings of Ajantd, certainly lacking in those ohvious
symmetries which are described in modern twxt books of composition,
have besn called inccherent. This is, in fact, a mode cf design not thought
out as pattern with a view to pictorial effect; yer “one comes in rhe end
to recognize that profound conceptions can dispense with the formulas
ol calculated surface arrangement and have their own occult means o:
knitting togesher forms in apparent ciffusion.”

Similar phenomena can be observed in the literature. Western critics,
who ofzcn spcak in the same way of pre-Renaissance European writing,
express this by saying that in Asiatic lirerature “there is no desire, and
therefore no ability, to portray character.”” Take one cf the supreme
achievements of the Far East, the Genji Monogatari of Murasaki: Waley,
who made an English version by no means satisfactory to Japancse critics,
but still embodying somc part cf the wonderful grace of the original,
points out that “the sense of reality with which she (the author) invests
her narrative is not the result of realism in the ordinary sensc. . . . Sull
less is it due to solid character building; Murasaki’s characters are mere
emhndiments of some dominanr charzacteristic.” The Genji Monogatar:
might be compared with Wolfram von Eschenbach’s Parsifal. 1n each of
these grezt works we do sense a kind of psychological mndearnity, and no
doulit the narration is more personal and intimate then that of Homer or
the Mahabharata. Yet the effect is not a resalt of accumulated observation,

% A, H. Fox-Strangways, The Music of Hindosan (Oxford, 1g14).

20 [AKCs note as first published ind:icates that the passage is quotec from one of
the major works of Laurence Finyon, without further identification.—e.]

_*" [Similarly, the quotation is ascribed 10 Artaur Waley, withoat fusther informa-
tion,—ep. |
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nor o any emphasis laid on individual temperamental peculiarities. The
characters, just as in Oricntal paintings, differ more in what they do,
than in what they look like. Oriental art rarely depiers or describes eno-
tions for their own spectacular value: it is amply sufficient to put forward
the situation itself, urnecessary to emphas:ze its edfects, where you can
rely upon the audience to nnderstand what must be wking place behind
the actor’s mask. Oricatal art is not a labor-saving device, where nothing
can be cft out, lest the spectater should have to exerr himself; on the
contrary, “it is the spectator’s own energy (ués@ha) that is the causc of
scsthetic experience (dseddana), just as in the case of children playing
with clay elephants or the like™ (Nafarapa 1v.47 and s50).

Before leavivg the subject of litereture it should be observed that what
we have called lack of emphasis or of dramatic crisis is expressed also in
the actual intonation of Orienral languages. In all these langaages there
is both accent and tone: but Oricntal poctry is always quantitative, and
so little is the meaning brought cut by stress, even in rhe spcker lan-
guages, that the European student must first learn to aveid ail stress, be-
forc he can rightly cmplov such stress as is actually correct.

What has been said will also apply to portraiture, little as this might
have heen expected: here too the concepticn of types predominates. It is
truc that in classical Indian litercture we frequently reac of portraits,
which though they are usually painred from memory, are constantly
spoken ol us rccognizable and even admirable likenesses; if not at
least recognizable, they could not have fulfilled their funcrion, usually
connected with love or marriags. Both in China and in India, from
very ancicnt times onward, we find ancestral portraits, bur these were
usually prepared afrer death, and so far as we know have the char-
acter of effigics rather than likenesses.® In the Pratimd-nditaka of Bhasa,
the hero, though he marvels at the execution of the figures in an ancesral
chapel, does not recognize the efigies of his own parents, and thinks the
figurss may be those of gods. Similarly in Cambodia and Farther India
generally, where a ceified ancestor was represented hy a statue, this was
in the form of the ceity of his devotion. [t is now only possible from an
inscription to tell when a portrait is before us.

The painted portrait “unctioned primarily as a substitute for the living
prescnce of the original; still onc of the oldest treatises on painting, the
Citralaksana contained in the Tanjur, though it refers the origin of paint-

28 True portraiture, as rearked by Jaudelaire, is “an idcal reconstruction of the
individual.” The Cliness term is fu-shfn, “depicting character.”
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ing in the world to this requirement, actually treats only of the physiog-
nomical peculiarizies (lzksanas) of types. Even more instructive is a later
case, occurring in one of the Vikramacarita stories: here o king is so
much attached o his queen that he keeps her at his side, even in Council;
this departure from custom and prepriety is disapproved of by his cour-
tiers, and the king consents t have a portrait painted, to scrve as suo-
stitute for the queen’s presence. The court painter is allowed to see the
queen; he recognizes that she is a PadminT (Torus-lady, one of the [our
physical-psychological types under which women arc classed by Hindu
thetoricians) and paints her accordingly padmini-laksapa-yuktam, “with
the characteristic marks of 3 Lorus-lady,” and yer the portrait, spoken of
not merely as répam, “a figure,” but as svardpam, “her very torm,” is felt
to be a true likeness. Chinese works on portrait painting refer only to
types of fearures and facial expression, canons of proportion, suitable
accessorics, and varictics of brush stroke proper to the draperies; the es-
serice of the subject must be revealed, but there is nnching abnur anatomi-
cal accuracy.

Life itsclf reflects the same conditions. At first sight even the most
highy evolved Asiatics loak all alike o 2 Western eye, presenting thc
same aspect of monotony to which we have referred above. This efrect is
partly a result of unfamiliarity; the Oriental recognizes actual variety
where the European is nor yer trained to do so. But it is also in part due
to the fact that Oricntal life is modeled on types of conduct sanctioned
by tradition. For India, Rama and S:ta represent ideals still porent, the
svadharma nf each caste is an ascertained mode of conduct; and until
recently every Chinese accepted as a metter of course the concept of man-
ners established by Confucius. The Japanese word for “rudeness” means
“acting in an unexpected way.” Where large groups of men act and
dress alike, they will not only to some degree lcok alike, but are alike—
to the eye.

Herc then, life is designed like a garder, not allowed to run wild. All
rhis formality, for a cultured spectator, is far mere attractive than can
be the variety of imperfection so [reely shown by the plain and blunt, or
as he thinks, “more sincere” European. For the Oriental himself, this
external conformity, wherehy the man is lost in the crowd as true archi-
tecture scems to be a part of its native landscape, constitutes a privacy
within which the individual character can flower urhampered. This is
alse particularly trus in the case of women, whom the East has so long
sheltered from necessities of self-assertion: one may say that for women
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of the aristocratic classes in India ar Japan, there existed no freedom
whatever, in the modern sense. Yet these same women, molded by cen-
turies of stylistic living, achieved zn absoluts perfection in their kind, and
perhaps Asiatic art can boast of ne higher achievement thzn this. In India,
where the “cyranny of caste” strictly governs marriage, diet, and cvery
detail of outward conduct, there cxists and has always existed unrestricred
freedom of belief and thought. It has been well said that civilization is
style. An immanent culture in this way cudows every individual with an
outward grace, a typological perfection, such as only the rarest beings
can achieve hy their own effort (this kind of perfection does not belong
o genius); whereas a democracy, which requircs of every man to save
his own scul, actually condemns each to an exhibition of his own ir-
regularity and imperfection; and this imperfection only wo easily passes
over intc an cxhibitionism which makes a virtuc of vanity, and is com-
placently deseribed as self-expression,

We have, then, to rezlize that life itself, the different ways in which the
difacult problems of human essociation have been solved, represents the
ultimate and highest of the arts of Asia: he whn would enmp-ehend
and enjoy the arts of Asia, if only as a spectacle, mus: compzchend them
in this highest form, directly at the source from which they proceed. All
judgment of the arr, all criticism of rhe life hy measuremenr agains:
Western standards, 1s an irrelevance that must defeat its own ends.

Eveavone will be aware thet Asiatic art is by no means exclusively theo-
logical, in the literel sensc of the word. India knows, if not 2 secular, at
least a romantic development in Rajput painting; China possesses the
greatest landscape art in the world; Japan has interpreted animals znd
dowers with unequaled tenderness and sensibility, aad developed in
Ukiyoye an art that can orly be called secular. Broacly speaking. we may
szy that the romantic and idealistic movemnents are related ro the hieratic
art, which is on the whale the older art, as mysticism is relared to ritval®
Allusion may be made, for example, to the well-known casz of the Zen
priest, Tan-hsia, who used a wooden image of Buddha to make his fire—
aot, of course, &s an iconoclast, but because he was cold; to the Zen
doctrine of the Scripture of the Universe; and to the Vaisnava conception
ol the world as a Lhcuphany. But these c]-:vclopmcnts do not represcnt
an arbitrary break with hieratic modes of thought: as the theology itselt

20 Perheps it should bz zdded, as relativity w Euaclidean geometry.
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may be called an improvement of animism, so Zen represents an im-
provement of yoga achieved through heightened scnsibility, Vaisnava
painting an improvement of khak#i through a perfected sensual experi-
Ence.

In a “Meditation upon Buddha" translated into Chinese in ap. 420, the
believer is taught to see not merely Ganmama the monk, but One en-
dowed with all these spiritual glories that were visible to his discinles;
we are still in the realms of theology. A century later, Bodhidharma cams
to Canzon from southern Tndia; he raught, mainly by silence, that the
absolute is immanen: in man, that this “treasurc of the heart” is the
only Buddha that exists. His successor, Buddhapriya, codified the starinns
of meditarion: but Zen® was 1o be practiced “in 4 guiet room, or under a
Lice, or among tombs, or sitting on the dewy earth,” not before a Buddha
image. The methad of teaching of Zen masters was hy means of symbolic
acts, apparently arbilrary commands or meaningless questions, or simply
by reference to Nature. Zen dicta disturb our complacence, as who should
say, “A man may have jusrice on his side and yet be in the wroag,” or
“lo hirn that hath shall be given, bur from him that hath not shall be
taken away even that he hath.” Logiczlly inscrutable, Zen may be de-
scribed as direcr acrion, as immediacy of experience. Still, the 1dea of Zen
is completcly universel: “consicder the lilies,” “a mouse is miracle encugh,”
“when thou seest an eagle, thou se=st a portion of Genius,” illustrare Zen.
There are many Indian analogies: for example, our conduct should be
like that of the sun, which shines because it is its nature to shine, not
from benevolence: and already in one of rhe Jatakas (no. 46v), the evanes-
cence of the morning dew sullices to enlightenment.

The sources cf the tradition are partly Taoist, partly Indian. One might
say that the only ritual known to Zen is that of the tea ceremony, in which
simplicity ‘s carricd to the highest point of elaboration: but Zer is equally
demonstrated in the art of Jower arrangement; Zen priests lead an acrive
and ordered lile, and 1w say, “this is like a Zen monastery,” means that a
place is kept in the neatest possible order. After the tenth century it is
almost entirely Zen rerminolagy rhar is used in the discussion of art.
Perhaps a majority of artists in the Ashikaga period were Zen priests.
Zen art represents either landscape, birds, animals, or flowers, or episades
from the lives of the greal Zen teachers, of whicl last a very familiar

# Japancse Zen, Chinese ¢ffun — Sanskrit dhydna, a technical torm n yoga,

denoting the first stage of introspection, in Duddhist wsagz (Tali jhane) rcferring
to the whele process of concentration,
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aspect may be cited in the :nnumerable representations of Daruma
(Bodhidharma) as a shaggy. beetle-browed recluse.

Zen, sceking rcalization of the divine nature in man, proceeds by way
of opening his eyes to a like spiritual essence in rhe world of Nature ex-
ternal to himsell. The word “romantic” has been applicd to the art only
for want of a better designation; the romantic movement in Europe was
really quite otherwise and mara sent:mentally motivated, more curiously
and less sensually developed. In Europe, Christianity has intensified the
naturally anthropomorphic tendencies of Aryan Greece, by asserring thar
man alone is endowed with a soul: the more remote and dangerous
grandeurs of naturc, not directly amenable to human exploitation, were
not considered without disgust, or as ends in themselves, before the
cighternth century. Ever: then, the portrayal of nature was deeply col
ared by the oathetic fallacy; Blake had only too good reason when he
“‘eared that Wordsworth was fond of narure.”

But from a Zen point of view, cvery manifestation of the spirit is per-
fect in its kind, the categories are incifferent; all nature is equally beauri-
ful, because equally expressive, coasequently the painting of & grasshopper
mav be no less profound than that of a man. The use of plant and ani-
mal forms as symbols goes back to very early origirs in sympatheric
magic: even in Asia the full compreheasion of znimal life represents the
result of a long evolution in which the most ancient :deas survive side
by side with the expressions of an ever-heighrened sensibility. The two
paints of view, symbolic and sympathetic, are clearly scen ogether in a
statement on animal paint'ng made by an enonymous Chinese critic in
the twelfth century:

The horse is used as a symbol of the sky, its even pace prefiguring
the ever motion of the stars; the bull, mildly sustaining its heavy
yoke, is it symbol of carth’s submissive tolerance, But tigers, leopards,
deer, wild swine, fawns, and hares—crearures that cannot be inured
to the will of men—these the painter chooses for the sake of their
skittish gambols and swift, shy evasions, loves them as thirgs rhar
seek the desolation of great plains and wintry snows, as creaturcs
that will rot be halwered with & bridle nor tethered by the foot. He
would corimit to brush-work the gallant splendor of their stride;
this would he do, und no more.**

31 Version by Waley. Tralics mine.
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The greater part ot this exactly corresponds to Zen; the same point
of view is clearly presented in India still earlier, in the poetry of KalidZsa
and in Palleva animal sculpture. Centuries before this the sacredness
of animal life had been insisted on, but mainly from an erhical point
of view.

When at last Zen thought found expression in scepticism—

Granted this dewdrep world be but a dewdrop world,
This granted, yet. . .. "

there came in-o being the despised popular and sccular Ukiyoyc® art of
Japan. But here an arustic tradit:on had already been so firmly established,
the vision of the world so approfondi, that in a sphere corresponding
{unctiorally to that of the modern picture-postcardc—Ukiyoye illustrates
the theater, the Yoshiwara, and the Aussichispunket—:here still survived a
charm of conception and a purity of style that sufficed, however slight its
esscnce, to win zcceptance in Europe, long befere the existence of a more
sericus and classical pictorial art had heen suspecred.

In Asig, where at least a partial nudity is tco familiar in daily hife to
attract atrention, the human figure has never been regarded as the only
or even as the most significant symbol of the spiric. Works, indeed, exist
in which the power and dignity of man and woman are sublimely ren-
dered. But even in India, the nude body is seen in art only when and
where and o the extent that the subject requires it never as a study
undertaken ‘or its own sake; even the dancer is more, not less, fully
clothed rhan her sisters. On the other hand, Tndia has always made free
and direct use of scxual imzgery in religious symbolism. The virtue
(zirva) of Tévara as Father of the world retains the connatation of virility,
and is expressed in ar: by the erect lingam; the infinite fecundity of the
Great Mother is beldly assertad in litanies and images that emphasize
her physical charms in ne uncertain terms. The representation of “ferrile
peirs” (muthuna) originally conceived anly as general instigations of in-
CIEase, later more lyrically treated, is cheracreristic of Indian art from
first to last; many mediaeval remples are outwardly zdorned with series
of reliets adequate to illustrate the whole art of love, which has never

B2A oo p - A _
& tl": ,TalJ'd.lltse ok in poems of this kind, the rescer is requirsd o complee
o ml-llzht in his own mind; here, “Gather ye rosebuds while ye may.”
: Ukiyoye means “pictures of the fleating world”: the Japanese color print is i
typical produet,
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in Incia beer regarded as derogetory w the dignity of man. Already in
the Upanisads the physical ecstasy (dnanda) of union 1s an image nf the
delight of the knowledge of Brahman: “As a man urized to a darling
bride is conscivus reither of within nor without, so is it wher the mortal
sclf cmbraced by the all-wise Self knows neither what is wirhin ner what
without. That is his very form” (BU 1v.3.21). In the later iconography,
both Hindu and Puddhist, the two-in one of manifested Godhead is
imitated in the pure ecstasy of physical ferms erlinked, enlaced, and
enamared.

In Vaisneva mysticism, the Indian analogy of Zen, the miracle of hu-
man love reveals itself in poziry and art not merely as symbol, but as felt
religious cxpetience; the truc relation of the soul to Ged can now only
bc cxpressed in impassioned epithalamia celebraring the nuptials ol
Ridha and Krishna, milkmaid end Divine Bridegroom. She who for
love renounces her world, honor, and duty alike, is the very type of Devo-
tion. Moreover, the process of thonghr is reversible: in the truly religlous
life, all distinction of sacred and profene is lost, onc and the same song
is sung by lover and by monk. Thus the technicz] phraseology of ynga,
the language of bhaki, is vsed even in specking of human passion: the
bride is lost in the trance (dhydna) of consicering the Beloved, love itself
is an Offce (p#ja). In separation, she mzkes a prayer of the name of her
Lord; in union, “each is horh.” The only sin in this kingdom of love is
pride (mdna).** In Rajput painting the lite of simple herdsmen and
milkmaids is denotation (abhidha), the sports of Krishna connotation
(laksand), the harmony of spirit and flesh the content (¢yafijand). These,
operating ia the media aveilable, have made the paintings what they are.
I we ignore these sources of the presenred facr, the paintng iuself “unique
in the world’s ar,” how can we expect to find in the fact any more than
a pleasant or unpleasant sensation—and can we regard it as worthwhile
(purusartha) merely to 2dd one more to the abundant sources of sensa-
lion aircady available? Art is not a mere matter of aesthetic surfaces.

Ir we are to make any approach whatever to an understanding of Asi-
atic art zs somneching made by men, and net to regard it as a mere curios-
ity, we must first of all abandon the whole current view of art and artists.
We must realize, and perhaps remind ourselves again and again, that thar

3¢ Not mang, “measure,” referred 1o above, but etymologically releted w anens
“mentzl,” “mind,” etc.
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condition is abnormel in which a distinction is drawn berween workmen
and artiszs, and that this distincrion has only heen drawn during relatively
short periods of the world's history.*® Of the two propositions following,
cach exolains the other: those whom we now call artists, were once arti-
gamss ON]ECTs thar we now PIESEIVE iN IMUSCUINS WEIT ULCE COLINuL
objects of the market place.

During the greater part of the world’s histery, every product of human
workmanship, whether icon, platter, or shirt button, has been at once
beautiful and useful. This normal condition has persisted longer in Asia
than anywhere else. T7 it no longer exists in Europe and Americe, this is
by no meens the fault of invention or machinery as such; man has always
been an inventive and tool- or machine-using creature. The art of the
potter was nat destroyed by the invention of the pouer’s wheel. How far
from reasonable it would be to attribute the present abnormal condition
to a baneful infuence exerted on man by science and machinery is dem-
onstrated in the fact that beauty and use are now cnly found tegether
in the wark of engineers—in bridges, airplanes, dyramos, and surgical
instruments, the forms of which are gnverned by seientific principles end
absolute functicnal necessity. If beauty ard usc arc not now generally
seen together in household utensils and businessmen’s costumes, nor gen-
erally in facrory-made objects, this is not the fault of the machinery ci-
played, but incidental to cur lowered conception of human dignity, end
consequent insensibility to real values. The exact measure of cur indif-
ference to these values is reflected in the current distinczion of fine and
decorative art, it being required that the hrst shall have no use, the second
no meaning: and in our equivzlent distinction of the inspired artist or
genius from the trained workman, We have convinced ourselves that
art is a thing too geood for this world, labor too brutal an activity to be
mentioned in the same breath with art; thar the artist is one not much
less than a prophet, the workman not much more than an animal, Thus
a Pervﬁrted icealism and an amazing insensibility exist side by side;
QELthcr condition could, in fact, exst without the other, All that we need
ms.ist upon here s that none of these categories can be recognized in
Asia. There we shall find rothing useless (fine art) on the one hand,

a3 - P : : :

ﬁl?f. G. Groslier, “Notes sur la psychologie de l'artisan cambodgien,” Arts ot
l“.ff cologie khmers, 1 (1921-1922), 1275, “La différercz que nous faisons entrs
aruste er l'ouvrier d'art—toute moderne daillenrs—ne semble pas étre connue
=1 Camhacge”
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nothing meaningless (decorative ur servile art) on the other, but only
hnman productions ordered to specific ends; we shall find n=irher men
of genius nor mere laborers, but only human beings, vocationally expert.

Asia has not relied ou the vagarics of genius, but on training: she
would regard with equal suspicion “stars” and amateurs. She xnows
diversities of skill zmong professionals, as apprentice or master, anc
likewise the products of different ateliers, provincial or courtly: but that
anyone should practice an art as an accomplishment, whether skillfully
or otherwise, would seem ridiculous® Art is here a function of the social
order. not zn ambition. The pract:ce of art is typically 2n hereditary voca-
tion and not a matter of privare choice. The themes of art arc provided
by general necessitics inherent in racial mentality, and more specifically
by a vast body of scripture and by written ranons; method is lezrned as
a living workshop rracirion, not ‘n 4 school of art; style is a function of
the period, not of the individual, whe could only be made awars of the
fact of stylistic change and sequence hy historical study, Themes are
repeated from genesaton . generation, and pass from one couniry to
another; neither is originality a virtue, nor “plagiarism™ a crime, wherc
all that counts is the necessity inherent in the theme. The artist, as maker,
is a personality much greater than that of any conceivable indivicual: the
namcs of even the greatest artists are unknown.*

“What are the paintings even of Michael Angelo compared with the
painzings on the walls of the cave temples of Ajantz? These works are not
the work of a men; 'they are the work of ages, of nativns.”” Ner would
the biographies of individuals, :f they could be known, add anytaing to
our understanding of the art. What the East demands of rhe artdst, s
indivicual, is integrity and piery, knowledge and skill—let us say order,
rather than peculiar sensibilities or private ideals; for man 1s a responsible
being, not merely as maker, but also as deer and thinker.

In all these ways the freedom aud dignity of the individual, as indi-
vidual, have been protected in a way inconceivable under madern condi-
tions. Where art is not a luxury, the artist is on the one hand preserved
from those precarious alternatives of prestige or neglect; aflusnce or

%6 “Tlw_ anvone not a §ilpan (professional architect) should build temples, rOWns,
seaporss, tanks or wells, is a sin comparable o murder” (from a $ilpa Sastra, cited
by Kearns in Indiun Auntiguary, V, 1876); cf. BG 11135,

a7 This stetemient is almost literally exact so far as sculpture, architecrure, the
theater, and sumptuary arts are corcerned. The chief exception to the rule appears
in Clinese and Japancse painting, where a somewhat fcations importance has
been attached to names, from the collector's poin: of view.
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starvation, which now intimidate “artist” and laborer alike.” Where
ability is nut concelved as en splration coming none knows whence,
but razher in the same light as skill in surgery or engineering, and where
sccentricity of conduct is neither expected of the artist nor tolerated in
him, he is crabled tc enjoy in privacy the simple privilege of living as
1 man among men withour social ambition, without occasion to pose as
1 prophEt, but sell-respecting, and contented with that respect which is
pormally due from one man to another, when it is taken for granted
that every men should be expert in his vocztion.

38 On the staics of the craftsman in Asia, see Coomaraswamy, The Indian Crajts
man, 1909, and Mediaeeal Sinhalese Arty 1908 (ch. 3); Sir Grorgz Birdwood, The
Industrial Avis of Indic (London, 1880); Gruslier, “Noutes sur la psychologic”
(“élevé ct grandi dens Je renoncement, o . . sl et artisie, Cest pour obéir”); G.
Groslier, “La Fin d'ur art,” Revue des arts asatigues, V (1928); aud L';.[‘L.'a(.iu
Hearn, japan: An Aempr ai an [nrevpretarion (New York, 1oog), cp pp. 10g-
171, 440443



The Intellectual Operation
in Indian Art

The Sukraniticara v.y0-71, defines the initial precedure of the Indiun
imager: he is Lo be expert n contemplative vision (yoga-déyina), for
which the canonical prescriptions provide the basis, nd only in this way,
and ot by direct observarion, are the required results t be attained. The
whale procedure may be summed up in the words “wher tae visnaliza-
tion has been realized, set to work™ (dhyatea Kkuryat, ibid. vinz4), or
“when the model has been conceived, sez down on the wall what was
visualized” (cintayet pramanam; tad-dhydtam bhittau nivefavet, Abhila-
diirthacintimant, 1.3.158).F The distinction and sequence of these two
acrs had lang since been recognized in connection with the sacrificial
work (karma) of the edification of the Fire-Altar, where, whenever the
builders are at a loss, they are told w0 “conremplate” (cetayadhvam], Le.
“direct the will towards the stucture” (citim icchata), and it is “because
they saw them contemplatively” (cetayamana apaiyan) that the “struc-
tures” (citayah) are so czlled.? These two stages in procedure are the
same as the wetus primus and acsus secundus, the “free” and “servile”
parts of the artist’s operation, in terms of Scholastic theory.* T have shown

[l".'irst published in the Journal of the Indian Society of Oriental Avi, 117 (1935).
this essay was revised for Figures of Speech or Figures of Theught. It sppears herz
n the later version, with addenda.—ep.|

tTranslased in Coomaraswamy, 1he Tvansformation of Nature o A, 1034,
PP, I13-117.

ECL. alsn Atthasalini 203 (in the 218 edition, n. 61), “A mental concept (eitta-
safifig) arisss in the mind of the painter, "Such #rc snch forms should be made in
such and sich weys.! . . . Coneeiving (ernestra) ‘Ahove this form, let this be; be-
law, ‘this; on either side, this—so it is that hy mental operation (cintitena kam-
mena) the other painted forms come into heing.”

8B via30, ete, with hermeneutic assimilation of /i (=dify) and \/cit (con-
lemplate, visualize).

10n the “rwo operations,” see Coomaraswamy, Why Frhibit Works of Art?
1943, PP 33-37. What is meant i admirably stated by Phile in De eita Mosis
1.74-76, respecting the “rabermacle . . . the construction of which was set forth
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cJsewhere? that the same procedurc is taken for granted as well in secular
as in hieratic art. It is, however, in connection with the Buddh'st hicratic
prescriptions (sddhana, dhyinu mungram) that thc most detailed exposi-
tions of the primary act are to be found; and these are of such inferest
and significance that it seems cesirable t publish « complete and carcful
rendering of one of the Jongest available examples of such a text, an-
7otated by citations trom others. We proceed accordingly with the Kimerz-
Vistara-Tara Sédhana,’ no. o8 in the Sidhanamald, Gackwad's Oriental
Series, no, x%vi, po. 200-206.

Kiyeir-Visrara-TarA SipHaNa

Having first of all washed his hands and feet, etc, and being purificd,
the officiant (maneri) is W be comfortably scated in a solitary place that is
stcrewn with fragrant flowers, pervaded by pleasant scents, and agreeable

to Moses on the moun. by divine pronouncements. He saw with the soul’s eye
the immareriz] forms (28éa) of the material things that were to be made, and thzce
forms wers © be reproduced as sensible ‘mitations, as it were, of the archetypal
graph and inelligible patterns. . . . So the type of the pattern was secretly impressed
upon the mind of the Propliet as u thing secretly painted and moulded in invisible
forms wichout mazerial: and then the fnished work was wrought after that tvpe
by the artist’s imposition of those lupressions on the severally appropriate matzrial
substances.” Ir. mytholcgical terms, the two vperations are those of Athena and
Hephaistos, wio co-operate, and from whom 2ll men derive their knowledge of
the arts (Homeric Hymns <x; Pleto, Protageras 3ziv and Statesman 274, Critda:
roge, 1r2e). Arhena, the miadborn daughter of Zeus, “gives grace to work”
(Greek Antholagy vi.205), while Hephaiswos is the laue swmith; and there can be
no doubt that she is that cedia which (like the correspond.ng Skr. gassalya and
Hebrew hochmi) was originally the “cunning” or knowledge of the skilled crafts-
man, and coly by anslogy “wisdom” in zny and every sense of ile word; she is
the scientin that makes the work beautiful, he the ars that makes it wseful—and
ars sine scientia athil [of. Cretylus qo7, Philebus t6c, Eurhyphro 11k, and the
image of Minerva (Ataens) jeintly with Roma weaving a cloak on no mortal loom
in Claucian, Stilicke .33c]. But our distinctions of fire from applied art art
from work and meaning from udlity, have banished Arhena from the factory 1o
the ivory tower and redaced Hephaistos to the status of the “hase mechanics”
{ Beravuinot) whose manuel dexterity is their only asset, so that we do not think
of them as men bur call them “hande”

Tl Techrique and Theory of Incian Painting,” 1934, pp. 55-80.

8This Sickana has also bLeen translated, but with some abbreviaton, by B.
Bhattacharya, Buddhiss lcomography (London, 1924), pp. 169 f. Buddhist methods
of visualization are discussed by Giuseppe Tucci in Inda-Tibetica, 111, Templ del
Tibet occidensale € il loro smbolismo wriisiico (Rome, 1935); scc ospecially 25,
“Meradi e significato dell” evocazione wutrica,” p. g7
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to himself. Conceiving in his own heart (svahrdaye . . . vicntye) the
moow's orb as developed from the primal sound (prathama-svaraparina
tamm, 1.¢., “evolved from the letter A™),7 ler him visualize (padyer) therein
4 beautiful blue lotus, witlin its Glaments the moon's unspotted orb, and
thereon the vellow seed-syllable Tam. Then, with the sheafs of lustrous
rays, that proceed (n7hsrrya) from thar yellow seed-sylluble Tam, revs
that dispel the world’s dark mystery throughout its ten directions and
that ind ou: the indefinite limits of the extension of the universe; making
all these to shine downwards (1dn servan avabhdsya); aud leading forth
(aniya)® the countlcss and measurcless Buddhas and Bodhisattvas whose
abode is there; these (Buddhas and Bodhisatrvas) are established (avasthd-
pyante) on the background o2 space, or ether (Ikdudese)”

After performing a great office (smahatim péjam krtvd) unto all these
vast compassionate Buddhas and Bodhisarrvas established on the back-
ground of spuce, Ly means of celestial fowers, incense, scent, garlands,
ungucnts, powders, ascetic garb, umbrellas, bells, banner, and so for:h,
he should make a confessinn of sin, as follows: “Whatever sinful act I
may have done in the course of my wandering in this beginningless vor-

7 For a beginning 1n this way, cf. Sadhana no. 280 (Yaminraka), whese the opera-
tor {bhdrakah, “maker to becomz"), having first performed the purificarary ablu-
tions, “realizes in hiz own heart the syllzble Yam in black, within 2 mocn originat
ing from the letter A" {dkarejaja candre krgnayam kiram wibharys).

The syllable scer is always the naselized initiel syllable of the name of the deity
to be represented. Far a general idea of the form in which the initial visualization
is coneeived, see Coopuraswamny, [ements of Deddhie leonography, 1935, pl.
xiii, fig, 2, or some of the reproductors in Arthur Avalon, r, The Serpent Puwer
(Meadras, 1024). For the manner in which the Buddhas and Bodhisaivas are
thought of as deducsd or led forth from the emanated rays, of, Blhatacharya,
Buddhist Iconography, fig. 52.

The whaol= process, in which the motion of a sound prececes that of any visinle
form, follows the traditonz] corcept of creation by an uttered Word; cf Swm.
Theol. 1.45.6, referring to the procedure of the artist per werbtin in ntellectu con-
ceptm.

* 4-n3, to “lead hitherward,” is commenly uscd of irrigation, either literally, or
mer}pl}orlcally with respeet to a conduction of powers from the Fons Fitae, Neer
Cqdvaients are dfpydoum (in “exegesis”) and educere. Perhavs we nesd = word
efiw;:on or adduction by which to refer to the acquisition of knowledge by inmi-
tion or speculation,

* Backgrounds of infinite space are highly characteristic of the painted Bucddha
and E:udhi.‘:]tt\-'a epphanies, in which the main fignre rises up like a sun from hehined
the distart mouantaing, or cescends on curling clouds, or 18 surrounded by 2 golden
8lory, In Western hieratic art the use of gold backgrounds has a similar signincance
guld being the recognized symbol eof ether, light, life, znd immoertality. ,
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tex, whether of body or mind, or have caused to be commirred or have
consented to, all these I confess”

Aud having thus confessed,'® and also made admussicn of the fault
-hat consists in things that have heen left undone, he should make an
Endorsement of Metit, as follows: “I cndorse the proficiency (kufalam)
of the Sugates, Pratyekas, Srivakas, and Jinas, and their sons the Bodhi-
sattvas, and that of the spherss of the Angels and of Brahma, in its co-
tirety.” Then comes the Taking of Refuge in the Three Jewels: "I take
refuge in the Buddha, for so long as the Bodhi<circle endures; 1 take
refuge in ths Norm, for <«c long as the Bodhi-circle encures; I take rcfuge
in the Congregation, for so long as the Bodhi-circle endures.” Then comes
the act of Adhesion to the Way: “It is for me to adhere w the Way that
was revealed by the Talhdgatas, and to none cther” Then the Prayer:
“May the bicssed Tathigatas and their children (the Bodhisattvas), who
have accomplished the warld's pu-pose since its first Leginning, stand by
and effect my total despiration” {(mdm parinirednte). Then the petition:
“May the blessed Tathigatas incoctrinate me with incomparable exposi-
tions of the Norm, of such sort that beings in the world-vortex may be
liberazed from the bondage of becoming (bhava-bandhanat nirmuktah)
full soon.” Then he should make an everlasting Assignment of Merit
(punya-parinama): “Whatever oot of profciency (kufalar) has aricen
by performance of the seven extraordinary offices (p#jah) and by confes-
dion of sin, all that I devote to the atrainment of Total Awakening (surn-
yak-sambadhaye).” Or he recites the verses pertinent to the seven extraor
dinary officcs: “All sins 1 confess, and 1 gladly consent to the good deeds
of others. I take refuge in the Blessed One, and in the Three Jewels of the
True Norm, to the end that T may not linger in the state of birth. I adhere
to that way and designate the Holy Discipline (fubha-vidhin) to the at-
rainmert of full Awakening.” As soon as he las celebrated (vidhdya) the
sevenfold extracrdinary office, he should pronounce the formula of dis-
missal (zisarjayet): “Om, Ah, Muh.”

Thereupon he should cifzct (bhavayet) the Fourfold Brahma-raptare
(catur-brahma-vikiram) of Love, Compassion, Cheerfulness, and Equa-

9 [1t may sppear to the rezder at first sight that the religious exercises thar are
deseribec have little ennnection with art. They are of real significance in this con-
nection, however, precisely hecause (1) the immazerial office of personal devotions
is zctuzlly the same as the imaginarive procedure of the artist, with only this dis-
tincticn, that the latter subsequently proceeds to manuZfacture, and (2) the nawre

of the exercises themselves reveals the state of mind in which the formatun ol
tmages takes place.]
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cimity (maitri, karund, mudita, upeksa) by stages (kramena) as follows:
“What is Love? Tts character is that of the fondness for an only son that
is natural o all beings; or its similitude is tha: of sympathy in the wel-
fare and happiness (of others). And whar is Compassion? It is the desire
tny save from the Triple Il (#ridukhdz) and the causes of Ill; or this is
Compassion, to say ‘I shall remove from the pamn aof the Trinle 111 those
horn heings whose abode is in the iron dwelling of the world-vortex that
is aglow in the great fire of the Triple IL1'; or it is the wish to lift up from
the ocean of the world-vortex the heings thar are suffering there from
the pain ol the Triple Ill. Cheerfulness is of this kind: Cheerfulness is a
sense of perfect happiness: or Cheerfulness is the confident hope of bring-
ing it to pass that every being in the world-vortex shall attein co the yet
unforeseen Buddhahood: or it is the mental attraction felt by all of these
beings towards the enjoyment and possession of these virtuosities, What
is Fquanimity? Equanimity is the accomplishment of a great good for all
born beings, whether they be good or evil, by the removal of whatever
obstacles stand in the way of their kindly behavior; ar Fquanimiry is a
spontaneous allection for all other beings without respect of any personal
interest in their friendly conduct; or Equanimiry is an indiffersnce to the
eight mundane categories of gain and loss, fame and disgrace, blame or
praise, pleasurc and pain, and so forch, and o all works of supereroga-
tion.”

Having realized the Fourfold Brahma-repturs, he should effect (fhd-
vayet) the fundamentally Immaterial Nature of all Principles (sarve-
dharma-prakyti-parifuddhatam). For all the principles are fundamentally
immaterial by vature, and he too should manifest (@mukhikuryat): “1
am fundamentally immaterial, etc. . . 7 'Lhis fundamental Immateriality
of all Principles is to bhe established by the incantation “Om, the prin-
ciples are all immatcrial by naturc, I am by nature immaterial.” If now
all the principles are naturally immaterial, what can have brought forrh
the world-vartex (samsdram)? It arises in the covering up (of the im-
materiality of the principles) by the dust of the notions of subject and
object, and so forth. How rthis may he removed is by realization of the
True Wayv; thereby it is destroyed, So the fundamental Immateriality
of all Principles is perfected.

.\thn the realization ol the [undamental Iminateriality of all Prin-
Clph?s has been effected, he should develop (zibhdvayer) the Emptiness
of all Principles (sarva-dharma-$inyatam). Emptiness is like this: let one
conceive, “Whatever is in motion or at rest (i.e., the whole phenomenal
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world) is essentially nothiry but the manifested order of what is without
duality when the mind is stripped of all conceprual extensions such as
the notion of subject and abject.” He should establish this very Emptiness
by rhe incantation: “Om, I am essentially, in my nature of adamantine
intclligence, the Emptiness.”

Then he should realize the Blessed Aryatird, as proceeding from the
vellow seed-syllable Tam, upon the spotless orb of the moon thzr is in the
flements of the fullhown lots within the lunar orb originally estab-
lished in the heart. He should conccive (cintayet) her to be of deep black
color, two-armed, with a smiling face, proficient in every virtuc, without
deect of any kind whatever, adorned with ornaments of heavenly gems,
nearls, and jowels, her twin breasts decorated with lovely ga-lands in
huncredfold series, her two arms decked with heavenly bracelets and
bangles, her loins berautified with glittering series of girdles of fawless
gems, her two ankles beautified by golden anklets set with divers gems,
her hzir entwined with frzgrant wreaths of Pirijita and such like flowers,
her head with a resplendent jewcled full-reclining figure of the Blessed
Tathagata Amoghasiddhi, a radiant and most seducrive simulitude, ex-
tremely youthful, with eyes ol the blue of the autumn lotus, her body
robed in hezvenly garments, seated in Arddhaparyanka pose, within a
circle of white rays on a whire lotus large as any cartwheel, her right hand
in the sign of generosity, and holding in her left « fullblown blue lctus.
Let him develop (eibhdvayet) this likeness of our Blessed Lady as long
as he desires.

Thereupon cur Blessed Lady is led forth ou: of spzce or ether (akaia
gniyate) in her inteligible aspect (jfana-sattva-ripa), by means of the
countless sheafs of rays, illumining the Three Worlds, that proceed trom
the yellow seed-sylleble Tam within the hlaments of the lotus in the moon
of which the orb was sstablished in the heart, and from that Blessed
Tady (as ahove described). Leading her forth (éniya), and establishing
her on the background of space (dhdsadeie api avasthipya), he is 10 make
an offering a- that Rlessed Lady’s feez, with sceated water and tragrant
Aowers in a jeweled vessel, welcoming her with heavenly fowers, incense,
scents, garlands, unguents, powders, clorhs, umbrella, bells, banuer, and se
forth, and should worship (p#jayet) her in all manner cf wise. Repeating
his worship again and again, and with lauds, he shnuld display the finger
sign (mudram dariayer) .. . of ¢ Lull-blown lotus. After he has gratined
our Blessed Lady's intelligible aspec: with this finger sign, he is to per-
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form (bhdvayet) the incantation of our Blessed Lady in her contingent
cspect (samaya sattvaripatd) ard is to liberate (adhimuiicer) the non-
duality of these (two aspects). Therevpon the rays procceding from the
cced-syllable Tam that is upon the spotless orb of the moon within the
Glaments of the blue lotus in the lunar orb—rays tha: illumine the ten
quarters of the Three Worlds, that arc of unlimited range, and proper
10 Lady Tari—remove the poverty and other il's of heing existent therein,
by means of a rain of jewels, and content them with the ncctar of the
doctrine of the Momentancous Nonessentiality, and so forth (ksaniRa-
nair@tmadt). of all things.™

When he has thus accomolished the divers nced of the world, and has
evolved the cosmic espect of Tard (vifvam api tararupam nizpidya), he
should rezlize again (punaf . .. Bhazayet) for so long as [atigue does not
srevail (yavat hhedo na jiyate tivat)™ whatever has come to be n the
vellow seed-syllable Tam, in the stages of expansion and contraction
(sphurana-samharana-gramena). 1f he breaks away from this realization
(bhavanih khinno)' he should mutter an incantation (smaniran japet),

—

in which case the incantation is: Owm tare tuttare ture svahd. This iy the
king of incantations, of mighty power; it is honered, worshiped, and
endorsed, by all the Tathzgatas.

Breaking off the contemplation (dhyanat vyusthiw), and when he has

1 Momentanzity and Noncssentiality; i, thet existence (whether that of mr
own ewpirical sclves or that of any cther thing] is not a continuity but a suecession
of unique instants of consciousness (@mtya, mdvra péi}, and that none of rese
things is a “self” or has selfhood. [Bhat:acharya misrencers &saprka by “termporary™;
the Nonessentiaity is not mementary in the temporal sense, but rather the frue
now or momentaneity of eternity, The Buddhas omaiscience is called “momen-
tary” in the same semse.] On the “momentaneousnzss of all contingent things”
see Abhidhermakoie 1v.2-3, ard L. de la Valléz Poussin, “Notee sur le ‘moment’
ou ksuni des bouddhis.es” Rocsnik Orjentalistyesny, VIII (roar).

21y the Divydvading, p. 5o7, it s hheda, “lassitude” or “wearinzss,” that prevents
Rudrdyara’s painters from grasping the Buddha's likeness; and this fheda is of
the same sort as the “lexity of contemplation” (ithila samidhi) thar aceounts for
th poruail painters Lailuie in the Mdavikagnimitra of Kalidas, m.2. The remedy
is Sadhana uw. 280, “if lie is wearied, he should mutter an incantation” (fhede ta
mEiram japet).

17y, Sadhana no. 4, -nysvene. These expressions do not mean “eliminaung
all Anctuation,” but imply 4 repeated operatior with altzrnate development and in-
velution of the [orms i accordance with thoir visual ontology; cf. Siparatna
¥IVL.39, “repratedly recalling” (smpevd smrted punak punak). [All these instruc-
tions imply that the image is to be made as definite @5 possible, it must be hemly
achered to, never allowed 1o slip or waver.]
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seen the mundane aspect of Tira (jagaz-tard rupam drstvd}y”™ he should
experience ar will the cansciousness of his own idenrity with the Blessed
Lady (bhagavaty ahambkdrena yathestam viharet).*® The longed-for Great
Proficiencies fall at the practitioner’s feet (bhdvayatalh . . . carapyoh);
what can [ say of the other Proficiencies? these come of themselves. Who-
cver realizes (bhavayet) our Blessed Lady in a solitary mourtain cave,

1iIn Sadhana no, 83, dhvina Alinno mantram japes; with the same meaning,
dhvana and Ahdvana, “contemnplaton” and Cmeking become” bring oerdange-
able, [Whether the sumaya-sariva, vifva, and jogar aspects are 1o be regarded as the
same or as successively developed modes cf the likeness of Tard is not perfectdy
clear. |

A selfidentification with the forms svoked may be sssumed throughout, [n
many cases we find Zrmdngm, “himsclf,” in explicit connection with the injunciive
hhivayet or participle #icintya. For example, &mdinam smhanadaloksivara-riipam
Ahavavet, “hz should realize himself in the form of the Bodhisattva Simhbanida
lokesvara, the Lozd of the World with the Lions Rear™; @manam . . . mahahdlam
hhavayet, “he should realize himself as Mahakéla™: trailokya blhattarekam . . . atma-
pam bhivayet, “he should rezlze himself as “I'railokyavijaya Bhartiraka™ (Bharra-
charya, Buddhist lconagraphy, pp. 36, 121, 146); “for a leng tme” {(aram) in the
intelligible aspect of Yamintaka, Sadhana no. 280; gambhalam bhavayet, jambhala
eva bhavair, “he skould realize (himself as) Jambkala, and verily becomes Jambhale.”

Bhauayet is the causative form of &A%, to “become,” and more or less synonymous
with ez, “think” and dhver, “Contcmplate,” all with = creative sensc; ef. Meister
Fekhar's “He thinks them, and behold, they are” 1t is far [ror insignilicant, in-
asmuch as the act of imagination is a conception and a vitel operation, that bhive-
watr, “makes hecome” in the sense of begetting and bringing forth, can be said of
the parents of a child, both hefore and a“ter hirth (AA 11.5). Far #45 as “making
become” in Pali texts, see C.AF, Rhvs Davids, "o Hecome or Not tn Recome
(London, 1937), ch. . Bhaeats, ‘becomes,”’ ic commonly used as carly as th: Kg

Veda with reference to the successive assumption of particular forms corresponding
to specific furnctions, c.g. v.3.1, “Thou, Agni, becomest Mitra when kircdled”; <f
Txod. 3:14, where the wellkrawn “T am that T am” (so in the Greek text) reads
“1 becone what 1 become (11zb. Ehyeh asher Ehyen).”

In be present texi, dhagavaty ahambirsue is lterally “having the Dlessed Lady
Zor his ‘1" " In the same way, i1 a $ichana excerpied by A, Foucher {Llvenograpfiic
bouddfigue de Finde, Paris, 1ooo, 11, p. 1o, n. 2), we have tato drdhahamkaram
kuryat; ya bhagavain prajiaparamitd so’ham: v hem s bhagavati prajia—'Let
him ma<e a strict identificarion: ‘“Whar the Hlessed Lady Prajndparamita is, that
am |y what I am, the Blessed Lady Prajfapiramita 15”7

Thess are not merely artistic requirements, but metaphyvsical. They go back to
the formulae of the .dranpehas and Upanisads, “That art thou™ (tet feam asi),
and “I am he” (so’hanz asmi); and moréover, the last end of the work of art is the
szme as its beginning, for its functon a3 a support of contemplaton (@lambanam,
dhiyalambanan) is to caable the sasika to identify himself in the same way with
the archerype of which the painting is an 1mage.
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he indeed sees her face to face (pratyaksata eva tam pasyati) ** the Blessed
Lady herself bestows upon him his very respiration and all else. What
mnsz can be said? She puts the very Buddhahood, so hard to win, in the
very palm of his hand. Such ic the whole Sidhana of the Kimcit-Vistara-

Tara.

Tre Sadhana translated abave, difers only from others in the Sadfia-
samald in its greater than average length and detail. The whole process
is primarily one of worship, and need not necessarily he follawecd by the
embodiment of the visualized likeness in physical material; but where
the making of an actual image is intended, 1t is the inevitable preliminary.
Even if the arsist actually works from a sketch or under verbal instruc-
tion, as sometimes happens, this orly means that the actus primus and
actus secundus are divided berween two persons (cf. note 4); the funda-
mental nature of the representatinn, in all the details of its cumposition
and coloring, and as regards the strictly ideal character of its integration,
is in any case determined by and can only be understood in the light of
the mental operaion, the actus primus by which the given theme is made
to sssume a definize form in the mind of the ardss, or was originally
made to take shape in the mind of some artist; this form being that of
the theme itself, and not the likeness ol auything seen or known objec-
tively. In other words, what the Sadhana supplies is the detailed sequence
according to which the formal cause or pattern of the work 10 be dons
is developed from its germ, Zrom the mere hint of what is required; this
hint itsclf corresponding to the requirement of the patron, which is the
final cause, while the efficient and marerial causes are broughe into play
ouly if and wher the artist proceeds to scrvile operation, the act of “imita-
tion,” “similitude being with respect to the form.”

Before we relinquish the present consideration of the actus primus in
Oricntal art, reference must be made to another way in which the deriva-
tion of the formal image is commonly accounted for. It is assumed that
upon an intellectuzl or angelic level of reference the forms of things are

*“In Sidhana no. 44. praryekiam abhi, “appears before his cyes” This appear-
anue becomes the sadhake’s mocel, w be imitaed i the Arst place personally, and
in (e second place in the work of art. The wanner in which such a manifes:ation
appears “before his eyes” is illuswated in (he Rajput painting reproduced  in
figure =

Abhai (@-5ha, “skine hitherwad™) corresponds to bhase as “painting” discussed
in Coomaraswanyy, The Trunsformation of Nature in Ari, ch. 6.
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inrellec.ually emanated and have an immediate existence of their own.
When this is mythologically formulared, such a level of reference be-
comes a “heaven”™ ubove. Then the artist, commissioned here, 1s thought
of us seeking his model there. W hen, for example (Mahavamia, ch. xxvi1),
a palace is to he huilt, the architect is said to make his way to heaven;
and muking a sketch of what he sees there, he returns to earth and car-
fies out this design in the materials at his dispnsal. So “it is in imitation
of the angelic works of art that any work of art is accomplished here”
(AB vr.27). This is a mythological formula obviously equivalent in sig-
pificance to the more psychalogical zccount in the Sidhanas. And here
also it is easy to find extra-Indian parallcls; for example. Plotinus, where
he says that all music is “an earthly representation of the music rhar there
is in the rhythm of the ideal world,” and “the cralts such as building and
carpeniry which give us matter in wrought forms may be said, in that
they drew on pattern, to take their principles from that realm and from
the thinking there.””” And this, indeed, it is that accounts for the essen-
Gal characteristics of the wrought forms; if the Zohar™® tells us of the
Tabernacle that “all its indivicual parts were formed in the pattern of
that ahove,” this tallies with Tertullian, who says of the cherubim and
scraphim figured in the cxemplum of the Ark, that because they are not
in the likeness of znything on earth, they do not offend against the inter-
diction of idolatry; “they zrc not found in that form of similitude in
reference to which the prohibition was given.”™

The emphas's thet is laid upon the strict self-identification of the artist
witlt the imagined form should be especially noted. Otherwise statec, this
means that he does not understand what he wants ro express by means ot
any idea external to himself. Nor, indeed, can anything be rightly ex-
pressed which does not proceed from wirhin, moved by its form. Alike
‘rom the Incian and Scholastic point of view, understauding depends
upon an assiimilation of knowe: and known; this is indeed the divine
manner of understanding, in which the knower is the knaown. Per contra,
the distinction of subjecr from object is the primary condition of igno-
rance, or imperfeet knowledge, for nothing is known essentially except
as it exists in consciousness; everything else is supposition. Hence the
Scholastic and Indizn definitions of perfect understanding as involving

¥ Plotinus, Knneads v.g.t1,

% [Depending upon Excd. 25:40, “Lo, make all things in accordance with i
pattern that was shown thee vpon the meunt.”]

“_’ Contra Marcionem aa. T the same way, for all his iconoclasm, Philo takes
an iconography of the Cherubim, and that of the Brazen Serpznt, for granted.
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adaequatio vei et intellectus, or tad-dkirara; cl. Gilson, “Toute connais-
cance est, en effet, au scns fort du terme, une assimilation. Lacte par lequel
une intelligence s’empare d'un objet pour en appréhender la nature sup-
pose que cette inrelligence se rend semblable & cet objet, qu'elle en revét
momentanément la forme, et Cest parce qu’elle peut en quelque sorte four
devenir quelle peut égaemen rour connaftre.”” It [ollows that the artist
must really have been whatever he is to represent. Dante sums up the
whole matter from the mediseval point of view when he says, “he who
would paint a figure, if he cannot be it, caunot paint it,” or as hec other-
wise expresses it, “no painter can portray any figure, if he have not first
of all made himself such as the figure ought o be.™ Given the valuc
that we nowadays attach to observation and experiment as being the
only valid grounds of knowledge, it is difficult Zor us to take these wards
as Litezally and simply as they are intended. Yer there is nothing fanciful
in them; nor is the point of view an exceptional one.® It is rather our own

0E, Gilson, La Philoscphie de St. Bonaventure (Paris, g24), p. 146, [It would
be preferable to say “cest parce quielle est tout qu'elle peut également tart con-
naltre,” in zccordance with the view that Man—not “this man”™—is the ex=mplar
and effectively -he demiurge of all things; meaning, of course, by “Man,” thar
human nature which has nething to do with time, for this is anything but an in-
dividually solipsist point of view. It is not that the knower and known are mn-
wally modificd by the fast of observation, but that there is rothing knowahle
apart from the act of knowledgs.]

i Cymeriv, Canzone v.53=52 and rv.105-106.

22 [A remarsable approximation to this point of view may be cited from Sir
Jarnes Jeans' presidential address to the British Association, 1934 “Nature . . . s
not the object ol (e subjeccobjeet relation, Sut the relation iwself. There is, 1n
fact, no clearcut Lvision betwzen the subject and the object; they form an in-
divisible whole which now becomes natare. This thesis finds is final expression
in the wave perable, whicl: tells us that naturc censists of waves and that these are
of the general quality of waves of knowledge, or of absence of knowledge, in our
own minds. . . . If ever we are w know the tue nature of waves, these waves
must consist of something we already have i our cwn minds, . . . The external
world is essentially of the same gature as mental ideas.” These remarles are tanta-
£10Unt 10 an expositor. of the Vedintc and Buddhist theory of the concepuality of
all phenomenz, where nature and art alike arc regardec as projcctions of mental
concepts (citia-samjfa} and as Lelonging o a strictly mental order of experience
(citta-matra) without substential existerce spart [rom the zct (o) of conscious-
ness. |

The artis- is from more than one point of view a yogin; and the objeer of con-
remplation is to transcenc the “dust of the notion of subject and object” in the
unifi=d experience of the synthesis of knower and known—"assimilating the knower
with the to-be-known, as it was in the original rature, and in that likeness artaining
that end thar was appointed by the gods for men, as being best both as for this
ptesent and for the time to cune,” Plat, Témarus gon; cf. Aristwotle, Metaphysies
XIL3.3-5.
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empiricism that is, humaaly speaking, exceptional, and that may be at
faulr. Ching Hao, for example, in the tenth century, is expressing the
samc point of view when he says of the “subtle” painter (the highest type
of the human artist) rhat he “first experiences in imagination the instincts
and passions of all things thar exist in heaven and earth; then, in a man-
ner appropriate to the subject, the natural forms flow spontancously from
his hand.” The closest paralicls o our Indian texts oceur, however, in
Plotinus: “Every mental act is accompanied by an image . . . fixed and
like a picture of the thought. . . . The Reason-Princ ple—the revealer,
the bridge between Lhe concept and the image-taking faculty—exhibits
the concept as in a mirror,” and “in conternplative vision, especially when
it is vivid, we are nat ar the time aware of vur own personality; we arc
in possession of curselves, but the activity is towards the cbject of vision
with which the thinker becomes identified; he has made himsell uver as
matter to be shaped; he takes ideal form under the action of the vision,
while remaining potentially himselt.”*

When we reflect that mediaeval rheroric, rhar is to say the preoccupa-
tions with which the patron and artist alike approached the activity of
making things, stems from Plotinus, through Augustine, Dionysius, and
Eriugena to Eckhart, it will nat surprise us that mediacval Christian art
should have been so much like Indian in kind; it is only after the thir-
teenth century that Christian art, though it deals nominally with the
same themes, is altogerher changed in essence, its properly symbolic lan-
guage and ideal references being now obscurec by statements of observed
fact and the intrusion of the artist’s personality. On the other hand, in
the ar: thar we are considering, the theme is all in zll, the artist merely
the means to an cnd; the patron znd the artist have a common inrerest,
but it :s nct in one another. Here, in the words of the Lenkdvatira
Séitra, the picture is uot in the colors, neither has it any concrete existence
elsewhere, The picture is Lke a dream, the aesthetic surfaces merely its
vehicle, and anyone wha regarded these aesthetic sarfaces themsclves as
constituting the ast would have been thought of as an :dolater and syba-
rite. Our modern attitude to art is actually fetishistic; we prefer the symbol

‘“ Plotinus 1v.3.30 and v.2. “There is no sznse of distance ur separation from the
t!llllg. .. . All the activitizs of the self are loosed in enjuyinent, unanimous in a
single activity which breaks through the framework of aspects cnclosing vur ordi-
1ary rationzl activity, and which experiences, for a momen: cr lenger, a reality
that s really possessed. Now is the mind most alive, and at peace; the thing is
present, held and delighted in” {Thomas Gilby, Poesical Experience, London, 1934,
Pp. 78-70, paraphrasing Sum. Theol. 1-11.4.5 ad 1).
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to the r=ality; for us the picturc is in the colors, the colors are the picrure.
To say that the work of art is its own meaning is the same zs ta say that
it has no mezning, anc in fact there are many modern acstheticians who
assert explicitly that art is unintelligible,

We have thus hefore us rwo diametrically opposed conceptions of the
“unction of the work of art: one of the work of art as a thing provided
by the artist to serve as the oceasion of a pleasurable sensory experience,
the other of the work of art as prov.ding the support for an intellectual
operation to be perfermed by the spectator. The tormer point of view
may suffice to explain the origin of the modern work and for its apprecia-
tiow, but it neither explains nor crables us to make any but a decorative
use of the medizeval or Oriental works, which are not merely surfaces,
but have inrelligible references. We may elect {for our own purposes to
adhere to the contemporary point of view and the modern kind of art,
and may decide to acquire examples of the other kind in the same way
that a magpie collects materials with which wo adarn its nest, At the sams
time in fact, however, we also preterd to study and aspire to understand
the works of this other kind rhat are assembled in our homes and mu-
scums. And this we cannot do without taking into account their final
and formal causes; how can we judge of anything w:thout first knowing
what purpose it was inrended o serve, and what was its maker’s inten-
tion? It is, for cxample, only the logic of their iconography that can ex-
plain the composition of the Oriental works, erly the manner in which
the model is conceived that can explain the representation that is not in
any sense optically plausible or made as if o function biologically.

We must, in fact, hegin by approaching these works as if they were
not works of art in our sensc. and fer this purposc it will be a good plan
1 begin our study without regard to the quality of the werks selected
{or study, even perhaps deliberately chousing poor or provincial examples,
wishing tc know what kind of art this is before we proceec to eliminate
what is not good of its kind; for it is only when we know what is heing
said tha: we shall be in @ position to know whether it has been well said,
or perhaps so peerly expressed as not really to have been sa:d at all,

It is no: altogether without reason that C. G. Jung has drawn a parallel
hetween ths “artistic” productions of his parhological parients and the
mandalas of Eastern art.** Ile asks his paticnts “actually to paint what

24 R, Wilhelm: and C. G. Jung, The Secret of the Galden Flawer (London, 1932):

C. G. Jung, Modern Maw m Search of o Soud (Lorcon, 1933), ch. 3. On Jung’s
intE[?retzuon see André Prém, Ta Flewr d'ar et le taotsme sans Tan (Paris, 1931).
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they have seen in dream or fantasy. . .. To paint whar we sec belore us 15
o different matcr from painting what we sec within.” Although these
productions are sometimes “beautiful” (ses the examples reproduced in
T'he Secret of the Golden Flower, Pls. 1-10), Jung treats them as “wholly
worthiess zccording to the test of serious art. 1t is even sssential that no
such value be allowed them far orherwise my patients might imagiae
themselves to be artiszs, and this would spoil the good effects of the exer-
cise. It is not a question of art*—or rather it should nor be a quesriar of
art—but of something more, something other than merc art: namely the
living effect upon the patient himsclf- some kind of centering process—
a process which brings into being a new center of ecuilibrium.” This cor-
responds to the Indian conception of the work of art as a “means of re-
integration” (samskarana) *® It is true. of course. as Jung freely admits,
that none of the European mandzlas achizves “the conventionally and
tradirionally established harmony and completeness of the Eastern
randala.”

The Eastern diagrams are, in “acr, finished products of a sophisticated
culture; they arc created, not by the disintegrated parient as in Jung's
cases, but rather by the psychological specialist himsel” for his own use
or thet of athers whose state of mental discipline is already above rather
than below the average level. We have here to do with an art that has
“fixed ends in view and ascertained means of cperation.” In what Is thus
2 professional and conscious product we naturally find the qualities of
beauty highly developed, viz. those of unity, order, and clarity: we can, if
we insist upon doing so, regard these products as works of decorative art,
and use thern accordingly. But if we limit our respense in this way, not
taking any cccount of the manner and purpose of their praduction, we
carnot claim to he understanding them; they are not explicable ia terms
of technique and matcerial, it is rather the art in the artist which de-
termines the development of the technique and rhe choice of materizl,
and in any case it s the meaning and logical relations of the parts that
determines their arrangement, or what we call compasition. After the
[orm hzs once been conceived, the arrist performing the scrvile operaton
cannot alter it 1w better please his testc or ours, and never had any in-
tention to do so. It is, therefore, that we maintair thar no approach
Oriental art that does not ke full account of all ‘s purposes, and of the
specific process by which these purposes were achieved, can pretend to

*Le, not of “art for art’s sake,” bur “for good use”

% AB vi.23, SB vi.1.2.20, etc. Samskarana is also an integration and a “sacrament’;
the vperation is a rite.
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adequacy. This will apply as much in the case of the minor arts as in
that of the major arts of painting, sculpture, and architecture. Oriental
art cannart be isolated from life and studicd in vacuo; we can only be said
to have uaderstond it when we have, at least for the time being, o far
identified curselves wirh irs premises as to ‘ully cousent w it, taking its
kind for granted in just the same way that we take a modern fashion for
granted; until we do this, the forms of Oriental art will always seem to
us arhitrary or at the least exotic o curious, and this will be the mecasure
of our misanderstanding, for it was none of these things in the eyes of
those for wham it was made and who knew how tc use it. The man who
still worships the Buddhist image in its shrinc has in many respects a
better understanding of Buddaist art than the man who looks 2t the
same image in a musenm, as an object of “fine art”

Just as for Plate the patron 1s the fudge of art in its most 1mportant
aspect, that of use, so we still say that “the proof of the pudding ‘s in
the eating.”

146

The Naturc of Buddhist Art

He is nor himsell Lrought into being in images presented
through our semses, but Llc presents all things e us in
such imagss.

Hermes, Lib vab

In order to understand the naturc of the Buddha image and its meaning
ot 2 Buddhist we must, to begin with, reconstruct its environment, trace
its ancestry, and remodel our own personality. We must forget that we
are Jooking at “art” in a museum, and sce the image in its place in a
Buddhist church or as part of a sculptured rock wall; and having seen it,
receive it as an image of what we are oursclves potentially. Remember
that we are pilgrims come from some great distance to see Gad; rhat
what we se2 will depend vpon ourselves. We are to see, not the likeness
made by hands, but irs rranscendental archetype; we are to take part in
4 communior. We have heard the spoken Word, and remember chat
“He wha sees the Waord, sees Mz"y we are 1o see this Word, not now n
an aucible bur in a visible aud tangible form. In the words of a Chinese
inscription, “When we behold the precious characterisrics, it is as though
the whole and very person of the Buddha were present in mejesty. . . .
The Vulture Peak is before our cyes; Nagarahira is present. There is a
rain of precious flowers that rabs the very clouds of color; a celesaal
music is heard, ennugh 1o silence the sound of ten thousand Hutes. When
we consider the perfection of the Body of the Word, rthe eight perils
are avoided; when we hear the reaching of the Mighty Intellect, the
seveuth heaven is reached” (E. Chavannes, Missicn archéologique dans
la Chine sepientrionale, 3 vols.,, Paris, 1g0g-1913, I, 340). The image is
of one Awakened: and for our awakening, who arc still asleep. “Ihe

[This essay was Frst published as the introduction fo a volume by Benjamin Row-
land, Jr., The Wali Painting: of India, Central Asia. and Ceylon (Buswn, 1936). It
appears here in the slightly revised version included in Figures of Speech or igares
of Thought.—zp. |
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objective methods of “science” will nor sufice; there can be no uuder-
standing without assimilaton; to understand is to have been born again.

The cpither “Awakened” (Buddha) evokes in our minds roday the
concept of an hisrorical figure, the personal discoverer of an cthical, psy-
chological, contemplative, and monastic Way of salvation from the in-
fection of death: which Way extends hence roward a last @nd beatific
Fnd, which is variously referred to as a Reversion, Despiration, or Re-
Jeasc, indescribable in terms of being or nonbeing considered as incom-
patible alternarives, bur certainly not an empirical existence ror an an-
nihilation, The Buddha “is”; but he “cannot be taken hold of.”

In the developed Buddhist art with which we are now mainly con-
cerned, we 1ake for granted the predominance of the central figure of a
“Founder” in a form that can only be described, although with important
reservations, as anthropomorphic. If we tzke account of the manuer in
which this usually monestic but sometimes royal figure is sharply dis-
ringuished from izs human environment, for example, by the nimhus or
by the lotus support, or similarly tzke account of the “mythical” character
of the life itself as described in the carly texts, we generally scy that the
man who is spoken of as “Thus-come™ (Tathagara) or as rthe “Wake”
(Buddha) has heen “deified,” and presume that miraculous elements have
been combined with the historical nucleus and introcuced inte the rep-
resentations for edifying purposes. We hardly -ealize thar “Buddhism”
has roots thar can be treced backward for millennia; and thet though the
Buddhd’s doctrines are in the proper sense of the word original, they
are scarcely in any sense novel; nor that this applies with equal lorce to
the preblems of Buddhist art, which are not in reality those of Buddhist
art in particular, bu: rather those of Indian art in a Buddhisr application
and, in the last analysis, the problems of art universally. It would be pos-
sible, for example, to|discuss the whole problem of iconoclasm in purely
Indian terms; and we shall in fact have somerhing ro say abour it, in
muking the nature and genesis of the anthropomorphic image the main
theme of this introduction.

If “Buddhism” (we nse quotations because the connotation is so vast)
is 2 heterodox doctrine in the sense that it apparently rejects the imper-
sonal authority of the Vedas and suhsritures or seems to substitute for Lhis
the authority of an historically spoken Word, it is nevertheless becoming
more apparent every day that the content of Buddhism and Buddhist
art are far more orzhodox than was at [lrst imagined, and orthodox not
only in a Vedic sense, but even universally. For example, the famous
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tormula, anicca, anatrd, dukkha, “Impermanence, Nonspirit, Suffering,”
does not, as was once believed, invelve a denial of the Spirit (atman),
but asserts that the soul-and-hody or individuality (name-rape, uta-bhiva,
caviffiana-kdya) of man are passable, mutable, and above all to be charply
distinguished from the Spirit. Anar:d does not assert that “these is no
Spirit” or “Spiritnal-essence,” but that “this (empiricel sclf, Lesbseele)
i< not 1y Spirit,” na me so atéd, a formula conszantly repeated in the Pali
texts. It is in almast the same words that the Unanisads assert that “what
is otaer than the Spirit is & misery” (w0 anyad artam )} and that “this
(its station) is not the Spirit, no indeed: the Spirit is naught rhar can
be taken hold of, nzught perishable, ete.” (sa esa ner nety dima agrehyo
... afiryah, erc., BU 141 and 926). This is the greatest of all distinc-
tens, apart from which there can be no intelligence of man’s last end;
and we find it insised upon, accordingly, in all orthodox traditions -for
example, by St. Paul when he says, “The word of God 1s quuck and pow-
criul, and snarper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the divid-
ing asunder of soul and spirit” (Heb. 4:12).

We have traced clsewhere! the Vedic sources and universal values of
Buddhist symbolism, and shall presently discuss the nature ol symbolism
itself. Here it will suffice Lo add that the Vedic and Buddhist, or equally
Vedie and Vaisnava or Vedic and Janz scriptures, taken together in
continuity, enunciate the dual doctrine, which is also a Christian doctrine,
of an eternal and a temporal birth; if the former alone is expounded in
the Rg Veda, the Buddha’s historical nativity is in reality the stry of the
aeanic manifesration of Agni—Nuoster Dews ignis consuntens ¢st—com-
pressed “as i7" into the span of a single existence. The “going forth™ from
the household o the homeless life is the ritual transference of Agai from
the housshold to the sacrificial altar; if the Vedic prophets are forever
tracking the Hidden Light by the traces of its footsteps, it is literclly
and iconograshically true rhat the Buddhist also makes the vestigrum
vedis his guide; and if Agni in the Vedic texts, as also in the Old Testa-
ment, is a “Pillar of Fire,” the Buddha is repearedly represented as such
at Amarivati. We need hardly say that, from our peint of view, to speak
of the “lives” of the Buddha or Christ as “mythical” is but to enhance
their timeless signidcance.?

* Coomaraswamy, Elements of Buddhist Iconcgraphy, 1935, :nd "Some Sourcees of
Buddhist [conography,” 1943

% To speak of an cvent as esseattally my:hiccl is by no means o deny the possibility,
but rather to asscrt the necessity of an aresdental—i.e., historical—eventuation; it 18
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We very naturally overlook the fact that the central problem of Bud-
dhist art, of which a solution is essential to any real understanding, is not
a problem of styles, but of haw ir came about that the Buddha lias been
represented at all in an anthropomorphic form: which is almost the same
thing as to ask why indeed the Great King of Glory should have veiled
his person in mendicant robes—Cur Dews homo? The Buddhist answer
is, uf course, that the assumption of a human nature is motvated by a
divine compassion, 2nd is in itself a manifestation of the Buddha’s per-
fect virtuasity (kosalla, kaudalye) in the use of convenient means (wpdya):
it is cxpressly stated of the Buddha that it belongs to his skill to reveal
himself in accordance wirh the narure of those who perceive him. It had
indecd already been realized in the Vedas and Briahmanas thar “His
names are in agreement with his aspect” and that “‘as He is approached,
such He becomes” (yathopisate tad eva bhavati, SB x5.2.20); as St
Augustine, cited with approval by St. Thomas, expresses it, factus est
Dezs homo ut homa fievet Deus.

The notion of a Creator working per ariers, commen to the Christian
and all other orthodox ontologies, already implies an artist in possession
of his art, the foremezsure (pramdna) and providence (prajiia) according
to which all things are to be measured out; there is, in fact, the closest
possible analogy oerween the “factizious body” (mirmana-kaya®) or “meas-
ure” (nimitia) of the living Buddha, and the image ol the Great Person
which <he artist literally “mcasures out” (nirmits) to be a substitute for

in rhis way thar the eternal and t2mporel nativities are related, To say “that it might
ae fulfilled which wzs said by che prophets™ is not w0 render a narrative suspect
hir only to refer the fact to its principle. Our intention is w peint out that the morz
=minent truth of the myth dees not stand or fall by the truth or error of the historical
narrative in which the principle s exemplified.

#'l'he expression mirmana-kaya is evidendy cerived from JB 11.251-263, Here
the Devas have undertaken a sacrificial session, but before doing so propose to Cis-
card “whatever s ernde in our Spitit (fed yed csam kravam @mana asit, ie.,
whatever are its possihilines of physical manifestation), and ic measure it out
(tan armimamahai—i e, Fzshian it).” Accordingly, “hey messured it out (nfrmaya)
and put what had thus been wiped off (sammarjam) in two bowls (Saravayol, ie.
heaven and earth). . . _‘U'henee was harn the mild Deva . .. it was verily Agni that
was bern. . . . He said, *Why have ye hrought me to birth? They answered, ‘To
keep watch’ (ampa-dritraya; of. 8B 425, aupadrsd, and Sayana on RV x.27.13,
aloka karandya) * Here, then, Agni’s embodiment in the worlds is already a nirmana-
kaya. That Agni is to keep wateh corresponds, on the oae hand, to the Vedic con-
ceptior. of the Sua as the “Eye of the Devas” aad, nn the other, to thet of the Bud-
dha as the “Eye in the World” (cakkhzom loke) in the Pali texts, and o Christ es
Beot . . . Bppa (Greek Anihology 11g). Cf Coomaraswamy, “Nirmana-kaya,” 1938,
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the actual presence. The Buddha is, in Zact, born of a Mother (matr)
whose name is Mavi (Narn-e, Art. or “Magic” in Boehme’s sense of
“Creatrix”), with a derivation in cach case from mé, to "measure”; cf.
prati-md “image,” pra-mdna, “criterion,” and tdla-mdna, “iconometry.™
I’l'here is, in other words, a virtua! identification of a naturzl with an
intellecrual, metrical, and evocative generation.” The birth is literally
an evocation: the Child is begotten, in accordance with a constantly re-
peated Brahraua lornula, “by Intellect upon the Voice,” which inter-
coursc 1s symbolized in the rite; the artist works, as St. Thomas expresses
it, “by a word ronceived in intellect”” We mmust not overleok, then, that
there is also a third and verbal imzge, that of the doctrine, coequal in
significance with the images in flesh or stone: “He who sees the Word
sees Me” (S 11.120). These visible and audible images are alike mn their
inotmation, and differ only in their cecidents, Each depicts the same
essence in a likeness; neither is an imitation of another—the irmage in
stone, for example, not an imitation of the image in flesh, but each directly
an “imitztion” (amzkrti, mimesis) of the unspoken Word, an image of
the “Body of the Werd” or “Brahmabody™ or “Principle,” which cannot
be represenzed as it is becausz of its perfeet simplicity.

I+ was not, however, until the beginning of the Christian era, five
centaries after the Great Total-Despiration (makhi parinibbina), that the
Buddha was actually represented in a human form. In more general terms,
it was not until then (with certain exceptions, some of which date buck
as “ar as rhe rhird millennium s.c, and despite the fact that the Rg Veda
frecly mekes usc of a verbal imagery in anthropomorphic terms) that any

+The origin of the name of the Buddha’s wolier, Maya {pain, s, Sophia),
can be followed backward from Lalfta Vistara xaviirz through AV vimgs to RV
2011, “This, O Agni, is thy cosmic womb, whence thou hast shone forth, . . .
Mesered in the mother (yad amimita méaarf)—Mataridvin”; o, x5.3, “Having
measured out the Habe (mited §m))” and TS w203, “bunn as a steed in the
midst of tke waters.”

3 Ohserve, in this connectior, thar in John 1:3-4, the Latn guod fuctern cit rep-
resents the Greek § yéyover (Skr. j@tam), of. Philo, Aet. 1=, épyor B¢ Kkal &yyuvur.
“The teaching of our schonl is that anything known or born is e image. They
say that in hegetting his only-hegortzn Son, the Father is producing his own iuage”
(Mesier Eckhart, Evans ed, 1, 238).

It is from the same point of view, that of the docirine of ideas, that for St. Thouas,
CArt imitates narure [1e, Natora naicrans, Creatrix universalis, Deus| in her wan-
ner of operation™ (Suzz. Theol .117.7c), and that Augustine “zppuie plus netenent
[que Platin] sur la méme= origine e la nawre [Nawra narrac] ot des ocavies
d'art, Pavigine en Diew” (K. Svohada, L'Esthétique de saint dugustin et oy svwrees,
Broo, 1933, p. 1r5).
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widespread development of an anthropomorphic iconography can be rec-
ognized at all. The older Indian art is essentially “aniconic,” it is, it
makes use only of geometrical, vegetable, or theriomarphic symbols as
supports of contemplarion, just as in early Christian art. An artistic in-
ability to represent the human figure cannot be invoked by way of ca-
planation in either case; not only had human figures already been rep-
resented very skillfully in the third millennium s.c., bug, a5 we know, the
tvpe of the human figure had beza employed with great effect from the
third century z.c. onwards (and no doubt much earlier in impermanent
material). excepr to represeut the Buddhua in his last incarnation, where
even at birth and before the Great Awakening he is represented only
by Zootprints, or generally hy such symbols as the Tree or Wheel.

In order to approach the problem at all we must relegate to an alte-
gecher subordinate place our predilection for the human figure, inherited
from late clzssical culrures, and must, o the extent that we zre able,
identi’y ourselves with the unanimous mentality of the Indian arust
and patren both as it had been before, and as it had come to b2 when a
necessity was actually felt for the representation of what we think of
as the “deified” Buddha {although the fact thar he cannct be regarded
as 2 man among others, but rather as “the form of humanity that has
pothing o do with time,” is plainly cnough set forth in the Pali texts).
Above all, must we refrain from assuming that what was an inevitable
step, and one already foreshadowed hy rhe “historicity™ of the life, must
be interpreted in terms of spiritual progress. We must realize that this
step, of which an unforeszen result was the provision for us of such
aesthetic pleasures as everyone mus: derive from Buddhist art, mey have
been itself much rather a concession to intellectually lower levels of
refersnce thar any evidence of an increased profundity of vision. We
must remember that an abstract a:t is adapted to contemplative uses and
implies a gnaosis; an anthropomoerphic art evokes a religious emotion,
and corresponds rather 1o prayer than o conremplarion. T the develop-
ment of an art can be justificd as answering to new nceds, it must not be
overlooked that to speak of a want is to speak of a deficiency in him
who wants: the more one is, the less one wants. We ought not, then, w0
think so much of a deficiency of plastic art in aniconic rituals as of the
adequacy of the purely zhstract ‘ormulae and the proficiency of those
who could make usc of purcly symbolic representations.

The aniconic character of Vedic ritual and early Buddhist art was, then,
a matter of choice. Not only s the position iconcclastic in fact, but we

152

EUDDHIST ART

can hardly fail ta recognize a far-reaching iconoclastic tendency in such
words as those of the [gzminiya Upanisad Brafhmasna, 1v.13.6: “The Brah-
man is not what one thinks with the mind (yam manasi na manute),
huit, as they say, is that whereby there is a mnentation, or concept (yenghur
manomatam ) : know that That alone is Brahman, not wha: men worship
here (nedam yad idem updsate).” At the same tme, the Upanisads dis-
tingu.sh clearly between the Brahman in a likeness and the Brahman
not in any likeness, mortal and immortal (mdrtam camurtam ca martyam
camytam ca, BU 11.3.1, where it may be nated thar one ol the regular desig-
nations of an imagc is preciscly mirei); and between the concept by
which one distinctly remembers and the lightning-flash at which one
can only exclaim (Kena Up. 1v.4-5). The distinction _s that of Lckhart
and Ruysbroeck between the knowledge of God ereaturlicher wise, crea-
tuerlikerawijs and dne mittel, dne wise, sonder middel, sonder wise, and
involves the universal doctrine of the single cssence and two natures. It
15 clear that these texts and their implied doctrine are tantamount o a
justification both af an iconngraphy znd of iconoclasm. It is the immedi-
ate valuc of an image to serve as the support of a contemplation leading
to an understanding of the exterior operation and proximate Birahman,
the Buddhist Sambhogakiya: iz is only of the interior cperation and
ulcmate Brahman, Buddhist Dharmakiya, Tatove, Tathatd, or Nirvana,
that it can be said that “T A#s Brahman is silence ™®

No one whose lifc is still an active one, no one st:l spiritually under
the Sun and still perfectible, no one who stll proposes to understand in
terms of subject and ohject, no cne who siill is anyone, can pretend to
have cutgrown all need of means. It is not a question of the virrually
“infinite possibiiizies of the simple soul” (A. C. Bouquet, The Real Pres-

® A trzditional saying quoted by Sankzra on Bradma Sarre w217, CL the o
weric “Then only will you see iy, when you cannot speak of itz Ler e knowledge
of it is deep silence, and suppression of all the semses™ (Hermwes, Lif x.6). Tust
as for the Upanisads the ultimete Brahman is a principle “about wkhich further
yuestions cannct be ask=d” (BU m.6), so the Buddha consistentdy refuses 10 discuss
ike quiddity of Nibbana. In the words of Erigenz, “God dogs no: know whar He
Himself is, hecanse He is nor any what” and of Maimonides, “by affirming any-
ting of Gnd, yon are reroved from Hin.” The Upanisads and Buddhsm offer
10 exception m the universal rule of the employment sice by side of the ede affirma-
five and #iz remationis. There is tothing peculiarly Indian, and still less peculiarly
_Buddhisl, in the view that we cannot know what we may become, which "Eve
I-lliﬂl not seen, nor car heard” (1 Cor. 2:0). In the meantime, the fuacton of the
muege bodily, verbal, or plastic, cr in any other way symbolic, is mediatory. Sce
al it.Il Coomarzswamy, “Tre Vedic Doctrine of ‘Silence” ™ [in Vol, 2 of this selection—
zn.].
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ence, Cambridge, 1928, p. 85), which it would be absurd to deny, but one
of how these potentialities can he reduced to act. One is astounded at the
multitude of those who advocate the “direct” anproach o God, s if the
end of the road could be reached without a wayfaring, and who forget
that an immediate vision can be culy theirs in whom “the mind has been
Jde-mented,” to cmploy a significant expression cormmon to Eckhart, the
Upanisads, and Buddhism.

The present problem is not, then, onc of the propricty or improoriety
of the usc of supports of contemplation, but of what sort the most ap-
propriate and efficacions supports of contemplation must be, and of the
art of tnaking use of them. For us, the work of art both exists and operates
on an altogether human, visible, and tangible level of reference; we do
not, as Dante requires thar we should, “mmarvel at the doctring that hides
itself behind (swsconde soito) the veil of the strange verses” (Inferno
1x.61); the verses are enough for us. It is otherwise in a rraditional art,
where the ohiect is merely a ooint of departure and a signpest inviting the
spectator to the performance of an act directed toward that form for the
sake of which the picture exists at all. The spectator is not so much ©
he “pleased” us to be “iransported”: to see as the artist is required to have
scen before he took up brush or chisel; to see the Buddha in the image
rather than an image of the Buddha. Tr is a matter of penetration. in the
most technical senses of the term (cf. Mund. Up. 11:2.3) : the variegated
presentation in colors is merely a conceptual exteriarization of what in
itself is a perfectly simple brilliance—"Just as it is an effect of the presence
ur absence of dust in a garment that the color is either clear or motley, so
it is the eHect of the presence or absence of a penetration into Release
(avedha-vaiin raukzau) \Lat the Gnosis is cither clear or motley. That
onc alludes to the profuadity of the Buddhas on the Unsullied Plane in
terms of iconographic characrer'srics, stances, and acts (iaksana-sthinu-
kurmusu) 1s a mere peinting in colors on space.”” Or egain, and with ref-

"See Sylvain Lévis edition of the Makdying Satralambara of Asanga, 2 vols.
(Paris, 19e7, T911), [, 30-40; 11, 77-78. Lévi has not quite nnderstnod laksana-sthana;
the reference is to the descriptive iconography of narrative and visval are. In A Sur-
vey of Painting in the Decean (London, 1937), pp. 27 and 203, n. 31, Stella Kram.
risch has misteken the bearing of the passage: “to paint with colors on space” is a
proverbial expression implying “to attempt the impossible” cor “effort made in
vain,” as, for example, in M r.127, where it is pointed out that a man cannort paint
in cclors on space, because “space is withavt form or indieation.” Whar Asanga i3
saving is that te think of any representation of the transcendert Principle as it is

in itzelf is no more than an idle dream: the repr=sentation has a merely temporary
value, comparable to that of the ethical raft in the well-known parable (M 1.735).
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erence equally to verbal and wvisual imagery, the Buddhe is made to say
thet the metaphorical expression “is adduced by way of illustration . . .
beczuse of the great infirmity of babes . . . T teach s does the master
paintes or his pupil who disposes his cclors for the sake of 2 picture,
which picrure is not to be founc in the colors, nor ia the ground, nor in
the environment. It is only to make it attractive to® creatures that the
picture is contrived in color: what is literally taught is imperrinent; rhe
Principle eludes the letter.” In Laking up a stand amongst things,” what
[ really teach is the Principle as understood by the Centemplatives:™ a
spiritual reversion evading every farm of thought. What I reach is not
a1 doctrine for babes, but for the Sons of the Concueror. And just as
whatever I may see in a diversified manner has no real being, so is the
sictorial dacrrine communicated in a menner irrelevant. Whatever is not
adaptec to such and such persons as are to be taught cannot be called
a ‘teaching.’ . . . The Buddhas indactrinate beings according to their men-
tal capacity.”* Thar is as much as 1 say with St, Paul, “I have fed vou
with milk and not with meat: for hitherto ye were not abdle to bear it
neither vet now are ve ahle” (1 Cor. 2:2): “Strong meat belongeth to
them that are of full 2ge” (Ideb. 5:14).

It is only one who fas attained to an immediate Gnosis that can afford
to dispense with thenlngy, ritual, and imagery: the Cumprchensor has

It 15, nevertheless, as the Sidhanas exprees it, agsinst a background of “space in
the heart” that the picture “not in the cclors” must be imaginad, just as also
Sankericarya’s “world-picture” (the intelligible cosmos seen in the specalum aeter-
nuwm) s “paintzd by the Spirit on the canvas ef the Spirit.” And because the picurs
has Seen thus imagined as en appearance manifested over agains: an uffaite grounc,
the picture (of Amida, for example) painted in actual colors and on canvas stands
out against an analogous background of indefinite extent.

& Karsanarthiya: the notion coincides with the Platonic and Scholastic concept of
the summoning cuality of beauty, Cf. Mathaawi v27yc, “The picturc’s smiling ap-
prarance is [or your suke; in order that by eans of that pictare the reality may
be established,”

B "EFud:s" is precisely Dante’s “s’asconde sowo.” “Speech does not atain w wutls;
bus mind (vofis = manas) has mighty power, and when it has bzen led some dis-
l.'u_'.ce On its way by spzech, it atrains to truth” (Hermes 1.185).

“'" Le. in being harn, and consequently in nsing material figures, spezking para.
Lolically, etc.

“t Tattvam yoginam: of, RV x85.4, “Of whom the Brahmane understand as Soma,
none ever tastes, none tostes who dwells en earth,” and AB w31, "It is metaphysi-
cally (parcksens) that he obtains the drinking of Scma, it is not literally (prasy
a'%-fﬂm:' partaken of by him.”

2 Lankavatiave Stitra ILII2-114,
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found what the Wayfarer is still in search of. This has too often been
misinterpreted to incan that something is deliberately withheld fram
(hose who are to deoend on mezns, or even rhar means are dispersed
to them zs if with inent to keep them in ignorance; there are those who
ask for a sort of universal compulsory education in the mysreries, sup-
posing that a mystery is nothing hur a communicable, although hitherto
uncommuaicated, secrel and nothing different in kind from the themes
of profanc instruction, So Zer frem this, it is o7 the essence of a mystery,
and zbove all of the raysterium magnum, that it cantot be communi-
cared, but only realized** all that can be communicated are its external
supports or symbolic expressions; the Grear Work must be done by every-
one for himself. The words awibutzd to the Buddha ebove are in no
way coniradictory of the principle of the open hand (varada mudrd)
or expository hand (wyakiyana mudrz). The Buddhz is never incloguent:
the solar gates are no Lhere to exclude, but to admit; no one can be ex-
cluded by anyone but himself. The Way has heen charted in detail by
every Forerunaer, who is the Way; what lies at the cnd of the road is
01 revealed, even by those swho have reached it, because it cannot be told
and does nct appear: the Principle is not in any likeness.

O what sort arc, ther, the most appropriate and eficacinlis supports
of contemplation? It would scarcely H= possible to cie an authoritative
Indizn text condemnning explicitly the usc of aathropomorpaic as distin-
guished from aniconic images. There is, however, ons Budchist source,
that of the Kalinga-bodhi aiaka, in which what must have been the early
position is still clearly reflected. The Buddha is asked by what kind of
hallow, shrine, or symbol (cetiya)** he can properly be represeuted in his

8 “This sort of thing cannot be taughl, wy son; but God, when he so wills,
recalls it to our memory” (Hermes, Lid. xuLz).

v+ Cetiva, caitye, are generally derived [rom e, “to pile up,” originally used in
particular connecioa with the building of a Jircaliar or funcral pile, and this is
rot without ‘s significance in connection with the fact to be discussed belew that
the Buccha ‘mage really inherits the values of the Vedic al:ar, But as the Jataka
itself makes clear, a caifya is by no mears necessaiily a stipa nor anything con-
strucred, bur a symbelic substitute of any sort to be 7egurded as the Buddhe in his
abserce. There must be assumed at least a hermencutic correstion of o, “to edify,”
with the closely related roots ¢f and cdf, w regard, consider, know, anc think of or
eonremplare; it is, for example, in this sense that cetyah is used in RV vrrs, “Thou,
O Agni, our means-ofcressing-over, art-Lo-br-known-as man’s eternal refuge anc
father enc mother,” al of which epithets have, morcover, been epplied alse to the
Buddha. In $B vi.2.3.0 it is explicit that o (“platform,” \/ef) is so called because
of having been “seen in meditation” (cetayaména, ~/eit). The fires “swithin vou,”
of which tae exrernal aliar [ires are only the supports, are “intellectually pilec,”
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absence. The answer is that he can properly be represented by a Bodhi
treet” (a paribhoga-cetiya, Mhv 1.69), whether during his liletime or after
the Despiration, or by bedily relics after his Decease; the “indicative”
(uddesika)'” iconography of an anthropnmorphic image is condemned

o= Swiscom piled” (manasacitah, midyicitah, N/ei, $B x.5.3.3 and 12). CE “Ceriya”
' Coomaraswamny, “Some Pili Words” [in Vo' 2 of this selection—ep.] with fur-
ther refersnces: and Coomaraswamy, “Prina-citf,” 1043

The assimilation of ¢f to &1, in conaection with an eperation of which the main
purpesc is to “huild up™ the sacrificer humself, whole and complete, hzs a striking
paralle] in the semantic develcpment of “edify,” the “edifice” having heen originally
a Leasth (aedes) and the cograte Greek and Sanskrit ronts offe and id#, to kindle,
The hearth, which is an altar as much as a fireplace, establishes the home (as in
SB vinro end 4). So just as sedes becomes “house,” so “to echfy” is in 2 more gen-
cral sense “to build,” the meaning “to build up spiritnally” preserving rhe nriginally
szcred values of the hearth. Also parallel 1o “edify” anc idh is the Pali camutrejati,
licerally “sets on firc® by means of an “ecifying” discourse (D 11100, ete.}, no
doulit with ultimate reference to the “internal Agnihotra® in which he heart
becomes the hearth (8B x.3.3.12, A x3 8 n16g).

15 This is not, of course, an exclusively Buddhist pesition. The Vecas already
speale of a Great Yaksa (Brabman) moving on the waters ir a fiery flowing et the
center of the universe in the likeness of a Tree (AV x.7.32), and this Burning
Bush, the Single Tig, is called in the Upanisads the “one Awakener” (eka sam-
bodhayity) wud svelasiing support of the contemplation of Brahman (dhiyalamba,
MU vii1). Tn $A sz the spirant Drahman is “as it were & great green tree, stand-
ing with its rouls moistered.” [CE Mhy 1.6g,]

18 CL Cuornuraswainy, Elements of Duddhist Ieonography, pp. 4-6. [ now render
uddeiike Ly “indicative” in view of the discussion by Louis de la Vallée Poussin in
HJAS II (1y37), 281-282. Fiom the passage which he cites in the Yogaiastra of
Asanga it is dear that the weddifye means “indizative of the Buddha”; the examples
given of such indicative svmbols are “stipa, bLuilding, and ancient or modern
shrine.” If it was oaly later that uddesiba cetiye came also to mean “Buddha image”
(tuthigate patimd), this would mean that the Jataka takes no account at all of
Buddha images: aliernatvely, Budcha images must be held to have keon deprecated
:-“-"il.llL other indicative symbols as “arbitrary.” The pejoratdve sense of aTtdissa ity
poluts ar,” may ke noed in D 11.35q. The ue. resull, that Duddha images were
either ignorzd, or condernned, suffices for our purpuses, the demonstraton of the
tracz of an originally aniconic arttude.

The Buddhist icorcelastic position is curiously liks that of Sexwus Empiricus
(Adversus dogmaricos 1146 fL.), who distinguishes “comiemasative” (Hro-
pmTrudy) from “indicztive” (&dewcridy) signs and rejects the leter on the
ground that the former are, or have been seen, ‘n indmate assochaion with (ke
_Lhmgﬁ of which they remind us, while for the latter there is no way of demonstrat-
ing that (hey mean whar they are szid  mean. One may honer the memory of
th.c humnan teacher that was, but it was and sdll is anly in the Dhamny, Lis doc-
:l'hmc: that he can really be seen; .I:f. the story of Vuklg_alj‘s sxcessive altacdlument o

e Bl{ddhaa visible form, cited in Coomaraswainy, “Sermwegs: Acsthetic Shock”
lin this volume—en.], At the same tme, it must nol be overlooked that while

fextus. Empiricus is a sceptic even in the modern sense, the Buddhist is mot a
nothing-merist,”
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as “groundless anc conceptual, or conventivnal” (wvatthukam manaraita-
am). It will be seen that the wording corresponds to that of the Brah-
mana as cited above: manamatiakam = manomatam.

Before we proceed (o ask how it could have been that an anthropo-
morphic image wes accepted after all. we must eliminate cerrain con-
siderations extranzous to the problem. [t must be realized. ia the first
place, that although an iconaclastic problem is present, it was as a marter
of convenience, and without reference to any supposed possibility of a
real localization®™ or fetishism that the adven: of the image can be said
to have beea “postponed,” and also as a matter of convenience that the
image was realized when 2 need had been felt [or it; and in the sccond
place, thar the resort w an anthropomorphic imagery by no means im-
ples any such humanistic or naturalistic interests zs those which led w
the subordination of form ro figure in Eurcpean art after the Middle
Ages, or in Greek art after the sixth cenrury Be. 'Lhe question of locali-
sation. has been Fundamentally misunderstood. If it is practically uue
that “the omnipresent Spirit 75 where it acts or where we arc atzending
w " (Bouquct, The Real Presence, p. 84), it 1s equally true that this
“where” is wherever there is posited a center or duly set up an image or
other symbol: the symbol can even be carried about from place to place.
Not that the Spirit is therefore in one place mere than znother or can
be carried zbout, but thar we and our supports of contemplation (dAzya-
laméba) urc necessarily in some ore place or another. If the use of the
cymbol is to function mediately as a bridge between the world vl local
position and a “world” that cannot be traversed or described :n terms of

L7 The question is one at the same time af lacalization and tzmporelity. In modzri
Indian personal devetions it is typical to mazke use of an image of clay temporarily
consecrated end discarded after use, when the Presence has been dismissed; in the
same way the Chrisilan church becomes the house of God specifically only after
consecration and, if formally deconsecrated, can be vsed for zny secular purpose
without offense. The rite, like the temporal Narvity, is necessarily eventful; the
temporal event can take place @nyevhere, just hezanse its reference is to an intem-
poral omnipresence. In any case, it is not a questinn of contradiction as batween 4
“God extended in space” (Bouquet, The Real Presence, p. 52) and a special presence
at a given point in space: extension in space 1s already a localization in the same
sense thet prozesiion is an spparent motion, OF a Gad “in whom we live and move
and have our being” we caanot say that He is ir space as we are, but much rather
that He #5 the “space” in which we are. Hut all Scripure employs a language in
terms of time and space, adapted t cur capacity; it is not only the visual image that
must be shattered if chis ic to be avoided. The iconcclas: dozs not always realize
all the implications of his ideal: it cavot be said of anyone who stll knows who
he is that all his idols hzve been broken.
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sze, it is sufficiently evident that the hither end of such a bridge must
be somewhere, and in fact wherever our edification begius: procedure is
f-om the known to the unknown; it is the other end of the bridge that
has no position.

Ry fetishism we understand an attribution to the physically tangible
symbol of values that really belong to its referent or, in other words, a
confusion of acrual with essential form. It is a fetishism of this sort that
the Buddhist texts deprecatc when they employ the metaphor of the
firger pointing to the moon, and ridicule the man who either will nor or
cannot see anytaing burt the finger. The modern aesthetic appreach makes
fetishes of traditional works of art precisely in this sense. Our cwn at-
titude is indeed so naturally and obstinztely fetishistiz that we are shocked
to find and unwilling to believe that it is taken for granted in Buddhism
thar “those who consider the earthen images, do not honor the clay as
such, but wirhour regard 1o them in this respect, honor the Immortals
designated” (amarasamind, Divydvadina, ch. 20). Plato in the same way
distinguishes “sculless images” from the “ensouled gods™ that they rep-
resent; “and yer we believe thar when we worship the images, the gods
are kindly and well-disposed towards us” (Laws 9374). So in Christian
practice “honor is paid, not to the colors or the art, but to the prototype”
(St. Busil, De spir. sanci. c. 18, cited in the Hermencia of Athos), and
“we make images o the Holy Beings to commemorate and honor them”
(Fpiphanius, Fr. 2), cf. Plotinus, Enneads w311, “How beld it is to
embody the bodiless! Nevertheless. the icon conducts us to the intellectual
recollection of the Celestials” (Greeb Anthology 133).

As regards the second point, it will suffice to say that “anthropo-
morphic” in the sense in which this word is appropriate to Indian images
does not import “naturalistic”; the Buddhz image is not in 2ny sense a
portrait, but a symbol; nor indeed are there any Indian images of any
deity that do not proclaim by their very constitution that “th:s is not
the likeness o7 2 man™; the image is devnid of any semblance of organic
structure; it is not a reflection of anything tha: has been physically seen,
but an intelligible form or formula, Ever. the canons of proportina differ
tor gods and men,'® ‘

Y The image in pigment or stone, “incicative” of the Buddla, is as much an image
of (and as little (o the pature of) the god *whose tuage 1L is” es is the image in
Hefh‘or in words: each s “a sensible god o the likeness of the intelligible god”
ﬁ:;::p;hro; vuj"roﬁ_ [6’6'!\3] 6;59 alobnris, I.’la':c., T‘Im‘“'”{ G2), ‘T"C need not shrink
_ ¢ implied identification of die eparinibiwin Talhidgata with & kiepoes ofiTos.
in the censc that the universe is lis budy.
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Fven at the present day there survives in India a widespread use of
geometrical devices (yamtra) or other aniconic symhols as the chosen
supports of contemplation. If, in the last analysis, the intellectual nas
always preferred the usc of abstract and algebraical or vegetable or therio-
morpkic ar even natural symbols, are cannor bur be reminded of the posi-
tion of Dyionysius, @ whom it likewise appcared more fitting that divine
~ruths skould be expounded by means of images of a less rather than a
more noble type in themselves (the noblest type in itself being that of
humanity): “For then,” as St. Thomas follows, “it is clear that these
thirgs are not literal descriptions of divine truths, which might have
bezn open to doubt had they been expressed uncer the fgure of nobler
bodies, especially for those who could think of nothing naobler than
bodies” (Sum. Theol. 1.1.9). Whas the Buddha anticipated was not that
the figire in stone could ever have been worshined literally as such, but
that ke might come to be thought of as a man, who denied of himself
thar he was “either a man, o~ a god, or a daimon,” as vne amengst others,
anc had not in [act “become anyonc.” He prognosticated precisely such
a humanistic interpretation of the “life” as that which leads the macern
scholar to attemr m disengage a “historical nucleus” by the elimination
ol all “mythical elements,” and to repuciate any cttribution of omniscience
to him to whom the designation “Eye in the World” was appropriate.
It is just those “who car. think of nothing nobler than bodies™* who in
modera times have discovered in the incarnate Deity, Christian or Bud-
dhist, nothing but the man; and to these we can only say that this “his
manhood is a hindrance sc long as they cling to it with morzal pleasure™
(Eckhart).

The iconalatrous position ceveloped in India from the beginning of
(e Christian cra onward is apoarently in contradiction of that which
has been inferred in the Kalinga-bodhi jaraka. Tr is, however, the icono-
clastic position, that of Strzygowski's “Mazdecan” and “Northern” art,
that still determined the abstract and symbelic nature of the anthropo-
morphic image and can he saic to account for the fact that a nzturalistic
development had never taken place in India untl the idea of representa-
tion was borrowed from Europe in the seventeenth century. The fuct that

19 A remaskable anticipation of the Renaissance point of view., "Coming cvents
ces their shadoms before” “Througa familiariy with bodies one may very casily,
-hough very hurifully, come to believe that all things are corporeal” (St. Augustine,
Conira academicos xvit38); ane may, as Plutarch said, being so prevecupied with
obvious “fact” as to overlonk the “reality,” confuse Apolo wita Helivs (Moralia
3930, 4000, 4330). “the sun whom all men see” with “the Sun whom few know
with the mind” (AV x.8.14)
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the Subranitisara condemns porrraiture at the same time that it extols the
making of divine images very well :llustrates how the Indian conscious-
ress has been aware of what has been called “the ignominy 1mpliat in
representational art’—an ignominy closely related to that of an obsession
witl the historical poin: of view, to which in India rhe mythical has
always been preferred. The parellels between the Indian and Christian
artisric development are so closc that both can be described in the same
words. If, as Ben‘amin Rowland justly remarks, “With the sculptures of
Hadda and rh= contemporary decoration of the monasteries at Jaulian
(Taxila), the Gandhara schocl properly so-called is at an ead. Counter
currents of influence from the workshops of Central and Eastern India
have almost transformed the Indo-Greck Buddha image into the ideal
porm for the representation of Sakyamuni that prevailed at Mathura
and Scrnath and Ajanta,"® it can only have becn because a seasc of the
unsuitability of any would-be humanistic style had been felt; an idea of
the “Buddha type’ had already been formed, “bir rhe Hellenistic ideal of
representation, the engrained, debased, and commonplece naturalism of
« millennium, wes incapable of achieving it. Hence the excessive rarity [in
India proper] of the Greek type of Christ [Buddhs], and the prompt
substitution of the Semnivic [Indian]®* A further parallel can be pointed
our in the effects of the European iconcclasm on the nature of Byzantine
art: “The chief ourcome of the controversy was the formulation of a
rigid iconography, which sufficed to prevent, once and for all, ary back-
sliding towards meaningless naturalism. The picture, the buman repre-
sentarion, was designed henceforth as an illustration of Reality, and as a
vehicle of the decpest human emotions, , . . In this elevation of art o its
highest furction, though ar the price of the artist’s {reedom, the iconodule
defence, raised by the controversy to a high philosophical level, also played

a part. . .. This was the chief iconodule cantenrion: that pictures, like
statues o Plotinus [v.2.01], were an eflective means of communication
with the extra-terrestrial universe.? .. . The concern of the artist was to

evoke, through his pictures, no: this world, bur the other . . . that he [the

20A Revised Chrenology of Gendhara Sculpture,” Ar¢ Ballettn, XVIII (1936),
400,

’_1 -'_\dapted from Robert Byron and David Talkot Rice, The Bith of Western
Fainting (London, 1920), p. 55, by addition of words in bhrackets,

*2'In these outlines, my son, I have drawn o likeaess (dxaw) of Ged for yon,
23 far as that is pos:ible; and, if vou gaze upon this likeness with the eves of vour
hf.arl: (repdlas Spbauois, Islamic ‘ayn--galbi), then, my son, helieve me, you
will find the upward path; or rather, the sight itself will gmde you on your way”
(Hermes, Lib, w.aib; of. Fermes, dsclepius unayf).
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beholder] might attain, through the reminder of these events, actual
communion during life on earch with thar firmament ol divine arbitra-
tion of which the Latin Church taught only the post-human expecta-
tion."®** These distinctions of the Byzzntine from rhe Roman point of
view are analogous to the differences between the Mahayana and Hinay-
ana point o= view, and between the more cr less didactic art of Safci
and the epiphanies of Bamiyin, AjaniZ, and Lung Men.

We do not krow whether or not the deprecation of an “indicative”
(nddestka) likeness which we have cited from the Jataka :s intended ro
refer to the old lists of lakkhanas, or thirly-two major and eighty minor
‘conographic peculiarities of the “Great Person.” It must certainly have
been in accordznce with these prescriptions that a mental image of the
Buddha liad been cntertained before any other image had been made;
and equally certain that the validity of the images themselves has always
been held o rest upon an accurate rendering of these peculiaritiss, or
such of them as could be rcalized in any wrought material. For the Bud-
dhist, iconogrephy is art; that ar: by which he works. The iconography
is ar once the truth and the beauty of the work: trulh, because this is the
imitable form of the ideas to be expressed, and beauty because of the
coincidence of beauty with accuracy, the Scholastic integratio sive per-
fectio, and in the sense in which a mathematical equation can be “ele-
gant.”” As a Chinese inscription puss it, “I have sculptured a marvellous
beauty . . . all of the iconographic peculiarities have been subdlimely dis-
plaved” (Chavannes, Missicn archéologigue, 11.44%). In the traditicnal
view of art there is no beauty that can be divided frem intelligibility; no
splendor bur the splendor veriatis.,

The authenticity and legitimate heredity of Buddha images are estzb-
lished by reference to what are supposed t have heen originals crezted
1n the Buddha’s own lifetime, and either actually or virtually by the
Buddha himself, in accordance with what has been said above with re-
spect to an iconometric manifestation. The capactics of the artist exer-
cised at emplrical levels of reference have not sufhced for the dual opera-
rion of imagination and executicn. The Buddha “cannat be app-ehended™;
what has becn required Is not an observation, but a vision, One is re-
minded of the fact tha: certain Christian images have been regarded

?* Byron and Rice, Borth of Western Dainting, pp. 67, 78 It was, in both cases,
a matier of the recognition and endorsement of an older and originally ncither
Cliristian nor Buddbist, but universally solar, iconography and symbolism, rather
thian coe of e inventon of en iconography wd Aoc.
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in much the same way &s “not made by hands” (dxetpomoinror). It is
ol no importance frar the present point of view that the legends of the
frst images cannot be interpreted as records of historical fact: what is
impoustant for us is that the authentication of the images rhemselves is
not- historical but ideal. Either the artist is transpoited to a heaven to take
nore there of the Buddha’s appearance, and afterwards uses this model,
or the Buddha himself projects the “shadow™ or outlines of his likeness
(mimitta), which the painters cannot grasp, but must fill in with colors,
and animatc® by the addition of a written “word,” so that all is done “as
prescribed” (yatha samdigtam, Divvavaddna, ch. 27); or [inally, the image
is made by an artist who, after the work has been donz, reveals himself
1t have been in fact the future Buddha Maitreya.™

Interpreted thus, the iconography can no longer oe thought of as a
sroundless product of conventional realization or idealization, but be-
comes an ascertainment; the form is not of human inventior, but revealed
and “seen” ir rhe same sense that the Vedic incantations are thought of
as having been revealed and “heard.” There can be no distinction in prin-
ciple of vision from audition. And as norhing can be said 0 have been
intelligibly uttered unless i certain terms, so nothing car. be said to have
been revealed unless in some form.*® All that can be thought of as prior
to formulation is without form znd not in any likeness; the meaning and
its vehicle can only be thought of as having been concreated. And this
implies that whatever validity attaches to the meaning attaches also 10 the
symrhals in which it is expressed; il the latter are in any way less ‘nevitable

#%We deliberately say “animate” because the inscription of an esszntial text (usu-
ally the formula ye dharma, etc.) or the enclosurs cf 2 writren text within the body
of a metal or wooden imagze implies an eloquence, and it is far more Lterally
then might be supposed that the words of a Chinese inscription, “the artist painted
a speaking likencss” {Chavannes, Mission archéologique, 1, 407), are o he under-
stood. We have to alter only very slightly the Budcta’s words, "He who sees the
Word, sces Mc," to make them read, “He who sess my Image, hears my Ward.”

%5 Sanuel Beal, Hsdiun-tsang, Siyuki; Buddhict Records of the Weitern Woild
(London, 1884) II, 121.

26 We must avoid an artificial distinction of “terms” from “torms.” The symbol
may be verbal, visual, dramatic, or cven alimentary; the use of material is inevitable.
Tt is not the hind of mmierial that matters, Tt is with perfect logic that the Buddhist
treals the verbal and the visual imagery alise; “How could the Lumincus Personal-
ity be demonstrated otherwise than by a rcpresentation of colers and lconographic
veculiarities? How cculd the myswry be conununicated without a resert to speech
and dogma?” The sculprured figures of Buddhas and Budhisauvas “furnish knowl-
edgesble men with a means of raising themselves o the perfection of wuth” (Chi-
nese inscrintions, Chavannes, Mission archéologique, 1, 51, ).
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than the former, the intended meaning w'll nor have been conveyed,
hut betrayed.

We need hardly add that all that is said in the preceding paragraph
hzs to do with the art in the artist, which Is already an expression in
terms, or idea in an imitable form, and holds good irrespective of whether
or not any mimetic word has actually been spoken aloud or any image
actnally made in stone or pigment; if it is not historically truc that any
tangible image of the Buddha had been made before the beginning of
the Christian era, it is equally cerrain thar an essencial image not made
by hands had been conceived, and even verbally stated, in terms of the
thirty-two major and eighty minor peculiarities of the “Great Person™;
when the first image was to be made, there already existed the “ascer-
taincd means of opcration.” If, a: last, the artist made a corresponding
figure in stone or pigment, he was only doing what the Indian imager has
zlways done, and in accordance with such familiar instructions as that of
the Abkilaéitirthacintamani, where the painter is told to “Put down on the
wall what has been seen in contemplation (tad dhydtam hhittan nive-
Sayes).” Even for Alfred Foucher, who held that the earlicst Buddha im-
ages arc those of the school of Gendhira and the product of a collabora-
tion between the Hellenistiz artist and the Indian Buddhist patren, the
prescription or concept of the work to be done was Indian; the Hellenistic
artist performing only the servile operation, the Indian patron remaining
responsihle far the free acr of imagination.”” The sculptors of Mathurd,
on the other hand, had at their command not cnly the visual ‘mage of
the “Great Person” as defined in the Pali texts, but also the tradition of
the standing types of the colossel Yuksas of the latter centuries s.c, and
for the seated fgure also a tradition of which the beginning must have
antedated the Siva types of the Indus Valley culture of the third millen-
nium s The Buddha image came into being because a need had been
felt for it, and riot because a need had been felt for “art.”

TwE practice of an art is not tracizionally, as it is for us, a secular activity,
or even a matter of affective “inspiration”” but a meraphysical rire; it is
not ouly the first ‘mages that are formally of superhuman origin. No

27 We are more inclined to agree with Rowland thar “rhe Gandhira school ceme
into existence: only shortly before the aceession of Kanishka in the second century
of the Christian era” ("A Revised Chronology of Gandhara Sculptuore” p. 300),
thug either making the earliest Gandharan images and those of Mathura almosr
contemporary, or giving some priority to the later.
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distinction can be drawn betweer: art and contemplarior. "The artist is first
of all required ro remove himsell from human to cclestial levels of ap-
pcrct:pLion; at this level and in a state of unification, no longer haviag in
vicw anything external to himself, he sees and realizes, that is to say
becornes, what he is afterwards to represent in wrought material. This
ident:fication of the artist with the imitable form of the idea 0 be ex-
pressed is repearedly insisted upon in the Iadian books, and answers to
the Scholastic assumption &s stated in the werds of Dante, “no painter
can paint a figure 7 he have not first of all made himsell such as the
Agure ought to be.”

The later artist is not, then, imitating the visual aspect or style of the
Grst images, which he may never have seen, but their Jorm; tae authentic-
ity of the later images dues not cepend upon en eccidental knowlzdge
(such as that by which our “modern Gothic™ is builf) but upon a rerurn
to the source in quite another sense. I is just this that is so clearly ex-
pressed iu the legend of Udayara's Buddha image, which is said to have
flown through the zir to Khotan (Beal, Hréian-tsang, 1I, 322) ard thus
established the legitimacy of the lineage of Central Asian and Chinese
iconography.* “Flight through the air” is always 2 technicality implying
an independence of local position and ahility ro attain w whatever de-
sired plare of appercepzion: a [orm or (dea is “winged” in precisely the
sensc that, like the Spirit, it is wherever :t operates ar ‘s enfertained and
cannot be a private property. What the legend tells is not that an image
of stwue or wood flew through the air; it tells us, nevertheless, that the
Khotanese artist saw what Ucayana’s artist had seen, the essential [orm
af the first image: thar same form which Udayana’s artist had seen before
ke returned to carth and took up the chisel or brush.

A distinction must then be very clearly drawn between an archaistic
procedure, which involves no more thar the servile operation of copying,
and the repeated entertainment ot one and the same form or idea In a
manner determined by the mode or const'tution of the knower, which
is the free operation of the artist whose style is his own, "I'he distinction
is that of an academic from a tradidonal school of art, the former sys-
tetnatic, the later consistent. That “Art has fixed ends and ascertained
means of aperation” asserts an immutability of the :dea in its imitable
form—that the sun, for example, is always an adequaic symbol of the

2 For an image called “Uddyana's” at Lung Men, see Cluvannes, Mission or-
chéologigue, 1, 392, aad Paul Mus, “Le Buddha pard,” BEFEOC, XXVIIT (19:8),
240,
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Light of lights—but is not in any way a contradiction of another Scholastic
dictum, that “To be properly expressec, a thing must preceed from within,
moved by its form.” It is because there is an endless renewsl of the imagi-
native act that the artist’'s interior operation is properly spoken of as
“free”; and the evidence of this freedom exists in the fact of a stylistic
sequence always observable in a traditional art, followed from generation
to generation; it is the academician that repeats the Zorms of “classic”
arders like a parrot. The traditiongl artist is always expressing, not indeed
his supcrficial “personality,” but himself, having made himself that which
he is to express, and literally devoring himself o the good of the work
o be done. What he has w say remains the same, But hie spezks in the
stylistic language of his own time, and were it otherwise would remcin
ineloquent, far, o repear the words of the Lapkdvatdra Sitra already
cited, “Whatever is not adapted to the such and such persons as are to
be taught, cannot be callec a ‘teaching.””

Ir is nor only rthe arrist, hur alsn he patron who devores himsell, not
merely by the gift of his “substance” to defray the cost of aperation, but
also in a ritual, symbolical, and spiritual sense, just as the Christian who
is not merely a spectator of the Mass but participates in what is cnacted,
sacrifices himsclf. It is the merit of Paul Mus to have recognized for the
first time that the essential values of the Vedic sacrifice are ‘nherited and
survive in the later iconolatry; the roval patron, for example, donates
precisely his own weight of gold to be made into an image, which image
is also made at the same time in accordance with ar ascerrained canon
ar proportion and employs as modulus a measure taken from his own
person; and when the :mage has beer made, offers to it himself and
his family, afrerwarcs to be redeemed at a great price. It is in just the
same way that the statuc of the patron is litcrally built into the Vedic
alrar, and that the sacrificer himself is offered up upon the altar—“That
sacrificial firc knows that ‘He has come 1o give himself o me"” (paridim
me, SB 1.4.1.11). As Mus expresses it, “It is, in fact, well knewn that the
construction of rhe fire-alrar is a veiled personal sacrifice. The sacrificer
dies, and it is only upon this condition that he rcaches heaven: at the
same time, this is only a temporary death, and the altar, :dentified with the
sacrificer, is his substitute, We [reely recognize an analogous signilicance
in the identification of the king with the Buddha, and in particular in
the manufzerure of stztues in which the fusion of the personalites is
materially effected. It is less a question of apotheasis than of devozio. The
king gives himself to the Buddha, projects his person into him, at the
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<me (ime that his mortal body becomes the earthly ‘trace’ of iis divine
model. . . . The artistic activity of India, as we have indicated, has always
cexhibited the trace of the fact that the first Brahmanical work of art was
an1 altar in which the patron, or in other words the sacrificer, was united
with his deity” (Mus, “Le Buddha paré,” 1929, pp. *92. *34). If the deity
assurnes a human form, it is in order that the man, for his part, may put
on the likeness of divinity, which he does metaphysically and as if to
anticipare his future glorification. The inadequecy of the worship ot any
principle as other than oneself or proper spiritual essence n srrongly
emphasized in the Upanisads; and it may be called an established prin-
ciple of Indian thought that “Only by becoming Goc can one wership
Flim" (devo bhiitvé devam yajet): it is only to one who can say, "1
am the Light, Thyself,” that the answer is given, “Enter thou, for
wheat thou art I am, and what I am thou art” (JUB 11.14).** The work
of art is a devotional ritz,

If the original artist and pawon are thus devoted to and literally ab-
sorbed in the idea of the work to be done, which the arrisr executes
and for which the patron pays, we have also to consider the narure of
the act to be performed by those others for whose sake the work has also
been done, among swhom may be reckoned ourselves: the donor’s inscrip-
tions almost always indicating that the work has been undcrtaken not
only [or the donor's benefit or that of his ancestors, but also for that of
“all beings.” This will be more than a matter of mere aesthetic apprecia-
tion: our judgment, if it is w be the “perfeetion of art,” that is, a con-
summation in usc, must involve a reproduction. QOr to pur ir in other
words, if it is by their ideas thar we judge of what things ought to be
Iike, this helds geed as much post factum as a priors. In order to under-
stand the work we must stand where the patron and ardst stod and we
must have done as they did; we cannot depend upon the mere reactions
of “our own unintclligent nerve ends.” The judgment of an image is a
contemplation, and as such can only be consummated in an assimila-
tion. A translormation of our naturc is required. It is in the same sense
that Mencius says that to grasp the true meanings nf words requires not
so much a dicrianzry or a knowledge of epistemology as a rectification of
personality. The Amitayur-Dhydna Satra is explicit: if you ask Aow is

2 “If then you do not make yoursell cqual to God, you cannot apprehend God:
for like is known by like” (Hermes, Lib. x1z.20b), “BDut he that is jeined unte
the Lord is one spirit” (1 Cor. 5:17), Cf. Couvmaraswatny, #The ‘T’ at Delphi™ [in
Vol 2 of this selecrion—ep.].
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one to behold the Buddha, the answer is that you have done so only when
the thirty-two major and eighty minor characteristics {i.c., of the iconog-
raphy) have besn assumed 1n your own heart: it is vour own heart that
becomes the Buddha and is the Budche (SBE, XLIX, 178). It is iu the
same scnsc that the words of an inscription at Lung Men are to be un-
derstood: “It is as if the summit of the mauntain has heen reached and
the river traced w its source: the fruition is accomplishec, and onc rests
upon the Principle” (Chavannes, Mission archéologigue, p. 514). The
assthetic surfaces are by nn means terminal valuzs, bur an invitation to a
picture of which the visible mraces are orly a projection, and to a mystery
that evades the letter of the spoken word.

The rzader may be inclined to protese that we have been speaking cf
religion rather than of art: we say, on the centrary, of a religious art,
One can speak of a “reduction of art to theology™ (S7. Bonaven-ura) juse
because 1 the traditional synthesis plastic art is as much as any literary
torm a part of the art of knowing God. "L'he aesthetic experience empa-
thetically realized #nd cngnirive experience inru'tively realized can be logi-
cally distinguished, but are simultancous in the wholc or holy man who
does not merely feel but also understands. It is not a: all that the value
of heauty is minimized, but that the occasional beauty of the artifact s
referred to a formal cause in which it exists more emirently; there is a
transubstantiation of the image, ir which there is nothing raken away
from the participant, but somcthing added.

Arr. that has heen said ahave applies as much ro rhe literary nerratve of
the Bucddha’s “life” as to the iconographic representation of his “appear-
ance”; just as the latter 1s not a portrait dut a symbol, so the former is not
¢ record of facts but a myth. The supernatural iconogrephy is an integral
part of the image, as ars the miracles of the life; both zre essential ele-
ments rather than sccidental or advenritions accresions ‘nrroduced for
the sake of “cffect.”

We have no intention to explain away the miracles by a psychological
analysis, eny more than we propose to consicer the art in Its merely
affective aspects, As regards the historicity o miracles, there is, of course,
a fundamental divergence hetween the rationalist and rraditional positions.
The actual demonstration of a magizal efect would upset the rationalist’s
entire philosophv: his “faith” would be destroyed if the sun should
stand stll at noon or a man welk on the water, For the traditionalist, on
the other hand, magic is a science, but an inferior science about which he
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zcels no curiosity; the possibility of magical procedure :s taken [or granted,
bar regarded anly as illustrazing, end by no means as proving, the prin-
ciples on which rhe exercise of powers depends.

It matters very little from the oresent point of view which of these
positions we assume. Rationalist and fundamentalist fall together inta the
pit of an exclusively liweral interpretativn. Actually to discuss tac historicity
u- possibility of a given miracle is far beside the main point, that cf sig-
nificzance. We can, however, illustrate by a glaring example how the ra-
rinnalistic, far more than the credulous point of view, can irhibit an un-
derstanding of the true intention of the work, The Sukidvati-Vyaia
spezks of Buddhas as “covering with their tongue the world in which they
reach”; just as in RV viy2.08 Agni's tongue—the priestly voice- “touches
heaven.” What Burnouf has to say in this connection is almost unbeliev-
ahle: “This is an example of the incredible stupidities that can resule from
an addictior to the supernatural. . . . To speak cf a sticking out of the
tongue, and as the climax of the ridiculous also to speak of rhe vasr num-
ber ol assistant teachers who do the like in the Buddha's presence, is a
Hight ot the imagination scarcely to be parallelec 1n Europesan supersti-
rion. Tr world seem as though Northern Buddhists had been punished
[or their taste for the marvellous by the absurdity of their own inven-
tions."®" Voila le crétinisme scientifique dans toute sa béatitude!™ Con-
trast, however, whar 3t. Thomas Aquinas Las o say in a similar con-
nection: “The tongue of an angel is called metaphorically the angel’s
power, whereby he manifeszs his mental concepr. . . . The inrellecrual
operation of an angel abstracts from here @nd mow. . .. Hence in the
angelic spesch, local distance is no impediment” (Swum. Theol. 1.107.1 and
4).

We alluded above to a “Aight through the air” of Udayana’s Buddha
image from India to Khotan, which imzge became in fact, as Chavannes
observes, the prototype of many others fashioned in Central Asiz. We
repeat, in the first place, that the very existence of an “Udiyana’s image”
made in rhe Budcha’s liferime is af the highesr improbability. In the
second place, wha: is reallv meant by “acrial flight” and “disappearance”’

0 Le Lotus de la bonne loi (Daris, 1925), p. 417.

L. Zeigler, Uderlieferung (1936), p. 183, Onc cannot wonder that some In-
dians have referred to LCuropcan scholarship as a crime. At the same time, the
maodern Ind'an scholar is capable of similar banalitics, We have in mind Professor
K. Chattopadhyiya, who considers RV x.71.4, where it is 2 quesdon both of the
a'_.ldition and the vision of the Voice (zac), proof of a knowledge of wrizing in the
Vedic period—an cxample of intcllectual myopie at least as dense as Burnouf's.
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The ordinary Sanskrit expression for “to vanish” is entar-dhdnam gam,
literally to “go-interior-position.” In  the Kalinga-bodhi [dtaka, Jlight
through the air depends upon an “ nvestiture of the body in the garment
of contemplation” (jhdna vethanena). As Mus hzs very aptly remarked
‘0 another connection, “Tout le miracle résulte donc d'une disposition
intime” (“Te Buddha paré,” p. 435). It is not, then, & matter of physical
translocation that is involved, but literally one of concentration; the at-
tainment of a center that is omnipresent, and not a local mation. It is
altnzether a malter of “being in the Spirit,” as this expression is used
by St. Paul: that Spirit (arman) of whom it is said that “sezted, he fares
afar, recumbent he goes everywhere” (KU m21).2 Of what importance
i such a context can be a discussion of the possibility or impossibility of
an actual levitation or translocation? What is implied by the cesignation
“mover-at-will® (k@mdcdrin) is the condition of one who, being ir the
Spirit, no longer needs to move at all in erder to he anywhere. Nor can
any distinction be made between the pussible intellect and the ideas it
entertains in aduequutione rei et intcllectus: to speak of an intellectual
crnipresence is to speak of an omnipresence of the forms or ideas which
hzve no objective existence apart from the universal mtellect that enter-
tains them. The legend does not refer to the physical transterence of a
material image, but to the universaliry of an immutable form that can
be seen as well by the Khotanese as by the Indian conzemplative; where
the historian of art would see what is called the “influence” of Indian on
Central Asizn arr, the legend asserts an independen: imagination of the
same form. 1t will be scen thas we have not had in view to explain awzy
the miracle, but to point out that the marvel is cne of interior disposition,
and thar the power of acrial Nlight is nothing like an airplane’s, but has
to do with the cxtension of consciousness to other then physical levels

o reference and, in fact, to the “summit of contingent being™®*

22 Hermes, Lib. xuz.ag: “All bodics are subject to movement; but that which
is incorporeal is motionless, and the things sitwated in it have no movement. . . .
Bid your soul travel o aay land you choose, and sooner than you can bid it go,
it will be there . . . it has not moved as one moves from place to place, but it
there. Bid it fly up o heaven, and it will have no need of wings” RV vig.s:
“Mind (manas, yois) is the swiftest of birds™: P3 xw.1.13: “The Comprehensor
is winged (vo wai vidvapsas te paksinah).”

33 “For man is a being of divine nature . . . and what is more than all besides,
he mounts to heaven without quitting the earthy to 5o vast a distance can he put
forta his power” (Hermes, Lib x24b].
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Consicer another case, that of “walking on the water,”™ a power at-
tributed to some, alike in rhe Hindu, Buddkist, Christian, and Taaist,
and very Lkely manv other traditions. We do infer thar such a thing
can be done, but are nct at all curious as to whether it was or was not
done upon a given occasion; that we leave w those who suppose that the
Vedic Bhujyu was actually picked up from the physical ocean by a pass-
ing “tramp.” The matter of interest is ane of significance. What does i
mean that this power has been universally atiributed to the deity or others
in his likeness? Lo speak of a motion at will on the face of the waters
is to speak of a being all in acr, thart is, o speak of the operation of a prin-
ciple wherein all potentiality of manifestation has been reduced to act. In
all traditions “the waters” stand for universal possibility.

The direct connection between the symbolic myth and mythical symbol
can nowhere be illustrated better than in this context. For if the Buddha
is invariably represertzd iconographically as supperted by a lotus, his
‘eet never touching any physical or local carth, it is because it is the
:diosyncrasy of the lorus Hower or leaf to be ar rest upon the waters; the
Jower or leaf is universally, and nnr in zny local sense, a ground on which
the Duddha’s feetr are firmly plaated. In other words, all cosmic, and not
merely some or all terrestrial, possibilities are a:z his command, The ulti-
mate suppert of the lotus can also be represented as a stem identical with
the axis of the universe, rooted in a universal depth and inflorescent at
all levels of reference, and if in Brahmanical art this stem springs from
the navel of Nirdyuny, the centrel ground of the Godhcad recumbent
on the face of the waters, and bears :n iz flower the figure of Brahma
(with whom the Budcha is virtually identified), rhe universality of this
symbolism is sufficiently evident in the Stem of Jesse and in the symbolic
representation of the Christian I'heotokos by the rose. The expression
rose des wents, a compass card, and Dante’s “quant’ ¢ la larghezza di
qussta rosa nell’ estremce foglic” (Paradiso xxx.116-117) illustrate the cor-

*For the history of the symbol sez W. Norman Brown, [naian and Chrisiian
Miracles of Walking on the Water (Chicago, 1028), and Arthur Waley, The Way
end Iis Power {London, 1034), p. 118, The form of the Hermeric statemens, “But
fl‘Dllu the Light there came forth a holy Word (Adyos = fabda Srahman, whtha)
\Vl‘l]f:h wok its stand upon the warery substance . . . [earth and water] were kep: in
mwiion, by ressan of the spiritual (mvevparinds = atmanyat) Word which maved
upan the face of the warer” (Hermes, Lif 1.8b, 5b), although perhaps dependent an
Gi:nf_‘s:;s, is. especially significant in its use of the expression “tock it stand™; cof
ad hitisthati, as predicated of the afman in the Upanisads, passrm.
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-espondence of rose and [otus in their spaticl aspects: of. MU vi2, where
-he petals o- the latus are the peints of the compass: dircetions, that is,
of incefnite extensicn, We need hardly say that the universality and
consistent precision of an adequate symbolism co nof preclude an adupta-
bility to local cancirions and do not depend on tae identification of botani-
cal species.”

Now this significance cf the Jotus to which we have referred is insepara-
bly bonnd up with the problem of Buddhist representation in plastic
art. I we take the mythical symbol literally, as the modern Irdian ardst
Fas sometimes done, we get a picture of what is no loager formally but
fignratively a mwan supported by what is no longer a ground in principle
but by what A. Foucher calls “the frail cup of a flowes" (in “On the
Jeonography of tae Buddha’s Nativity,” Memoirs of the Archacological
Survey of India, 1934, p. 13); the picture is reduced to absurdity, and we
cxpect the “man” to fall into ths “water” ar any moment. The correspon-
dence of the assthetic surfuces Lo the picture not in the colors has been
destrovec; zhe picture is no longer beautiful, however skilfally execurad,
precicely because it has been rchied of meaning, It is a case in point of
the princinle that beauty cannot be divided from trath, out is an aspect
of truth.

Tt has been 2 “undamenral error of modern interpretation to have
thought of Buddhist symbolism both as s gemerss and as corventional,
in the sense that Esperanto can ke called a convenricnal languuge. That
is what symbols seem to zs ta be, who arc accustomed to the “symbolism,”
or rather “expressionism,” of poets and artists who speak individually in
rerms of the:r own choice, which terms are often obscure but are neverthe-
less sarnerimes taken over nto carrent usage, It is from these pointe of
view that Foucher can think that he is “able to observe retrospectively the
old image-maker’s increasingly bold artempts,” and opines that clephents
“naturally caine w0 take their stand on lotuses . . . a kind of specific detail
subsequently added . . . the superst'tion of precedent alane srevented them
from going further™ (72¢4.). Fad hie remembered chat the Vedic Agni is
born in and supperted by a lotus, he would surely have asked, “How cauld
man have imagined thzt a fire could have been kindled on the frail cup

5 Par a fuller discussion of the lotus, scc Coomeraswamy, Elements of Buddkist
Ironography, 1us5. CL the Fgyotian representations of Horus on the lotus, of which
Plutarch says that “Ley do not believe that the sun rises as a new-born babe from
the lotws, bul Ciey portray the rising of the sun in this manner © chow darkly
(aiv=ropevor) it his bicth is a kindling (freyes) from the watsrs” [ Moralia
355¢), even as Agni is boro.
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of o flower in the midst of the waters?” He docs protest, in fact, that
“Had not the Iotus filled from the beginning all the available space, no
ane would ever have dreamt of using the [rail cup of a Jower as a support
for an adult humen being™ (¢bid.) *°

"L his is to remove the symbols alrngerher from their traditional context
and values and o see in an art of 1deas merely an 1dzalizing art. The mod-
ern view of symbols s, in fact, bound up with the modern thzory of a “nat-
ural religian,” invoked by some in explanadon of the “evolution™ of all
religiors and by others in explanasion of all but the Christian religion. But
from the poin: of view of the tradition izself, Brahmzrism is a revealed

religior, that is to say, a doc:rine of supernatural vriging a revelation, then,
in terms of an adequate symbolism, whether verbal or visual, in the same
sense that Plato speaks of the first Dennmirator as a “more than hu-
man Power” and of the narcs given in the beginning as necessarily “truc
names.” Whatever we think of this,” the fact remains that symbclism
is of an immemarial antiquiry, an antquity as great as char of “folklore”
itself: many of the Vedic symbals, that of the tracking of the Hidden
Light by its footprints, for example, imply a hunting culture antecedent
to the seginning of agricuiture. The commonest werd for “Way,” Skr.
marga, Pali Buddhis: magea, derives from & root mrg “to hunt,” and
implies a “following in the tracks of” In any case, the Indus Valley
peooles, three thousand years v.¢., already made use of “symbels, such as
the svasttka, thar India has never relinquished. Dare we think that the

#8 That “the lotus filled from the beginning all the ava:lable soace” 15 for Foucher
mercly a fact of iconography and in this scnsc a “supcrstiﬁc;us precedent.” The
words arc tru, Lowever, in this far decper and morc origical sense thas n the
beginning there wos no other cpace, ard as it was in the beginning it is now and
ever shall be because the lotus is the svmbol and image of all soatial extensien, as
stazed explicitly in MU viz, “What is the letus and of what sort’ What this lotus
i5 15 Spacc, forsooth; the four quarters and ‘cur intcr-quartcrs arc its constitucnt
Pctal&” The “prececent” is primarily meraphysiczl and cosmic, and thercfore wleo
teonographic,

T The notions of a4 “revelation” and Plilosophia Perennls { Augustine’s "“Wis-
dom uncreaie, e saue wow as it ever was, and the same be [or cvermerz,”
i;ﬂfﬁ-;-fs;i; i::ctlo‘l laul'::, UI‘It;.Ulllft“.. auall_ltzmla Lg '_l'.c._ 1'1.('.(11:1‘15 scholar, Hc prefers

: [ ic hyions “contain the cuditents of a far Ligher specics of thoughy
then these carly poets could Tave dreanct of o . . thought which Las becone final
for all time i India, and cver vuiside of Todia® (Maurice Eloomfizld, The Relipion
of f-"?c.V.::da, Mew York, 19ud, p. 64). Tt is true “hat the wroiter has here inminid
an eva.uton of theught, but ust how dees the Vedic poet Lormulate “a far higher
species of thought than e could Dave dreamt ofF Teds as much as w0 say that
man accomplished what man oot do. But it is rather unlikely that Bloomlield
really mcant o support a doctrine of verbal iaspiration. .
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sprrituality of Indian art is as ancicnt as the Indus civilization? If so, we
may never hope to penetrate the secret of its origin” (W, Norman Brown,
in Asia, May 1937, p- 385).

Symbolism is & language and a precise form of thought; a hieratic
and a metaphysical language and not a language determined by somatic
or psychological categories. Its foundation 1 in the analogical corresponc-
enice of all orders of reality and states of being cr levels of reference; it
is because “This world is in the image of thal, and vice versa” (AB vin2,
and KU 1v.10) thet it can be said Coclt enarrant gloriam Des.

The nature of an adequate symbolism could hardly be belter stated
than in the words “the parabolical (Skr. parsksa) sense is contained in
the literal (Skr. pratvaksa).” On the other hand, “The sensible forms, in
which there was at first a polar balance of physical and metaphysical, have
beer more and more voided of content on their way down to Us: 0 we
say, This is an ‘ornament’” (W. Andrae, Die fonische Sanle, Berlin, 1933,
p. 65). It becomes, then, a question of the restoration of significance
to forrns thar we have come to think of as merely ornamental. We cannot
take up here the problems of symbalic methacclogy, except to say that
what we have mosr to avoid is a subjective interpretation, and most to
desire is a subjective realization. For the meanings of symbols we must
rely on the explicit statements of authorirative texts, on comparative
usage, znd on that of those whu still employ the traditional symbols as the
customary form of their thought and daily conversation.™

Qur present concern is not, hawever, so much with the methodology
of symbolic exegesis as with the generel nature of a typically symbolic
art. W have spoken above cf a transubstantiation, and the word has alsu
been properly used by Stella Kramrisch in speaking of art of the Gupta
period and that o Ajanti in particular, with reference to the coincidence
in it of sensuous and spiritual values. Qus primary error when we con-
sider the Encharist is to suppose that the notion of a transubstantiation
represents any but a normally human point of view, To say that this is
nct merely bread but zlso and more eminenty the body of Gad 15 the
same as to say that 4 word is not merely a sound but also and more emi-
nently a meaning: it is with perfect consisrence that a sentmental and
marerialistic generation not orly ridicules the Eucharistic transubs:zntia-
tion, but also insists that the whole of any work of ar: subsists in iis
zesthetic surfaces, poetry consisting, for example, in « conjunction of pleas-
urable or interesting scunds rather than in a logically ordered sequence

85 §ee Coomaraswamy, “The Repe of a Nagl: An Indian Gupta Seal” [in this
volume—en. |.
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of sounds with meanings® Tr is from rhe same ninr of view rthar man is
interpreted only as a psychophysical being, and not as a divine image,
and for the same reason thac we laugh at the “divinity of kings.” That
we no longer admit an argument by avalogy does nol represent an
irtcllectual progress; we have merely lost the art of analogica. procedure
or, in other words, rirnal procedure. Symholism*” is a celeulus in the same
sense that an adequate analogy is proof.

In the Eucharistic sacrament, whether Christian, Mexican, or Hinduy,
bread and wine are “charged with meaning™ (Bouquet, The Rea! Pres-
ence, p. 77): God is a mcaning. The Vedic incantation (érahman) is
physically a sound but superaudibly the Brahman. To the “primirive”
mar, first and foremmost a metaphysician and only later on a philosopher
and psychologist, to this man who, like the angels, had fewer ideas and
used less means than we, it had heen inconeeivzhblz thar anyrhing, whether
natural or artificial, could have a use or value only and not also a mean-
ing; this man literally could not have understood our distinction of sacred
‘rom profane or of spiral from mazrerial values; he did not live by bread
alone. It had not occurred to him that there could be such a thing as en
:ndustry without art, or the practice of any art that was not at the same
time a ritz, a going on with what had been done by God in the begin-
ning. Per contra, the modern man is a disintegrated persenality, no longer
the child of hezven and zarth, but altogerher of the earrh. Tr is this rthac
makes it so difficult for us to enter into the spirit of Christian, Hindu
or Buddhist art in which the values taken for granted are spiritual and
only the means are physical and psychological. The whole purpose ol
the ritual is to effect a translation, not only of the object, but of the man
himself to another and no longer peripheral but central level of reference.
Let us consider a very simple case, in which, however, our fictitious dis-
tinctions of barbarism from civilization must be discarded. That neolithic
man slready called his celts and arrowheads “thunderbolts™ is preserved
in the memory of the folk throughout the world. When Sankaracarya
exclaimed, “T have leara: corcentrztion from the maker of arrows,” ile
may well have meant more than to say, “I have learnt [rom the sight of
this men, so completely forgetful of himself in his concern for the good
of the work fa he done, what it means to ‘make ths mind one-pointed.’””
He may also have had in mind what the initiated artisan and initiated

LT : . L1 . P
) Sentimentality and materialism, if not in every respsct synonymous, coincides
in the subject. Man in search of spirir Fas become Jung's “modern men in search

of a soul” who diseavers . . . spirimalism and psychology.
0 Webster, “any process of reascning by means of symbols”
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archer'® had been made aware of in the Lesser Mysteries, tha: an arrow
made by hands is transubstantially the point of that bolt with which the
Solar Hern and Sun of Men frst snicte the Dragon and pillared apart
Leaven and carth, creating an environment and dispelling the darkness
literally with a shaft of light. Not thar anyhady need have thought that
the man-made object had actvally “fallen from heaven,” but thar the
“arrow fcathered with the solar eagle’s feathers and sharpened by incan-
tations” had heen made to be nat merely a thing of wood wiud iron, but
at the sae time, metaphysically, of another sort.* It is in the same way
that the warrior, also an initiate, conceived himself to he nat merely a
man, bur also in the image ol the wiclder of the bolt, the Thundersmiter
himnself. In the same way, the Crusader’s eword was not merely 2 piece
of 1ron or steel, but also a shard derached from the Cross of Light; and
for him, in hoc signo vinces hac neither exclusively a pracrical nor only
a “magical” value; actually to strike the heathen foeman and to bring
light into darkness were of the essence of a single act. I: belonged to the
secret of Chivalry, Asiatic and Europcan, to realize aneself as—that is,
metaphysically, to be—a kinsman of the Sun, a rider on a winged stallicn
or in a charior of fire, and girded with very lightning. This was an im:ta-
tion of God in the likeness of a “mighty man cf war.”

We could have illustrated the same principles in connection with any
of the other arts than that of war; those, for example, of carpentry or
weaving, agriculture, hunting, or medicine, or even in connection with
such games as checkers—where the pawn tha: reaches the “farther shore”
becomes a crowned king and is significantly called to this day in the In-
dizn vernacular a “mover-at-will” (kamacdrin, already in the Upanisads
the technicel designation of the liberated man in whom the spiritual
rebirth has been accomplished). The same holds good for all the activi-
ties of lifz, interpreted as a ritnal performed in imitation o what was
done in the beginning. This poin: of view in conncetion with sexual acts,
sacrificially interpreted ir. the Brihmanas end Upanisads, is, for example,
essential o any understanding of the Tautric and Lamaistic Duddhist
iconographics, or cqually of the Krishna myths and their representation
in art; the point of view survives in our own expression, “the sacrament
of marriage.” The bivalence of an image that has been ritually quickened
by the invocation cf Deity and by the “Gift of Eyes” is of the same kind.

“t See Coomaraswamy, “The Symbolismu vl Archizry,” 19¢3. It is said that the
last cornpany ol Freach archers was dissolved by Clemcenzcau, who objected w©
teir possession of a “scoret

12 Fgr the cult and :ransubstantiation of weapons, ¢f. RV vig7 and 75, and

5B r.2.4.
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In the same way relics are deposited in a stipa and called 15 “life”
(_{fyim); the stfpa being, like the Christian eltar and charch, at once an
crmbodiment and the tomb of the dying God. A formal presence of the
a'rogether despiraied Buddha, Deus absconditus, is thus provided for on
carth: the veritable tomb in which the Buddha, himselZ a Naga,*® really
lives, is ab inzra, and guarded by Nagas; the cult estadlishes a link be-
tweea the outward facss and inward realizy for the sake of those who are
not yet “dead zrd buried in the Godhead.” We indeed speak, although
onlv rhetoricully, of the “life” of a work of art; but this is only a folk
memory and literally a “superstition” of what was once a deliberate
animat'an meraphysically realized.

From the traditional poin: of view, the world 1tsclf, together with all
things done or made in a manner conformzble to the cosmic pattern,
is a theophany: a valid source of information because itsclf in-formed.
Ouly those things arc ugly and ineloquent which are informal or de-
formed (apratiriipa). Transubstantiation is the rule: symhols, images,
myths, relics, anc masks are all alike perceptible to sense, but also in-
telligible when “taken out of their sense.” In the dogmatic language of
revelation and of ritual pracedure rhis general language is reduced
a formulzated science Zor the purposes of commurication and transtission.
It is more necessary that the doctrine should be trensmitted forever, for
the sake of those that have ears 1o hear—"*such souls as are of streagth o
see”—than possible that everyone who plays = part in the transmission
should also be a Ccmprehensor; and hencs there is an adaprarion in
rerms of falklore and fairy rale for popular transmission as well as a
formulation in hicratic languages for sacerdotal transmission, and finally
also an initiatery transmission in the Mysteries. It is equally true with
respect to all of these transmissions that “Whercas in cvery other science
things are signified by words, this science hzs the property, that the things
signified by words have rhemselves also a signification. . . . The parabolizal
sensc 1s contained in the literal” (Swm. Theol. 11.10); that “Scripture.
in one ard the same sentence, while it describes a fact, reveals a mysrery”
(St. Gregory, Moralia xx.1, in Migne, Series lutina).

2 I'he Buddha is sometimes referred to as a Niga, In M 132, the araats Mogel-
lina and Sariputra are called “a pziz of Grea: Serpents” (mahinaga): ab L144-143,
the Naga found at the bottom ot an znt hill (considered as if a st@pe) is called &
“signification of the monk in whom the fonl issuzs kave been eradicarec™;
Sn 529, “Niga” iz delined as one “who dnzc not cling to anything and is released”
(sabatta na svijati vimutto). Parallels abound on Greek soil, where the dead and
deifiec hera is eonstantly represent=d as a snake within a conical womb, end the
chthonis aspect of “eus Meilichios is similarly ophidian,
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It is only in this way tha: the [ormality of the whele of traditional art
and ritual, Christian, Bucdhist, or other, can and must be understnod;
all of this art has been an applied art, never an urt [or art’s sake; the
values of use and mcaning arc prior to those of ornament. Aesthetic vir-
tucs, adequate relations of masses, and so forth, survive in the “art forms”
even when their meaning has been [orgotten; the “literary” valucs of
Scripture and the “musical” values of the liturgy hold, for sxample, even
for the “nothing-morist” (Skr. nastika).”* Na doubt, our “feelings” about
works of art can be psychologically or even chemically cxplained, and
thosc who wish may rest content with knowing what they like and how
they like it. But the serions srudent of the history of art, whose business
it is 10 exolain the genesis of forms and te judge of achievements without
respect to preferences of his own, must also know what the artist was
trving to do or, in other words, what the patron required,

We may have to admit that it is beyonc the competence of tae ra-
tionalist. as such, to understand Buddhist art, On the other hand, we
are far from rmaintaining that in orcer w understand one must be a
Buddhist in any specific sense; there are plenty of professing Buddhists
and professing Christians who have not the leasr idea what Buddhist or
Christian art is all about. What we mean is that in order to understand
onc must be not merely a sersitive man, but also a spiritual man; and
not merelv & spiritual, but also a sensitive man. One must have learned
that an access to reality cannot be had by making a choice between mat-
ter and spirit considered as things unlike in all respects, hut rather by
seeing in things marterial and sensible a formal likeness o spiritual proto-
types of which the senses can give no direct report.*? It is not a question
of religicr versus sciznce, but of a reality on different levels of reference,
or herter, perhaps, of different orders of reality, not murually exclusive.

44 Nistsha, one “who thinks ‘thers is naught heyond this world” ayam loke nast
para itf mant” (KU 11.6), not reclizing that “there is no: on'y this much, but another
than this astgead end anyad ass” (RV x318). It Buddhisis themrsslves have some-
times beer regarded as wastibas, this has been becavsz anatta has heen misunderstood
to mean “there is e Spirit”; the wrue Buddhist position ic that it is en'y of “what
is not the Spirit {anatta; na me so atta),” only of “life under these conditions,”
that it can be said that “there is |for the arahant] now no more (adfaram),” (8
ur1t8). Cf. “Natthika,” in “Soms Pili Words” [in Vol. 2 of this selection—ED. .

45 The nature and use of “Smages” as supports of conternplation is nowhere more
bricfly or better stated than in Repedlic 51008 (“he who uses the visible forms and
zalks about them s not really thirking of them, but of those things of which they
are the itnage”), a passage that may have been the source of St. Basil's well-known
formicla Uit “the respect that is paid to the image passes over to its archeiype”
(De spiritu suncto [Migne, Serics gracca, Vol. 32], c.18; cf. Epiphanius, Fr. 2).
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The Pali word samwega is often used to denote the shack or wonder tha.
mzy be felt when the perception of a work of art becomes a serious ex-
verienze. In other contexts the rcot wij, with or without the inrensive
orefix sam, or other prefixes such as pra. “forth,” implies a swift recoil
from or trembling ar something fearcd. For example, the rivers freed
from the Dragon, “rush forsh” (pra eivijre, RV x.111.9), Tvasr “quakes”
(vevijyate) at Indra’s wreth (RV r30.14), men “lremble” (semuijante)
at the roar of a lion (AV vnn7.15), birds “are in tremor” at the sight of a
falcon (AV war€); a woman “trembles” (samvijjati) and shows ugita-
tion (sameegam dpajjard) at the sight of lier father-in-law, and so does
a monk who forgets the Buddha (M 186); a good horse aware of the
whip is “inflamed and agitated” (atapino samvegino, Dh 144): and as a
horse is “cutr” by the lush, su may the good man be “roubled” (semesjia-
ti) and show agitaticn (szmwega) at the sight of sickness or death, “he-
cause of which agitation he pays clas= heed, and both physically verifies
the ultimate wuth (perama-saccam, the ‘moral’)' and prescientdy pene-
trates it” (A 1.116). 1 will proclaim,” the Buddha says, “rhe cause of my
dismay (samovegam), wherefore 1 trembled (sumvejitam mayd): it was
when 1 saw pecoples foundering like fish when ponds dry up, when T
heheld man’s strife with man, that I felt fear” (or “horrer”), and so it
went “uatil 1 saw the evil barb thar festers in men's hearts” (Sn 935-93%)

T'he emotional stimulus of painful themes may be evoked deliherarely
when the will or mind (rizta) is sluggish, “then he stirs it up (samueieti)
by & consideration of the Eight Emoticnal Themes” {(ettha-samvega-

{Firsr published in the Harvard ,’ow'r;m’ of Astatic Sﬂidﬁler, VII {1943), this £s5ay
wes lacer included in Figures of Specch or Figures of Thought—en.]

' The nltimate significance (paramartha-satyam) cs distinguished (vapitam)
frem the mese facts in which it s exemplified (see PB x.125, x1x6.1; and CU
VIL16.17 with Sankaracarya’s commentary).

*We also feel the horror: but do we see the barb when we consider Picasso's
Guernica, or have we “desired peace, bur net the thirgs that make lor peace™? For
the most part, our “aesthetic” approach stands between us and the wontent of the
wurk of art, of which only the surface intercsts us.
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vatthand) (birth, old zge, sickness, dearh, anc sufferings arising in four
other ways); in the resulting statc of distress, he then “gladdens® (or
“hrills, sampahansets, Skr. hrs, ‘rejoice’ etc) it by the recollzction of the
Buddha, the Eternal Law, and the Conununion of Monks, when it is in
need of such gladdening” (Vis 135). A poignant realization of the tran-
sience of natural beauty may have the same effec:: in the Yuvadjuya [iia-
ka, the Crown Prince (upurdid) “one day carly in the morning mounted
his splendid chariot and went cut in all his great splendor to disport
himself in the park. He saw cn the trectops, the tips of the grasses, the
ends of the branches, cn every spider’s web and thread, and on the points
of the rushes, dewdrops harging like so many strings of pearls.” He
learrs from his charioteer that that is what men call “dew.” When he re-
Lurns in the evening the dew has vanished. ‘Lhe charioteer tells him that
tha is what happens when the sun rises. When rhe Prince hears <lis, he
is “deeply moved” (sumvegupparts hutvd), and he realizes that “the
living constitution of such as we are is just lixe thess drops of dew;* T
must be rid of disease, old age and death; T must take leave of my parents,
and turn to the life of 2 wandering monk.” And so it was that “using
as support of contemplation simply a dewdrop (wssdvabimdum eva aram-
manam hatvd) he realized that the Three Modes of Becoming (Conative,
Formal, and Informal) ase so many blazing fires. . . . Even as the dew-
drop on blades of grass when the sun gets up, such is the life of men”
(] 1.1z20-122).

Here it is a thing lovely in itself that provides the initial stimulus to
reflecrion, hur it is not so much the beautiful thing as it is the perception
of its evarescence that induces recollectinn. On the cther hand, the
“chock™ or “thrill” need not involve a recoil, but may be one of super-
sensual deligh=. For example, the cultivarion of the Seven Factors of
Awakening (to Truth), accompanicd by the notion of the Arrest (ot the
vicious causes of all pathological conditions), of which the seventh is 2n

3 A lesrnad prescher’s discourse is said 1o convinc: (samidapeed), inflame (samut
iejeti) and gladden (campahanseti) the congregation of menks (S 1m.230). [Samecge
is the distressful emotion at failure to attain gpekfa, M 1.180: dhamma-samvegam
is “thrilled with righteous awe,” Therigatha 211.]

4 The dewdrop is here, as are other symbals elsewhere, a “supporr of cortzmpla-
sion” (dhiyilamba). The whole passage, with 1 keen perception of nawral heauty
and of its lessor, enticipates the point of view that is characteristic for Zen Fud-
dhism. For the comparisan of life to a dewdrop (ussdva-bindu), cf. A v.236-137.
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Impartiality (#pekha)® that issues in Deliverance (vossuggu = avasarga).
“conduces to great profit, great case, a great thrill (mahd samvega) and
great glee” (8 v.134).

In it there is “much radical intellection, leading to the full-awakening
aspect of delight” (pitz) or “contentraent (zutrhi) with the flavor (rasa)
of the chosen support of contemplaricn that has been grasped™ body
and mind are fooded or suffused; but this joyous emotion, aftereffect of
the shock, is a disturbance proper only to the earlier phases of contermpla-
tion, and is superseded by equanimity (Vis 135-145).

We arc told that Brother Vakkali spent his days in gazing at the beaury
of the Buddha's person. The Buddha, however, would heve him under-
stand that not he who sees his body, sees himsclf, bur “only he who sees
the Dhamma, sees Me”; he realizes that Vakkali will never wake up
(na ... bujphissati) unless he gets a shock (samvegan dlabhitva); and so
forbids Vakkali to follow him. Vakkali seeks to throw himselt down
from a mountain peak. T'o preven: this, the Buddha appears ro him in a
vision, saying, “Fear nor, bur coms (e4#), and I shall lift you up.” At this,
Vekkali is Alled with delighs (pité); to reach the Master, he springs into
the air® and, pordering as he goes, he “discards the joyful emotion”
and attains the final goal of Arahaita belore he descends to carth at the
Buddha’s fcet (DhA 1v.r18 %), It will be seen that the transition from
shock (that of the ban) to delighr (thar of the vision), and from delight
Lo understanding, is clearly presented. Vakkali, at last, is no longer “at-
tached” to the visual and more or less “idolatrous” experience; the aes-
thetic support of contemplarion is not zn end in itself, but only an index,
and becomes a snare if misuscd.’

The wpekhhaka (ups — ~/iks) corrssponds to the preksaku (pra + ~\/iks) of
MU 17, ie, the divine and impartial “looker on” ar the drama of which al the
world, our “selves” inq'.ludf'd, is the stage.

SOn Tevitation (lightness), see Cromeraswamy, Hinduism and Buddiism, 1043,
. 263, to which much might be added. Other cases of levitation occasioned Ly de-
light in the Buddha as support of contemplation occur in Vis 143-1443 the sane
experierce enables the experient to walk nn the water (J 1.071), A rzlated associa-
tion of ideas Jeads us to speak of being “carried awzy” or “rransported” Dy joy.
In Matthew 1212728, the werds “Be not afraid . . . Come” are :dentical wirh the
Pali ehs, ma bhayi in he DhA context.

790 take heed, lest thou misconceive me in human shape” (Rumi, Dizan, Ode
xxv). Similerly, Mcister Eckhart, “To them his [Christ's] manhood is a hindrance so
long as they still eling to it with mortal pleasure”; and “That man never gets o the
underlying truth whe stops at the cnjoyment of its symbel” (Evans ed., I, 186, 187;
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So far, then, samvega is a state of shock, agitation, fear, awc, wonder,
or delight irduced by some physically or mentally po:gnant experience.
It is a state of feeling, bur always more than a merely physical reaction.
The “shock” is cssentially one of the realization of the implications of
what are strictly speaking only the aesthetic surfaces of phenomena rhar
may be liked or disliked as such. The complete experience trarscends this
cardition of “irritability.”

It will not, then, surprise us te find that it is not enly in connection
with natural objects (such as the dewdrop) or events (such as death)
but also ‘n connection with works of art, and in fact whenever or wher-
ever perception (alofnes) leads to & serious experience, that we arc
really shaken. So we rcad that “the man of learning (pandito = doctor)
cannot but be deeply stirred (samurjjetheva, i.c, samvegam Rarevya) hy
srirring situations (samvejanivesu (hanesw). So may an ardent master
monk, putting all things to the test of prescience, living the life of peace,
and not puffed up, but one whose will has been given its quierus, at-
tain to the wearing out of 1117: there are, in fact, two things that con-
duce to a monk’s well being, contentment, and cpiritual cont:nence, viz.
his radical premise, and “rhe rhrill rhar should be felr in thrilling situa-
tions” (Ttiv 30). We see {from this zext (and from 8 v.134, cited above) that
the “thrill” (samvega), experienced under suitable conditions, if it can
still in some sense be thaught of as an emotion, is by no means merely
an interested aesthetic response, but much rather what we so awkwardly
term the delight of a “disinterested zesthetic contemplatinn”—a contradic-
tion in terms, but “vou know what T mean.”

Now there are, in particular, “four sightly places whereat the believing
clansman should be deeply maved (caitdrs Ritla-putiassa dassaniyani samve-

ef. p. 194), and St. Augusine, “It seems to me that the disciples were engrossed by
the human form of the Lord Christ, and as men were held to the man by a hurman
affection. But ke wished them to have a divine afection, and thus to maks= them,
‘rom being carnal, spiritual. . . . Therefore he said to them, T sead yon a gifr by
which you will be mads spiritual, namely, the gitt of the Holy Ghost .. . You will
‘rdecd cease from being carnal, if the torm of the flzsh be removed from your
eves, so thet the form of God may ke implanted in your hearis” [Serma cerxx.2).
The “form™ of the Buddha :hat he wished Vakkzl: to see, rather than tha: of the
fesh, was, of course, that of the Dharma, “which h= who sees, secs Me” (S rm.r20).
St Augustine’s words parallel those of the Prema Sagare, chs. 48 and 40, whers
81 Krishna, having departed, sends Udha with the message to rhe mikmaids at
Brindiban that they are no longer ta think of him as a man, but as God, ever
immanently present in themselves, and never absenr,
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janiydni thanani); they are thuse four in which the layman can say ‘here
the Buddha was born!” *here he attained to the Total Awakeniag, and
was alzogether the Wake!” ‘here did he first set agoing the incomparable
Wheel of the Law!” and ‘here was he despirated, with the despiration
(nibbana) that leaves no residuum (of occasion of becoming)!" .. . And
there will come to these places believers, monks and sisters, and layfolk,
men and women, and so say . . . and those of these who die in the course
of their pilgrimage to such monumenrs (retiya), in serenity of will (pa-
canna-cittd) will be regenerated after death in the happy heaven-world”
(D 1141, 142, cf. A 1.136, m.120).

As the words dassaniya (darsaniya), “sightly,
monly applied ww visible works of art (as frevapiya, “worth hearng” 15
said of audidle works), ard cetsys,® "monument,” imply, and as we also
cnow from abundanr lirerary and archaeologicel evidence, these four
sacred places or stations were marked by menuments, e.g, the still extant
Wheel of the Law set up on a pillar in the Deer Park at Benarzs an the
site of the first preaching. Furthermore, as we also know, these pilgrim
stations could be substituted by similar monuments set up elsewhere,
or even constructed on such a small scale as to be kepr in a private chapel

wooa

sight-worthy,” cum-

or carried about, w be similarly used as supports of contemplation. The
net result is, then, that icons (whether “aniconic,” as at first, or “anthropo-
morphic,” somewhar later), serving as reminders of the great moments
of the Buddha's life and participating in his cssence, are to be regarded
as “stations,” at the sight of which a “shock™ or “thrill” may and should
be experienced by monk or layman.

Samvega, then, refers to the cxpericace that may be felt in the presence
of a work of art when we are struck by it, as a horse may be struck by
a whip. Tt is, however, assumed that, like the good horse, we arc morc
or less trained, and hence that more than o merely physical shock is in-
volved: the blow has a meaning for us, and the realization of that mecan-
ing, in which nothing of the physical sensation survives, is still a part
of the shock. "I'hese two phases of the shock are, indeed, normally felr
together as parts of an instant experience; but they can be logically dis-
tinguished, and since there is nothing peculiarly artistic in the mere sen-
sibility that all men and animals share, it is with the latter aspect of the

#On the different kinds of ceriya, and their furction as substtutes for the visible
presence of the Meus absconditus, see the Kalinga-bodhi Jitaka (] 1v.228) and
Cuomaraswamy, “The Nature of Buddhist Art” [in this volume—ep.].
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shock that we are chiefly concerned. In either phase, the external signs of
the experience ray be emotional, but while the signs may be alike, the
conditions they express are unlike. In the first phase, taere is really a
disturhance, in the second there is the experience of a peace that cunnot
be described as an emction in the sense that fear and love or hate are emo-
tions. It is for this reason that Indirn rhetoricians have zlweays hasirared
o reckun “Peace” ({dnti) as a “favor” (rasa) in ore category with the
other “flavors.”

In the deepest experience thar can be induced hy a work of arr (or other
reminder), our very being is shaken (samueijita) to its roots, The “Tasting
ot the Flavor” that 1s no longer any one flavor is, as the Sdhizya Darpana
puts it, “the very twin brother of the tasting of God”; ir involves, as the
word “disinterestad” imnlies, a seli-naughting—a semetipea liquescere—
ard it is for this reascn that it can be described as “dreadful,” even though
we could not wish to aveid it. For example, it is of this expericnce that
Eric Gill writes that “At the first impact | was so moved by the [Gregon-
zn] chant ... as tobe almost frighrened. .. . This was something alive . . .
I knew infallibly that God cxisted and was a living God” (Awtobiog-
raphy, London, 1940, p. 1%7). 1 have myself been completely dissolved and
broken up by the same music, and had the same experience when rezding
aloud Plato's Phacdo. That cannot have been an “aesthetic” emoticn, such
zs could have been felt in the presence of some insignificant work of art,
but represents the shock of conviction thet only an intellectual ar. can de-
liver, the body blow that 1s delivered by any perfect and therefcre con-
vincing statemen: of truth. On the other hand, realism in religious art
1s only disgusting and rot at all moving, and what is conumonly called
psthos 1 art generally makes one laugh. "The point 1s that a Lability to
be overceme by the rruth has nothing to do with sentimenrality; it is well
known that the mathematician can be overcome in this way, when he
finds a perfect expressicn that subsumes innumerable sepzrate observa.
tions. But this shock can be felt only 17 we have learned o recognize
truth when we see it. Consider, tor exampole, Plotinus’ overwhelming
words, “TJo you mean ta say thar they have seen God and do not re-
member him? Ah ne, it 15 that they see him now and always, Memory is
for those who have forgotten” (Plotinus, 1v.4.6). To feel the full force of
this “hunderbolt” (vajra)® one must dave had at least an inkling of what

*The “Lunderbolt’ is 4 hard saying thar hits you in the eye (vajrem profyeksie-

wisthurarn) " Dusuriipa 1.04; . Plutarch, Fericles &, kepauvdy fr yAdoon ¢épew,
and St Augusiine’s YO axe, hewing the rocs™”
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is invalved in the Platonic and Indian doctrine ol Recollecton.' In the
question, “did He who mads the lamb make thee?” there is an incom-
parably harder blow than there is in “only God can make a tree,” which
could as well have been said of a flea or a cutworm. With Socrascs, “we
cannot give the name of ‘art’ to anyrthing irraticnal” (Gorgias 4654); nor
wirh the Buddhist think of any but significant works of art as “stations

wherc the shock of ewe should be fele”

10 Cf. Menn 81c and Phaedras 248t CU vitab.1 (&manah smara); o Coornara-
cwzmy, “Recollection, Indian aad Platonic” [in Vol. 2 of this selecion—en.].

[ Addendum: "Not all who perceive with the eyes the sensible products of art are
affected alike by the same objzet, but if they know it for the ourward portrayal of
an archetype subsisting in intuition, thetr hearts are shzgen (Hopufotvrar, literally
‘are troubled’) and they recapture memory of that Original . . Plotinus, 11.0.06].
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Ex divina pulchritvdine cose omnazum derivatur.
5t. Thomas Aquinas

Each thing receives a poipa toi katot according
fc its capaclty.
Plotinus, Enneads 1.0.0, lines 32-33

INTRODUCTION

The present arricle is the first of a series in which it is lutended to male
more readily accessible to modern students of mediaeval art the most
important sources for the corresponding aesthetic thecry. The mediaeval
artist is, much more chan zn individual, the chiannel through which the
unanimous conscicusncss of an organic and international community
found expressicn; in the material to be stuciad will be found the basic
assumptions upon which his operation depended. Without a knowledge
of these assumptions, which embrace the formal ard final causes of the
work irself, the. student must necessarily be restricted to an Lavestigation
of the efficient and material causcs, that is, of technicue and materaly
and while a knowledge of these is indispensable for a full nndersranding
of the work in all irs accidental aspects. something more is required for
judgment and criticism, judgment within the mediaeval definition de-
pending upon compzrison of the acrual or accidental form of the work
with its substantial or essential form as it precadsted in the mind of the
artist; because “similirude is said with respect to the form” (Sum. Theol.
15.4), and not with respect to ary arher and external object presumed
to have been imitazed. It is, however, not merely for the sake of the pro-
[essed srudent of mediasval Christian art that these srdies have heen
undertaken, bur also because the Scholastic aesthetic provides for the
European student an admirable introducticn to that of the East, and
because of the intrinsic charm of the material itsell. No one who lias once
appreciated the consistency of the Schelastic theory, the legal finesse of
its arguments, or realized all the advantages proper to its precise technical
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terminology, can ever wish w igrore the patristic texts. Not only is the
mediacval aesthetic universally applicable and incomparably clear and
sarisfying, but also, ar the same tme that it is about the beautiful, it is
beautiful in itself.

The modera student of “art” may be zt first inclined ro resent the
combinarion of aesthetic with theclogy. This, however, belongs to a point
of view which did nct divide experience into independently self-subsistent
compartments; and the student who realizes that he must somchow or
other acquaint himsclf with mediacval moces of thought end feeling
had better accommodate himself to this from the beginning. Theology is
itself an arr of the highest order, being concerned with the “arrangement
of Ged,” and in relation to the mediaeval works of art stands :n the posi-
tion of formal cause, in igneorance of which a judgmenr of the art, other-
wise than upon a busis of pzrsonal taste, remains impossible,

THr TRANSLATIONS

The Scholzstic docirine of Beauty is funcamentally based nn the hrie
rreatment by Dicnysius the Areopagite’ in the chapter of the De divinis
nominibus entitled “De pulchro et bono.” We therefore will commence
with a translation of this short tex: made, nnt from the Greek, bur from
the Latin version ol Johannes Sarzcenus, which was used by Albertus
Magnus in his Opascalum de pulchro® (sometimes attributed to St.
Thoras) and hy Ulrich of Strassburg in the chepter of his Summa de

This translation and commentary first eppearcd in the Art Eadietin, XVIL (1633)
and XX (rg28), under the ntle “Mediaeval Aesthztic” The tex: given here 1
Caomaraswany's revision for Fignres of Speech or Figwres of Thoeught, but the
valuablz introdustion of the carlier version has been restored to it—eo.]

10On Dionysius, see Darboy, 87 Denys Faréopagite (Faris, 1932), and C. E. Relr,
Dionysins the Areopagite, 2nd ed. (London, 1940}, with bibliography.

2 This rather inaceessible text can be consulted in (1) P. A, Uccelli, Notrzie storico-
critiche circa wn commentario inedite di 8. Tommaso d’Aquine sepra i fibro di
S, Dionigi Dei Nomi Diviri, la scienza ¢ la fede, Serie 11[, Vol. V (Naples, 18f0),
335-30g, where the authorship is discussed, the discussion being tollowed by the text
“De pulchro et bano, ex commentario aneedoto Sancti Thomae Aguinatis in lihrim
Sancti Dioaysii De divinis nomiribus, cap. 4, leet. 57 (pp. 389-459), and (2) in
Sancti Thomae Aquinatis, Opuscuda selecta, Vol IV, opusc. xxxy, “De pulchra et
bono,” ex comm, S. Th. Aq. in lib. 8. Dienysii De dizinis neminibus, cap. ¢, l=ct. 5
{Paris, n.d.).

The shorter commentary on the same text, also wanslated helow, cerrainly by
St. Thomas, occurs in Sancti Thomar Aqumaiis, Opera omnia (Farma, 1864), 28
opusc, viI, cap. 4, lect. 5.
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pono entitled “De pulchro,” the rranslation of which forms the second
tex: of the present series. Ulrich Engclberti of Strassburg, who died in
1277, was himself a pupil of Albermus Magnus? Our translation is mede
from the Latin text edited and published by Grabmann' frem manu-
script sources; it adheres rather more closely to the original than does
Grabmzrn's excellent German rendering. The same editor adds an intro-
ducrion, cnc of the best accounts of mediaeval aesthetic that has yet
appeared.”

Plato’s doctrine of the relatively beautilul wud of an absolute Beaury
is mus: clearly stated in the Symposiwm 210E-2118:

“To him who has been instructed thus far n the lore of love (7d
éporucd),” considering beaut:ful things oue after another in their proper
order, there will be suddenly revealed the marvel of the nature of Beauty,
and it was for this, O Secrates, that all rhose former labors were uncer-
raken. This Beauty, in the first place, is cverlasting, not growing znd
deczying, or waxing and waning; secondly, it is not fair from one peint

3 Cf. Martin Grabmann, “$tudien iber Ulrich von Strassburg, Bilderwissenschaft-
licken Lebens und Strebens aus der Schule Alberts des Grossen,” in Zert. fiir kath,
Theologic, XXIX (1go5), or in “Miuelalerliches Geistesleben,” in Abhandlungen
zur Geschichte dev Scholastih end Mysiik, 3 vols. (Munich, 1g26),

# Martic. Grabmann, “Des Ulrich Engelberti von Strassburg, O.Pr. (t1277) ab-
nandlung De pulchro,” in Sitzb. Bayer. Akzd. Wiss., Phil. . . . Klasse (Munich,
1926), abh. ;.

5Ty the short bibliography in Coomaraswamy, Why Exhibe Werks of An?,
1943, . 5g, add: A, Dyroff, “Zur allgemcinen Kunstlehre des hl. Thomas” Bei-
triige cur Geschichie der Philvsophic des Miteelaiters, Supplzmeniband 11 (Minster,
1923), 1y5-210; E. de Bruvne, “Bullztin dPesthétique,” Revee néoscolastique (August
1y53); A. Thiéry, De la Bomé er de lu beanié, Louvain, 18g7: L. Wencelivs, “La
philosophie de I'arr chez les néo-scolastiyues de langue frangaisc,” Etwdes d'bistoire
v de philosophie publides par In Faculté de Thévlagie Trotestante de FUniversité
de Strassburg, No. 27 (Paris, 1932): ], Maritin, Ar¢ und Schalsstizcism (New York,
19301 T. Huré, Sr. Augustin musicien (Patis, 1uzg); W. Hoffmann, Philosophische
Tuterpresation dey Awgusiinusschrift De arre musicu {Marburg, 1031).

Among these works, that of Dyroff is prebably the best. Those of Maritain and
de Bruyns are somewhat tendentious, ar¢ Marimin's seerns o e o be tainted by
mocernism. Further references will Se found in these works, and it is not our
present intention o attempt a complee bibliography. It meay be added that a
sound rodern and practical application of Schelastic docuine as to heauty and
wurkmanship will be found in the writings and works ol Eric Gill.

® The theory or science of Love, in its social as well as iu it spiritaal significance
and introductory to the higher “rites ard mysteries” (Symposium zioa; of. 1888),
is represented typically in the Middle Ages (Provence, Daute, les fidéles de Pamour,
courtly love), in Islam (Rimi and the Sofis generally), and in India (Jayadeva,
Vidyipat, Bihari, erc.). In this waciten the plenomneana of love are the adequate

symbuls of inidatory weaching. © be distinguished from a merely erotic “mysticism.”
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of view and foul from ancther, or in one relation and in une place Lair
and ar anothier time or in another relation foul, so as to be fair to some
and foul to others . . . but Beauty absolute, ever existent in uniformity
with itself, and such that while all the muliiude of beaunful things par-
ticipate in it, it is never increased or diminished, but remains impassible,
although they come to he and pass away. . . . Beaury itsell, eutire, pure,
vnmizxed . . . divine, and coessential with itsclf.”

This passage is the source of Dionysius the Areopagite on the beautiful
and Beauty in Ne divinis nominibus, cap. 4, lect, 5, which is in turn the
subject of the commentarics by Ulrich Engelberti and St. Themas Aqui-
nas. The three texts are translated below.

1. D;’orsy.u'm the Arcapagzltc

The good is praised by sainted rhenlogians zs the beautiZul and us Beauty:
as delight and the delectable; and by whatever other befitting names are
held to imply the beautifying power or the attract:ve qualities of Beauty.
The bezutiful and Beaury are indivisible in their cause, which embraces
All in Onsz. In existing things these are divided inte “participaton” and
“participants”; for we call “beautiful” what participates in heaury;™ and
“heauty” that participazion in the beautilying power which is the cause
of all that is beautiful in things.

But the supersubstantial beautiful is righrly called Beaury abscluzely,
both because the beautiful that is in existing things according to their
several narures is derived from it, and because it 1s the cause of all things
being in harmony (cansonantia) and of illuminztion (claritas); because,
moreover, in the likeness of light it scnds forth to cverything the beauti
tying distributions of its own fontal raying; and for that it summons all
things to itself. Hence, it is called kahév as gathering all things several
into onc whole, aad pedchrum as at the same time most beautiful and
superbeantiful; ever existent in one and rthe same mode, and beautiful
in one and the samne way; neither created nor destroyed, nor increased
nor diminished; nor beautiful ir one place or at one time and ugly else-
where ar ar anather rime; nor heautiful in one relusion and ugly i an-
other; nor here but not there, as though 1t might be beautitul tor some
and not for others; but as being self-accordant with itself and uniform
with itself; and always beautilul; and as it were the fount of all beauty;
and in itsel? preeminently possessed of beauty. For in the simple and

7 Cf. “Imitation, Expressior, and Participation” [in this volume—ep.|, notes 36, 38.
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supernatural nature of all things beautitul, all beaury and all that 1s
beautiful have preexisted uni‘ormly in their cause,

From this [super-] heautiful it is that there are individual beatties in
existing things each :n iz own kind; and because of the heantiful are
2]l alliances and friendships and [cllowships, and all are united by the
beautiful. And the super-beautiful is the principle of all things as being
their efficiert canse, and moving zll of rhem, and maintaining all by
‘ave of its bwn Beauty. It is likewise the end of all, as being their hnal
causc, since all things are made for the sake of the beautiful:® and likewise

& This must not be understood 0 mean that the zrtist as such has in view simply
1o make “something” beaudlul, or 1w “ueate beanty.” The statement of Dionysius
refers to the £nal end from the peint of view of the sawon (who may be cizher the
arrist himself, not as artst but as man, or may be some other man or some organiza-
tinn or society ‘n general), who expects 1w be pleased as well as served by the object
made; for what is the end in one operadorn may itell be vrdained w something
“lse as an end {Sum. Theoi. 111.13.4), as, for example, “t give pleasure when seen,
ar when appreherded” (76id., 154 and 1.27.1 ad 3); cf. Augusiine, Lié, de ver. rcl.
30, “An iran style is made by the smith on the one hand that we may write with
it, and an the cther that we may take pleasurs in it and in it kind it s at tac same
time heantifnl and adapted to our use,” where “we™ relers w rman as pauon, as in
St. Thamas, Physics 11.4.5, where it is said that “man” is the general end vl all things
made by arr, which are brought into being for his sake. The artist mav know that
the thing well and trely made (Skr. suhrta) will and must be beaudful, but he
canner he said ta he working with this besuty in ‘mmediate view, decause he is
always warking to a determinate end, while bzauty, as being proper ro and iu-
evitable in whateoer 1s well and e’y mace, represents an indeterminate end, The
same conclusion follows from the corsideration that all beauty is formal, and thet
farm 15 the same thing as speciss; things are beautiful in hewr kind, and not iu-
definitely. Scholastic philosophy is never tired of pointing out that every rational
agent, and the arzist in particular, 18 always working for determinate and singular,
and net far infinite and vague eads: for example, Sum. Theol. 1.25.5¢, “the wisdor
of the maker is restricted to some defaite order”; 1.7.4, “no agent acts aimlessly™;
T1L1.2¢, VIt the agent were aot determinate to some parricular effect, it would not
do one thing rather than ancther”; 1.45.6c, “operating hy a word conceived in his
intellect (per verbum in intellectu conceptum) and moved by the direction of his
will towards the specifiz object to be made”; Phyr mrin, sfirming again that
art s determined to singular ercs and is not infinite, and Amqunnas, De coelo et
mundn 11.3.5, that the intellect is conformed to a univarsal arder anly in connection
with a parzicular idea. Cf St Bonaventura, { Sers. d.25, aunic, q.T, fund.2, “Fuvery
agent acting rationally, not at randor, nor under compulsinn, foreinows rhe thing
before it is, viz. in a likeness, by which likeness, which is the ‘idea” of the thing,
Irj'if thing 1s both known and brought into being.” What 1s trie of fectibilia is true
in the same way of agibilia; o man does not perform a particalar good deed for
the sake of i beauty, for any good cdeed will be beautiful in effect, but he dnes
Erecisely that gocd deed which the oecasion requires, in relatien to which occasion
some other good deed would be inappropriate {(fnmepiuen ), and therefere awkward
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the exemplary cause, since all things are determined by it; and therefore
the good and the beauriful are the same; for all things desire the beautiful
for every reason, nor is there anything cxisting that does not participate
in the Beautiftl and the Good. And we make bold to say that the non-
existent zlso parricipates in the Bezutiful and the Good; [or then it is at
once truly the Beautiful and the Good when it is praised supersubstan-
tially in God by the subtraction of all attriputes.

2. Ulrich Engclbertiy, De pulehro’

Just as the form of anything whatever is its “goodness,”™® perfecticn
being desired by whatever is perfectible, so also the beauty of everything
is the same as its formal excellence, which, as Dionysius says, is like a
lighr thar shines upon the thing that has been [ormed; which also ap-
pears inasmuch as matter subject to privation of form is cclied vile
(rurpis) by philosophers, and desires form in the same way rhar the
ugly (zurpe) desires what is good and beautiful. So then the beautiful
by another name is the “specitic,” from species or form."” So Augustine

or ugly. In the sams way rhe wnrk of art is always occasional, and if not opportune,
is supesrfuous.

9 Se= Grabmann, “Des Ulrich Fngelherti von Strassburg.”

10 | Thic note hazs been printed as an appendix to this chapter.—En.]

1L Ct, Sum. Theol. 11-.18.2¢, “The primary goodness of a natvreal rhing is derived
From its torm, which gives it its species,” and 1.39.8¢c, “Species or bzauty has a
likeness to the property of the Son,” viz. as Exemplar, In general, the form, specics,
besuty, and perfection or goodness or truth of a thing are coincident and indi-
visible in ir, although not in themselves synonymous in tae sense of interchangeable
terms.

A clear grasp of what is mean: by “form™ (Laz. forma = Gk. €iBos) is absolutely
essential for the student of mediaeval aesthetie. In the first place, form as coincident
with idea, image, spesics, similitude, reason, etc., is the purely intellecumnl and im-
material cause of the thing being what it is, as well as the means by which it is
known; form in this sense is the “art in the artist,” to which he eonforms his ma-
terial and which remains in him, and this holds equally for :he Divine Architect and
for the human artist. This exemplary form is called subsiantial or essential, not as
subsisting apart fram the intellect on which it depends, but becanse it is like a sib-
stance (r.45.5 ad 4). Scholastic philosoohy followed Aristode (Metaphysics m8.15)
rather than Plate, “whe held that ideas existed of therselves, aad not in the in-
tellect” (idid., 1.2.15.1 ad 1). Accicents “proper to the form.” e.g, that the idea of
“man” is that of a biped, are inseparable from the form as it thus subsists in the
mind of the artist.

In the second place, over against the esszntial form or ar: in the artst as ahove
defined, and constituting the exemplary or formal cause of the becoming of the
work of art {artificiatum, opus, that which is made per artern, by art), is the acci-
dental or actual form of the work itself, which as materially formed (materialis
efficitur) is determined not only by the idea or art as formal cause, bur also by the
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(De Trinttate vi) says thar Hilary pradicated species in the :mage as being
the occasion of bezuty therein; and calls the ngly “deformed” because ol
its privation ol due form. Just because it is present insofar as the formal
light shines upon what is formec or proportioned, material beauty sub-
sists in a harmony of propartion, viz. of perfeciion Lo perfectible.** And

efficient anc matcrial causes; end inasmuch as these introduce factors that are not
essential o ae idez nor inevitably annexed to it the actual form or shape of the
work ol art is called its aceidental form, The artist therefore knows the form essen-
tially, the chserver enly accidentaly, to the extent that he can really idendfy his
peint of view with that of the arist on whese intellect the thing made imrsadiaely
depends.

The distinctun betweea the two senscs in which the word “form” is used 15 verv
clearly drawn by St Bonaventura, 7 Sent. J.35, aunic, q.2, opp.1 as follows: “Form
is twofold, being either te form tiat is (he perfection of & thing, or the exemplary
form. In both czses therz is postulated « relation, in the lawer case, a relation
the material thet is infermed, in the former a relation to that {ideal which is actu-
ally exemplified.”

Seholastie philosophy in general, and when nu qualifying adjectives arc em-
ploved, employs the word “form™ in the causal and exemplary sense; medern
speech more ofter in the other sense as equivalent to physical shape, though the
alder meaning is retained when we speak of a form or muld ¢ which u thing is
shapsd or trucd. Tr is often impassible to understand just what is weant by “form”
as the word is used by contermporary aestheticians,

12°TIhe material heanty, perfecrion, or goodness of any thing s here defined by
:he ratio of essertial (snhstantial) form to zcciden:al (actual) forin, which beeomes
in the rzse of manufactire tae ratio of art in the artist o artifact in cther words,
anything participates in heanty, or is beautiful, to the extent that the inwention of
the maker has beea realized in ir. similarly, “A thing is said to be perfect if it
lacks nothing to the made of its perfection” (Sum. Theol. 1.5.5¢); or, as we should
axpress it, if it is altogether good of its kind. Narural objects are always beautiful
in their several kinds because their maker, Dens #el Nature Noturans, is infallible;
artifacts are beautitul to ke extent thar the artificer has heen able to comrol his
materizl, Questions of raste or value [what we like ar dislike, can or cannct use)
are equally irrelevant in either case.

The probleny of “truth 16 nature™ as a criterion of jndgment in our modern sense
daes not arise in Christian art, “Trach is primarily in the intellect, and secondly
in things accordingly as they are related to the intellect which is their principle”
(Swm. Theol. 116.1). Truth in a work of art (@fificrazim, artifact) is a being well
and truly made aceording to the pattern in the artist’s mind, and so “a honse is said
to be true that expresses the likeness of the form in the artists mind, and words
are said to ke true insofar as they ars signs of truth in the intellect” (12nd ). In the
sarme way, a work of at i called “felse” when the form of the art is wanting 11 1r,
and an artist is said to produce a “false” work, if it falls short ot the proper opera-
tion of his zrt (r.17.1). In other words, the work of art as such is good or bad of
its kind, and cannot be judged in any other way: whether or nov we like ar have
any use for the kind being another matter, irrelevant to any judgment of the art
itself.

The problem of “truth to nature” in cur sense arises only when a confusion is
introduced by an intrusicn ot the scientific, empirical, and radonal point of view.
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therefors Dionysius defines beauty as harmony (cunmrzwntiu) and il-
lumivation (clarzzas).

Now God is the “one true T.ight that lighteth every man that cometh
into the world® (Jolut 1:9), and this is by ITis Nature; which Light, as
being the divine manner o: understanding, shines upon the ground of
His Nature, which grourd is predicated of His Naiure when we speak
of “God” concretcly. For thus He dwells in an inaccessible Light; and
this ground of the Divine Nature is not merely in harmeny wirh, but
zltogerher the same as His Nature; which has in itself Three Persons
coordinate in a marvellous harmony, the Son being the image of the
Father and the Haly Ghast the link between them.

Here he szys that God is not only perfectly beautiful in Himself,
being the limit of beaury, but more than this, that He is the efficient and
exemplary and fnal cause of all created beauty.”® Efficient cause: just

Then the work of art, which is prepesly 2 symool, is interpreted as though it had
been a sigr, and a resemblonce is cemanded as between the sigh and rthe thing
presumed to be signified or denotwed; and we hear it said of “priminive” art thar
“that was before they knew anytaing about anatomy.” The Schalasric d'ssinction
of sign and symbol is made as follows: “Whaereas in every cther seienee rhings
zre sigrified by worcs, this science has the property that the things signified by the
words have themselves also a significance” (Swum. Theol. 11,10}, By “this sciene="
St. Thomas means, of course, theology, and the words referred e are taose o
seriplure; but theology and art in principle are the same, the one employiag a
versal, the other a visual imagery to communicate an ideolegy, The problem of
“truth to nature” in our sense, then, arises whenever the habet of attenvon chenges
it: direction, interest being concentrated upon things as they are in themselves and
no longer primarily upon their intelligible aspects; in other words, when there is
a shift from the spcculative or idealistic to a rational or realistic point of view (the
reader sheuld bear in mind that speculative or mirrorkinowlzdge meant originally,
and in all waditisns, a eertain and infallible knowledge, phenomenal things as sach
buing regarded as uniniclligin'e and mercly the occasions of sznsory reactions such
as animals also have). The shift of interest, which may be described as an extro-
version, took plase in Evrope with the Renaissance; and similarly in Gresce, at tae
end of the Gt century .o Nothing of the same kind has cver taken place in Asia.

Thus, it is evident that Clristian art cannot be judged by any standards of taste
or vesisimilitude, but sclely as to whether and how far it clearly cxpresses the
ideas that are the formal sasis of its whele econsttution; ror can we make this
judgment in ignorance of the ideas themsclves. The same will held good for archaic,
primitive, zrd Criental art generally.

12 The fourth of the Aristorclian causcs, viz. thc material cause, is necessarily
vinited Lere, Clristian Jogma denying that God operates as the materie]l ceuse
of aaything. The Scholsstic “primary matter,” the “nonczistent” of Dionysius, i3
not the infivite emnipotence (Skr. aditd, seked, male-prakrtd, ere) of the divine na-
ture, “Natura Natirans, Creatrix, Deus,” but a potensiality that extends only to the
natural forms or possibilitics of manifestation {Sere. Theol 172 ad 33 thus, Dante’s
“Pura potcnza tenne la parte ima,” Paradéso xxix34). It is not the absolute nzught
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as the light of the sun by pouring cut and causing lighr and colers is
the maker of all physical beauty; just so (L true and primal Light pours
out rom itself all the formal light, which is the beauty of all things.*™
Exemplary cause: just as physical light is oz in kind, which is nonethe-
less that of the beauty that is in all colors, which the more light they
l.ave the more beautitul they ace, and of which the diversity is occa-
sioned by the diversity of the surfaces that receive the light, and the more
light lacks, the more arc they hidecus and formless; even so the divine
Light is one nature, that has in itselz simply and uniformly whatever
bea_luty is in all created forms, the diversity of which depends on the
recipients themselves—from whom also the form is more or less remote
in the manner of their unlikeness ta rhe primal intelleciual Light, and
is ohscured: and therefore the beauty of forms docs not consist in their

of the Divine Darkness, but the relative nzught (Aha, @hiie us quintesscnec) out
of which the world was made (ex mikile fit), and in the act ol creation takes the
place of the “marerial cause.” As such it is remote from Gud (Swra, Theal. 114z
ad 3}, who is definzd as heing whelly in act (L14.z¢), thorgh 1t “retains a cestain
likeness to he divine being” (1142 ad 3), viz. that “nature by which the Father
begets” (r41.5); cf. Augusting, De Trinttate xv.g, “That natue, w wil, which
creatzd all others™

If, on the other hand, we consider, net God as distinet from Godhead, bur ratler
the unity of essence and nature in the Supreme Identity of the conjciat principles,
it will be proper to say that all cauges are present in Debty, for this nawre, viz.
Natura Maturars, Greatrix (of which tae manner of opsration is imitated in ar,
Sum, Theol. trr.re), is Cod. Just as the procession of the Son, the Worc, “is frum
a livicg conjoint principle (& principia pizente conjuncta)” and “is properly called
generaticn and nativity’ (1.27.2), and “that by which the Facher begets is the divine
nature” ‘r.21.5), so the human artist works through "z word cenceived in his in-
tellect” (per verbemn in intellectn conceptum, 145 fic).

It is only when, taking the buman analogy too literally, we consider the divine
procession and creation as teriporal events that the divine namre apparently “re-
cedes from” the divine essence, potertiality becoming “means” (S37. Maya) over
against “act”; this is the diremption of BU 14.3 (“He divided his Essence in rwain,”
dvedhi apatayar), the flight apart of Heaven and Earth in JUB 154 (te vyadrava-
tam), as in Genesis 1, “God divided the upper from the nether warers.” If, then,
God be defined as “all act” or “pure act,” and as the Divine Architect in cperation,
the mazerial causc of the things created is not in Him. Just as, in hnman operaticn,
the matcrial cause is cxternal to the artiss, not in him, and inasmuch 2 the ma-
zerial cause in his case is a'rcady to some extent “Zormed” and not like primery mat-
ter altogether informal, tractble, and passive, the material cause bota offers a
certain resistance to the artist’s purpose (Dante’s sorda, Paradiso 112g) zrd in som=
measure determines the restlts at the seme time that in its disposition to the re-
sepion of znather form it rescmbles primary matter and lands isel? to the inten-
tion of the ardst, whe may be compared to the Divine Architect inscfar as he fully
controls e iraterial, aloogh never complewly.

T As in RV v.81.2 wheie the Supernal Sun cided répani prati mudcate.
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diversity, but rather has its cause in the one :ntellectual Light that is
emniform, for the omniform is intelligible by its own aature, and the
more purcly the form possesses this Light, the more is it beautitul and
like the primal Light, so as to be an image of it or imprint of irs like-
ness; and the more it recedes from this nature and is donc into matter
(materialis efficitur) the less it has of beauty and the less like the primal
Light. And final cause, for form is desired by whatever is perfectible,
as being its perfection,’ the narure of which perfection is in the form
only by way of likeness to the uncreated Light, lixeness to which is
hezuty in created things; as is evident inasmuch as form is desired and
tended towards as being good, and also as being beautiful; and so the
divine Beauty :n itself, or in any likeness of it, is an end atrracting every
will. And therefore Cicero in his De officiis [De inven. rhet. 1158
identified the beautiful with the worthy (homestzem) when he said that
“the beausiful is that which draws vs by irs power and allures by its
sweetness.”

Beauty is, therefore, really the same as goodness, as Dionysius says,
as heing the very form of the thing; but beauty and goodness differ
logically, form as perfection being the “gocdness” of the thing, while
form as possessing in itself the formzl and intellectual light, and shin'ng
on the material, or on anything that being apt w the reception of form
is in this scnsc material, is “beauty.” So as John 1:4 says, "All things
were in God life, and light” Li%e, because as being perfections, rhey
bestow [ulluess of being; and Lighe, because being diffused in what is
formed, they beautity it So that in this way all that is beaunful is good.
Whenze if there he anything good that is not beautiful, many sensually
delightful things being, for example, ugly (zarpia),' this depends upon
the lack of some specific goodness in them; and conversely, when any-
thing beautiful is said to 5z otherwise than good, as i Proverbs, at the

1 No “personification” of the thing is implied, “desires” being equivaleat
“needs.” When we say that 2 thing “wants” or “needs” something to be perzecr,
this is as much as to say both thar it lacks that something and that it requiras that
something, A crab, for example, may not be conscious that it has lost a limb, but
it i in some sease aware, and it is a kind of will that results in the growth of
another limb. Or if we consider an inanimate cbject, such as a table “wantung™ a
leg, then the corresponding “will” is attributed to primary matter, “insatable for
form™; in materia est dispositic ad formam.

18 As pointed out by Augustine, De musica vi.38, some people take pleasure in
dejormia, and these the Greeks in the vernacular called pampddidoy, or 25 we should
sey, pervers; of, BG winio. Augustine elsewnere (Lib, de ver. ref. 57) points ovt
that while things that please us do so because they are beautiful, the converce, viz.
thzt things are beaunful oecause they nlease us, does not hold,
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cnd [31:30], “Favor is deceitful, and heauty vain,” this is insofar as it
becomes the vccasion of sin*’

Now because chere are both substantial and accidental forms besides
+he uncreated Reaury, heauty is rwofold, as being cither essential or acci-
dental. And cach of these beautics is again twofold. For essential beauty
is either spintual—the soul, for example, an ethereal beauty—or intel-
lectnal, as in the case of the beauty of an angel; or it 1s physical, the
beauty of material being its nature or natural form. In the same way,
accidental form is either spiritual—science, grace, and virtues being the
heauty of the soul, end ignorance and sins its deformities—or it is physi-
cal, as Augustine, De cavitate Dei xxu1, describes it, when he says, “Beauty
is the agreement of the parts together with a certain sweetncss of color.™*

T The problem of sinister beatty raised by Proverbs 31:30 is rather better dealt
with in the Opasculum de pulchro (of Albertus Magnus], where i is peinted out
that the beautiful is never separated from the good when things of the same kind
are considered, “for example, the bezuty of the body is never separared from tke
good of the body nor the beauty of the soul from the good of the souil: so that
wlen brauty is thus called vain, what is msant is the bzauty of the body from
Uie point of view of the geod of the soul” It is nowhere argued that the heanty
of e body can bz a bad thing in iws:elf; bodily beauty being rather taken as the
outwaid sign of an inward and constitutional well being or health. That such a
Lesuty and health, although a great good in imelf, may also be called vzin from
another puint of view will be apparent to everyons; for example, if a man be
so much stached o the wellbeing of the bedy that he will not risk his lite in
a good cause. How liude Chrisdan philosophy conceives of naturzl besuty as
something siniscer in iscll may be scen in Augustine, who says that the beautitul
is © be found everywhers and in everything, “for cxample in a fighting cock”
(De ordine 1.25; he selecrs the fighiing cock as something in a manner despicable
from his own point of view), and thar this beauly in crearurss is the voice of God
whn made them (ronfesiin efus in rerra et coelo, Engrratio in psalmanm, cxovi),
& point of view that is inseparable also from the concept of the world as 2 theophany
(as in Erigzna) and the doctrine of the zestigium pedis (zs in Bonavenrura), On
the other hand, to be attached to the forms 2s rhey are in themselves is precisely
what is meant by “idolatry,” and as Eckhart (Evans ec., |, 250) says, “to find na-
ture herself all her forms must be shattersd, and the turther in, the nearer rhe
actual thing”; cf. Jami, “shouldst thou fear to drink wine from Form’s flagon, thou
canst not drain the draught of the Idcal. But yet beware! Be not by Form belated:
strive rather with all speed the bridge te traverse.”

Fer “many lings are beautiful o the eye (of the flesk) which it would be hardly
proper w call worthy” (homesins, St Augustine, QQ. rxxxim3o; cf. Plawo, Laws
728D, where we are to honor “guoduess above beauty”). It is in the same way
iar we do not choose the most beautiful to work with, but the besi for our pirpasc
(Sum. Theol. 101.3).

S Pulchritudo est partium congruentia cum guadam suavitare coloris; cf. Cicero,
Tusculum disputations w .31, Carporis est guacdam apta figura membrorum cutn
coloric quadam suavitate.
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Because also zll thar is made by the divine art has a certain species 10
which it is formed, as Augustine says, De Trinitate v1, it follows that the
beautilul, like the good, is synorymous with being in the subject, and
censidered essentially adds to this the aforesaid character of being for-
mal*’

To cnlarge upon whar was said above, that beauty requires proporrion
of material to form, this proportion exists in things as a fourfold harmony
(consunantia),*” viz. (1) in the harmony of predisposition to receive
form; (2) in a harmony of mass to natural form—for as rhe Philos-
opher [Aristotle], De anima 1, expressed i, “the nature of all composites
is -heir last end and the measure of their size and growth”; (3) in the
harmony of the number of the parts of the material with the number of
the potentizlities in the form, which concerns inanimate things: and
(4) in the harmony of the parts as measured among thernselves and
according to the whole. Therefare, in such bodies all these things are
necessary o perfect and essential beauty, According to the first, a man
is of a good bodily habit whose constitution is most like thar of Heaven,
and he is essentially more beautiful than a melancholy man or onc il--
constituted in some other way. According to the second, the Philosopher
| Aristotle], Nicomachean Ethics 1w, says that beaury resides in things
of full stature® and tha: little things, though they may be elegant and

18 “Formal” is here tantamount to exemplary zrd imitable: cf. 5t Bonaventura,
I Sent. d.36, 2.3, q.2 ad 1, “lcea does net denate =sssence as such, bur essence as be-
ing imitable,” and Sum. Theol, 1152, “It is inasmuch as God knows His essence
as being imitable by this or that creature, that He knaws it as the particular reascn
and idea of that cresture.,” The “imitable essence™ in rhis sense is the same thing
as “nature” {“Naturs naturans, Creatrix, Deus”) in the very important passags,
“are imitatur naturam in sua cperstione” Sam. Theol LITZL

21y my Transjormaiion of Nature in Art, 1934, | interpreted cansonantia toc
rarrowly, to mean cnly “correspondence to pictorial and fermal elements in the
work of art” ar what Ulrich calls the “proportion of material to form.” Consanantia,
however, ‘ncludes all that we mean by “order,” and it is the requirement of this
hermony that underlies all the interest that has bezn felt ia “canons of proportion”
(Skr. zalamana).

2 magno corpore, lit. “in a large body” Whatever Aristorle may have in-
tended, Scholastic aesthetic by no mzans asserts that only large things can he heauti-
ful as such, The peint is rather that a due size is essential to beanty; if a thing is
undersized, it lacks the element of due stature that Is proper to the species; whatever
is dwarfed may e elegant (formrosus), but not truly beautiful {padcher), nos fully
in being (esse habens), nor clogether gocd (bonus), becanse the idiosyncrasy of
the spesies is not fully realized in it. In the same wey, whetever is aversized in its
kind cannct be called bzautful. In other words, a definirion of beauty as formal
implies also “scale,”

Elsewhere St. Thotnas Aquinas substtutes magnitudo for integritas (sec Sum.
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symmetrical, cannot be celled beautiful. Whence we see that elegance
and beauty differ qualitatively, for beauty adds tc elegance 2n agree-
ment of the mass with the characier ol the form, which form docs not
have the perfection of its virtue unless in a due amount of material
According to the third, whatever lzcks in any member is not beaudlul,
hut is defective and a deformity, and the more so the nobler 1s that par:
as to which there is privation, so that the wan: of any facial organ is a
greater deformiry than the want of a iand or finger. According to the
{ourth, monstrous parts arc not perfectly beautiful; 1f, for example, the
head is Gisproportionate as being too large or raa small in relation 1w the
other members and the mass of the whole body** It is rather symmetry
(commensuratio) that makes things beautiful.

Theol, Turin ed., 1932, p. 266, note 1), the work keing imperfect nisi st propor-
tioneta magnitudo, unless it have duc size [cf. Aristotle, Nicomarhean Ethics W.3.5].
Perhaps we ought to taink of magedtudo as a kind of “magnificence,” or even a
“monumental” quality, Sez note 46,

22 This fourth cond:tien of comsonantia again asserts the normality of beaury: an
cxcess of any single virtue is a foult in pature or art becanse it derracts fram the
unity of the whole. All peculiarity, whether liked or disliked, detracts fram heauy;
for cxample, a complexion so marvelous as to ovtshine all other qualities, or what.
cver dates or marlss the particular style of a work of ari. Peculianty, though it may
be a cerzain kind of gocd, and is inevitable “under the sun,” implies a contractinn
of beauty simply and zbsolutely; and we recegnize this when we speak of certaia
works of art 2s “universal,” meaning that they have a value always and for all
kircs of men. St. Thomas, in comment on Dionysius, De div. nom. 1v, remarxs thet
“he sccond defect of the [relatively] beautiful is that all creatures have a somewrhst
particularized beauty, cven as they have a pardcularized nature.”

It is to Le observed that idiosyncrasy in the work of art is of two kinds: (1) es-
sental, as diat of Uie species, which is determined by the formal arc final causes,
aad (2) acddental, depending on the cficient and maerial causes, The essential
idiosyncrasy, wlich represents the perfces good of the species, is no: a “privation s
evil,” and can be regarded as a cefect only as being a minor bzauty when compared
to thal 0 Uit universe as @ whole, Accidental idiosynerasy is not a defeet when
the accident “is proper to the specics,” as when the portrait of a colored man is
colored accardingly, o the poruail in stone ciffers from the portrait in meal.
Accidental idiosynerasy due 1w tie material will be a defect only whea the effects
proper to one material ere sought [or in another, or if there is a resort to some in
ferlor substitute for the nuierial acrally required. Accicental idiosynerasy due to
the eflicient ceuse is tepresented by “style,” that which betrays the hand cf the
given ardst, race, ur veriod: it is because, as Leonardo seys, i pritore pinge ie
steseo that il is required that the artist 5¢ a sanc and normal man, for if not, the
work will embedy someling of the artst’s own defeet; and, in the same way,
there will be defect in the product 'f the tools are in bad cendition or wrongly
Fll-oscn o used, the Llunt ax, for example, not produsing a clear cut. Essential
idiosynerasy duc to the final cause is a matter of the paten’s commission to the
artist {not forgetting that patron and artist may be the same person), or that this
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Tt will also be a true dictum, as Dionysius says, o declarc that even
-he non-existent par.akes of beauty, not indeed as being altogether non-
existent, for whatever is nothing is not beauti ful, bur non-existent as being
not in act hut #n posentia, as in Lhe case of matter which has the essence
of form in itsclf in a manner of imperfect or non-existent being, which
is privation as an evil** Far eirher this is in & good naturc sin in act

will involve defect whenever bad tasie umposss on the artist some deviaton from
the cortas vias operandi of bis art {good taste 1 simply hat faste which fircs satis-
facticn in the proper operation of the artist}: there will be cefect, for example, if the
patron demands in the plan of a house something agrerahle to bimself in particu.
lar but contrary to art (a sound popular judgment is often expressed in such cases
Ly calliag a building so and sa’s “folly”), or if he demands an effigy of himself
thiat shall represent him not merely as a functioning type (e.g., as knight, docror,
ur engineer), but as an individual and a personclity to be Aarterad.

Indivicual expression, the trece of good or evil passions, 15 the same thing as
characteristic expressien; the psychological novel or painting i3 concrrner wirh
“character” in this sense, the cpic only with #ypes of cheracter. What affects us in
moaumenal art, whatever ‘s imrnediaze subject, is nothing particular or indi-
vidual, bur only the powsr of a numinous presence. The faers of mediaeval art
agree with tus thesis. [u Byzantine art and before the end of the thirteerth cen-
tury, as well as in “zaly” art geaerally, the peculiarity of the individual artst
eludes the smdent; the work invariadly shows “respect for the material,” which i
used appropriately; and it i+ not undl afier the thirteenth century that the efhgy
assumes an individual churacter, so as o become a portrait in the medern psyehe-
logical sense, Cf “The Traditional Conception of Idzal Portraiture” 1n Coomara-
swamy, Why Exhibit Works of Ari?, 1043

25 Orthodax doctrine manains that God is wholly in act, and chat there is no
potendality in Him. In any case, it will be correct w say chat He does not pro
ceed from potentiality to act after the manner of creatures, which, being in time,
are necessarily pardy in potentality and pardy in act. It will also be correet to say
ther God is wholly in act, if the name bz taken “corcretely,” Le., in logical distine
rion from Godhzad. But we think that the excgesis of Dioaysius by Albertus Mag-
nus (or St. Thomss) in the Opiserlum de puichro and by Ulrich, as zbove, is in-
complere in this matter of the beauty of the nonexistent. Dionysius is really asserung
the heauty of the Divine Darkness or Dark Ray as being in no way lcss than that
of the Divine Lighr: distinguishing the beauty of the Guodhead from that of God,
although logically and nar really. From the metaphysical point of view, the Divine
Darkness is 25 real a darkness gs the Divine Light is a Lght, and ought not to be
explained away as merely an excess of light, Cf, Dionysius, De dir. mome, vir, “not
atherwise seeing darkness except through light,” which also implics the converse;
and it would he reasanable to paraphrase Ulrich's words as follows, “For if there
were no Darkness, there would be only the intclligible beauty of the Light” ete.
Cf. also Meister Tckhart, Evans ed,, T, 360, “the motionless Dark that no cne knows
but He in whom it reigns. First to arise in ir is Light” CZ also Buclune, “And
the deep of the darkness is as great as the habitation of the light; znd they
stand not one distan: frem the other, but together in one another, and neitlier of
them hath beginning nor end.” The Beauty of the Jivine Darkness js asserted also
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or in the agent; or it has some good nature of its own, as when a just
penalty is actively accepted, or an unjust penalty is passively accepted and
patiently endured. Tn the first way (ie., &s potentiality), then, evil taken in
relation to the subject is beautiful; it is indeed a detormity in itself, but is
so accidently, as being contrasted with the good; it is the occasion of
beaury, goodness, and virtee, not as being these really, but as conducring
(o their manifestation. Hence, Augustine, Enchirzdion, c. 11, says, "It
is because of the beaury o good things that God allowed evil to be
made.” For if there were no evil, there would be only the absolute beauty
of the good; but when there is evil, then there is annexed a relarive
beauty of the good, so that by contrast with the oppesite evil the nature
of the good shines out morc clearly. Taking evil in the second and third
ways (ie., as penalty), evil is beautiful in irself as being just and good,
though a deformity as being an evil. But since nothing is altogether
withott a good nature, but evil is rather called an imperfect good, so no

in other traditions, cf. the names Krsna and Kali and the corrssponding iconog-
raphy; and 25 MU w2 expresses it, “The pars of Him which is characrerized by
Darkness {temas) . . . is tkis Rudra™; in RV niss7, where Agni is szul 10 “pro-
ceed foremost whilst vet abiding in His ground,” this “ground” is alsa the Dark.
ness, as in x.55.5, “Thou stayest in the Daerkness” (1., ab intra). The conjunction
of these “opposites” (chaya-tapax, “light end shade,” KU 11 and vis; amita
and miriye, “lifc and death,”” RV x121.2) in Him as the Supreme Identity no more
implics a composition than does the principrum conjunctum of St Thomas, Sum.
Theal. 1.27.2¢, as cited above,

All thess considerations, which at fisst sight appear to pertan rather to theology
than acsthetics, have an immediate bearing upon the mediseval representation ot
Gods migjesty and wrath, as manifesied, for cxample, on the Judgmert Day, to
wiidy Ulriell Limsell refers at the close of his treatise, When we consider actual
representaions of the Lust Judgment, it is nzedful to be eware that God was
thought ol liere as no less beautiful in Ilis wrath than elsesvhere in His Jova, and
that the representztions of (e dumned and of the blessed in art and as represeata
tions were regarded as cyually beautiful; as St Thomas says (Swme. Theol. 1.20.8),
“an tage s said to be beawilul i it perfectly represents oven an ugly thing,” and
diis accords with the {unstated) converse of Si. Augustine’s dictum that things are
nut beauriful merely becauss thev plesse us. Sume. Theol. ung4.1 ad 2 and 11.95.5¢,
sitys dlso, “Although the beauty of the thing scen conduces to the perfection of
vision. there may be deformity of the thing seen without imperfection of vision;
because the images of tings, whereby the soul knows contrarics, are not them-
selves contrary,” and, “We delight in kuowing evil Ciings, although the evil things
themszlves delight us now™ as in KU v.rr: “Even as the Sun, the cyz of the anj
verse, is nor contaminared by the defecis of tiings vulwardly scen, so the Irner
5cll of all beings ‘s uncontaminated by the evil in the world, which evil is ex-
rernal w it [of Mathnawi n.zssys, 25423 ukizy2], [n afioming that the beeuty
of the work of art does not depend on the beauty of the theme, mediacval and
modern assthielic meel on corimen ground.
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entity is altogetber without the quality of beauty, but whar in beauty is
imperfectly beautiful is called “ugly” (surpe). But this imperfection is
cither absclute, and this is when there lacks in anything something nat-
ueal to it, so that whatever is corrupt or foul is “ugly”; or relative, and
this is when there lacks in anything the beauty of something nobler
rhan itsell to which it is compared, as though it strove to imirate that
thing, granted that it has somerhing of the same natare, as when Au-
gustine, De natura bomi contra Manizheos, ¢. 22, says that “In the form
of @ man, bsauty is greater, ir. comparison wherewith the heaury ol a
monkey is called a deformity.™*

Angustine, i the Book of Questions [De diversibus quaestionibu |
pxxxir [q. 300, also says that the worthy (horestim) is an intelligible
beauty, or what we properly call a spiritual beatty, and he also says there
that visible beauties arc also celled values, but less propesly. Whence it
scerns that the beautiful and the waorthy are the sare; and this agrees
with Cicern's definition of both (as cited above). But this 1s so to be
understood, that as the ugly (furpe) is referred to in two ways, either
generally with respect to any deforming defect, or alternatively with re-
spect of a voluntary and culpable defect, so also the worthy is referred
to in two ways, either generally with respect ro whatever is adorned
(decoratum) by a participation in anything divine, or particularly with
respect to whatever perfects the adornment (decor, Skr. alamkara) of
the rational creature.”® According to the first way, the worthy is synony-
mous with the good and the beautilul: but there is a triple distinction,
inasmuch as the goodness of a thing is its perfection, the beauty of a
thing is the comeliness of its formality, and the worthy belongs o any-

24 The assumption is implied that monkey and man have something in cormon,
both being animals; and farther, that the monkey is a would-be ma, man bring
talen to be the most perfect animal, erd all things tending 1o their ultitate per-
faction. Psychelogically, a certzin analogy can ne recognized in the modern theory
of evolution, which is anthropocentric in the same sense. The comparison of monkey
and man (which derives from Platn, Hippuae Mzjor 2804) cannot be fairly rnade
except, as Augustineg makes it, -elatively; for things are oaly beautiful or gouwd in
their kind, and if two things are equally beautiful in their kind we cannot say that
ore is more beautiful or bettzr than another ahsolutely, all xinds as such being
equally good and beaudful, viz. in their eternal reasons, though there is hizrarchy
ab cxtra, in ordo per eise. Things as they are in Ged, viz. in kind or intelligible
species, are all the same, and it is only as hring exemplified that they can be ranked.

25 Worth” (honestas) can be predicated secundurn guiod {eliguid ) habet spiviiua-
loss decorem. . . . Dicituy enim aliquid hovestum . . . inguaninm habet guemdum
decoremn ev ordinatione ratioms, Delectabile autem propier fe appetirir wppetite
sensittva (Swm. Theol. 1111453 and 2).
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thing when it is comparsd to something clse, so that it pleases and ce-
lights the specraror either intellectually or seusibly, For that is what
Cicera’s definition, “attracts us by its power, etc.,” amounts o, What is
:0 be understood is a matter of propriety (aprizudn), for all the terms
of a definiton bespeak what is proper (to the thing defined). In tac
second way the worthy is not synonvmous with the good, but s a division
of the gaod when rhe goad is diviced into the worthy, the usclul, aud the
delightful. And in the same way it is a part of the becutiful and not
synonymous with iz, but such that whas is worthy, viz. grace and virtues,
is an accidental beauty in the rational or intellectual creature. Isidorus
likewise says in D¢ semmo bono, “The adornment of things consisis in
* and so these three,
adornment, beauty, and propricty are diferentiated, For whatever makes
a thing comely (decens) is called adornment (decor), whether it be in
the thing or externally adapted ta it, as ornements of clothing and jewels
and the like. Hence. adernment is common to the beautiful and ap-
propriate. And these two, according to Isidorus, differ as adsolure and
relative, hecanse wharever is ordered o the ornuamentation of something
else is appropriate to it, &s clothes or ornaments to bodies, and grace and

what is bezutiful and appropriate (puleher et apius),

virtues to spiritual substances; but whartever iz its own acornmenr is
called beautiful, as in the case of a man, or augel, or like creature,

So that beauty in creatures is by way of being a tormal cause in rela-
tion to matter, or to whatever is formed and in this respect corresponds
to matter, From these comsiderations it is olainly cvident, as Dionysius
says, that lizht is prior tc beauty, being its cause. For as physical light
is the cause of the beautv of all colors, so the Formal Light is of the
beauty of all [orms? But the category of the delightful coincides with
both beczuse, besides being made visible, the beawriful is wher s de-
sired by everyone, and therewith also beloved, for, &s Augustine, De
civitate Dei [x1v.7], seys, desire for a thing not in possession, and love

20 Ulrich naturally presupposes in the reader a familizrity with the fundamental
f'loclrinc of exemplarisr, without which it would be impessible to grasp the mean-
ing of “formal light.” Thoss who sr: not versed in the doctrine of exernplarisr
may consult |. M. Bissen, L'Fryemploreme divin selan Saint Ronaventire (Paris,
m025). The doctrire of the inherence of the many in the one s common o all
traditicnal teaching; it may be briefly summarized in Tickhart's “angle form thzt
1s the ?orm of very different things” (Skr. wifeam eham) and “image bearing light”
(Skr. jyotir evisvarzpam), of. St. Bonaventura, [ Seat, d.35, aunic. gz od 2, “A
sort of illustration can be ecduced in light, which is one numerically but gives
expression to many and various kinds of color.”
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of a thing possesscd are the same®" and since desire of this sort neces-
sarily has an object of its own kind, the natural desize for what 1s good
and hezutful is for the good as such end for the beautiful insofar as ir
is the same as the good, as Dionysius says, who uses this argument
prove that the gnod and the beautiful are the same.

Dionysius, however, propounds many characteristics of the divine
Beauty, saying that beauty and the heauriful are not divided 1nto partici-
pant and participated in God, as is the case in creatures, but are alte-
gether the same in Him. Also that it is the efficiznt cause of all beaury,
“; the likeness of light sending forth ww everything,” together with
idiosyncrasy, “thec beautifying distributions of its own frontal radiance,”
and this applies to Him ir mode of beauty inasmuch as God is in this
way the efficienr cause and in causal operation pours out perfections.
Thus cometh goodncss from Goodness, beauty from Beauty, wisdom
from Wisdom, and so forth. Again, 't “summons all things to itself,”
as that which is desireble evokes desire, and the Greek name for beauty
shows this. For xahds, meaning “good” and xaAds, meaning “beauti-
ful,” are taken from kalo, which is to “call” or “cry™:® not merely that
God calied all things into being ou: of nothing when He spake and they
were made [Psalm 1495], but also that as being heautiful and good He
is the end that summons all desire unto Himsclf, and by the calling and
desire moves all things to move toward this end in all that they do, anc
so He holds all things together in participarion of Himsell by the love
of H's own Beauty. Agzin, in all things Ile assembles all things that
ate theirs inasmuch as in His mode of Beauty He pours out every form,
as light unites all the parts of a composite thing in its own being, and

27 Ulrich rmisquotes Augustine (who is cited also by St. Thomes, Swurn. Theol.
wi1232); what Augustine says is that “Iove yearning to possess the beloved object
is desire; but having and enjoying it, is joy,” and Meister Eckhart, Evans ed, I,
82, follows when he seys, "We desire a thing while as yer w2 do not pussess it
When we have it, we love it, desire then falling away.” The greater profundity
of Augusine's and Eckha-t's understancling is evident Augustine says wo, De
Trinitate .10, “We enjoy what we have when the delighted will is ar rest thereir,”
and this proposition, like so many in Schelastic philosophy, is equally valid from
the theological and the aesthetic points of view, which in the last snalysis are io-
separables cf. the Indian vi=w of the “:asting of rase” (i.e., “aesthetic expericnee’)
as “connatu-al with the tasting of Brahman® (Sakizya Darpanra UL2-3, where
sahodarah is equivalent to ex uno fonte].

28 This etymology is ultimarely derved from Plato, Crazvlus 416c: “To have
called (rd xaMlray) things usefrl is one and the same thing as to speak of the
beautiful (ré xady).” Then through Plotinus, Hermes, Proklus, and Divnvsius it
reaches Ulrich. It is, of eourse, a hermenettic rather than a scientific etymology.
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Dionysius says the same. Just as ignorance is divisive of those things that
wander (ignorantia divisiva est errantuin),” 50 the presence of the
Intelligible Light assembles and unites all things that it illuminates.
Moreover, “it is ncither created nor destroyed,” whether in act or in
potentiality, being beautiful essentizlly and not ny participation. For
neither are such things made, nor being in such a nature are they sub-
ject to corruption. Beauty is neither made to be beautiful, nor can it be
made to be otherwise than beawriful. So, again, “there can be neither
increase nor decrease of Deauty” whether in act or in potentiality, because
as being the limit of beauty it cannct be increased, and hecause nort
having any opposize it cannot be diminished, “Nor is it beautiful in some
part ol its essence and ugly in another” as are all beauties that depend
upon a cause; which are beautiful in propartion to their likeness the
primal Beauriful, but in the measurc of their imperfection when cam-
pared to it, and to the extent that they are like to what is naught, are
ugly; which cannot be in Him Whose essence is Beauty, and so it 1s
~ossible for the beautiful to be ugly, but not indeed for Beauty to be
ugly. “Nor is it beautiful in one place and not in another.” as is rhe
case with those other and created things which were naturally deformed
when the “carth was without form and void” (Genesis 1:2), and after-
words were formed when the Spirit of God moved over the waters

T4}

warming (fovens)*® and forming all thicgs; and as thus they take their

beauty from anothcr, without which other they might not be beautiful,
for as Avicenna (Metaphysics) says, everything that receives anything
from another may also not reccive it from that other. But there is noth-
ing of this sort in the First Cause of beauty, which gets its heaury from
itse!f: this is nn matter of a possible beauty, but of incvitable and in-
fallble necessity. “Nor is it beautiful in ane reletion and ugly in an-
other,” after the manner of creatures, each of which is comparatively
ugly; for the less elegent is ugly when compared to what is more

28 Jenorantia = Skr. avidyd, “knowledgeof” objective, empirical, relatve knowl-
edge. Cf. BU 1v.q.19, “Only by Intellect (smarasa) can it be seen that "There is no
plurality of Him'”; and KU .14, “Just as water rained upon a lofty peak runs
hlerc and there (vidhavati = evrat) amcngst the hills, so one who sees the prin-
ciples in multiplicity (dharmany prthak pafyam) pursues after them [anndhavati =
vagatyr).” Ulrich's erranifum = Skr. semsarasya,

30 Forere = Skr. zap. Cf. AA 4.3, “He glowed upen (ebdyatapaia) the Waters,
and from the Watess that were set aglow (abhitaptabhyah) a torm (mrrtih) was
born”; AA 121, “He who glows (1apars) is the Spiritus (pranak)”; and JUB 154,
where “He who glows yonder” is the Supsrral Sun, Aditya; alsa AV x.7.32, “pro-
ceeding in & glewing (fapasi) on the face (lit praghe, hack’) of the Warers.”

207



MEDIAEVAL ART AND AESTHRETICS

beautitul, and the mast heautiful is ugly when compared with the un-
created Beauty. As in Job 4:18, “Behold, He put no trust in His servants;
and His engels He charged with folly,” where he is comparing them
with God. Whence it is laid down: No man can be justified it he be
corared to Ged, Similarly, Job 15:15, “Behol¢, He putteth no trust in
His _saints; yea. the heavens are nor clean in His sight.” Hence, He alone
is the Most Beaw.iful simply, nor has He any relative deformiry. Again,
He “is not beautitul in one place and not in another,” as is the heautitul
that is in same things anc not in another, as il He had cxemplary Beauty
{cr some things and for some others had it not; but since He is of perfect
beauty, He has simply and singly in Himself all of Beauty without any
deducrion therefrom.

And as besides the goodness in which the goodness of individual things
subsists there is a certain gondness of rhe uaiverse, so also beside Lhe
beauty of individual things there is one beauty of the whole universe,
which beauty results from the integration of all that is heantiful in any
manner tn make one most beawtiful world, wherein the highest and
divine Beauty can be participated in by the creature; and as to these
things, it is said in Genesis 2:1, “Thus the heavens and the earth were
finished (perfecti),” which is o be taken as zeferring to the goodness
of all their adorrment (ornatus). that is, to their beauty.” And since

51 The doctrine of the beauty of the universe inicgrally, as being greater than that
of any nf its perts, is extensively developed in Cluistian Schelastic as well as in
Oriental ohilosophy: we hope o be adle o presen. subscquently a rranslation of
Hugo of St. Victor, De ribus dicbus c. 4-13, in which he ueats of the beauty of
the wor'd as a whele and i i parts, combining the theological and aesthelic polnts
of view [Coomaraswamy scemts never to have realized this projecl—en.]. Ar re-
gards Censsis 211, St Augustine {Conjessions xirn2f) emphasizes the concept of
the grester hezuty of tha whole when he says, “Thou sawes: everything that Thou
hadst made, and behald ir was not only Cood, but also Very Good, as beiug now
all together” This hezity of the whole universe, viz. of all that has been, is, or
will be anywhese, 15 thar of the “world-piciure” as God sees it, and as it may be
seen by athers in the erernal mirror of the divine inzellect, according 1o thelr cupue-
itys s Angnerne cays (e efv. Def xi.20) with reference to angelic (Skr. adfida-
vata, parokra) nnderstanding, *The cternal mirror lzads the minds of thuse whe
look in it to a knowledge of all things, anc berter then in any other way.” The
divine “satsfaction.” expresssd in the words of Genesis “saw that i. was very
good,” represents he nerfection of “aesthetic™ experience, as also in Sunkariacarya’s
Seatma-nirfpana o5, “I'he Ulimate Essence, ragarding the world-picture painted
by the Essenes or the vast canvas of the Fssence takes a great delight therein,”
echned in the Siddhantamaktavali, p. 181, “T behold the world as a picuarzs, [ osse
the Essence”; all -his enrresponding to the Vedic concept of the Superual Sun as
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there cannot be a more pcr[cct L!c;iuly than the unchrsaHy‘ }Jtl'fch, unless
it be the superpsrfect Beauty that 15 1n God alone, it 15 true, as Cicero
says, De natura Deorum [11:87], thar “all the parts of the world are so
constituted that they could not be better for use nor more beautiful in
therr kind” But this must be understood according to the distinesion
made above,* where it was showu o what manner the universe can be
cither mare or less good. For in the same way 1t can be more or less beau-
riful. Because since whatever is deformed either has some heanty in ir,
as in the casc of morstrosities or that of penal evil, or alternatively reises
the beauty of its oppoesite to a higher degree, as in the case of natural
defect or moral sin, it is clear thar deformides themselves have their

the “eve™ of Varuna wherewith He “surveys the whole universe” [wisvam abhicaste.
RV 1.164.44, cf. vi1.61.1), and in Buddhism to tae desigaation of the Buddaa as “the
eye of the world,” cakkfmm loke. All the contempr of the world wi'ch has heen
attrbnred to Chrisrianity and to the Vecanta ic directed nor againse the wosld as
seer in e perfection, ewh epecie aeternitaric, 2rd in the mirror of the speclative
intellect, bt against an empirical visina of the world as made up of indepandent’y
selfsnbsistent parts wo which we attributs an intrinsic goodness ar badness based en
cur own liking or dislkking, the “two highwaymen” or “tootpaths”™ of BG 1134
(cf vao, vizz). "It nanght availeth o be wroth at things” (Evripides, Beli. fr.
a83). “Manv are the injusticas we commit when we attack an absolute value” o the
contrariss, pain and pleasure, death and life, over which we have no comrel, and
“he clearly zets impiousy whe is not himself neutral (&mlens) towards them”
(Marcus Avrelius vig1, mx.1). For “there is no evil in hings, but only in the sin-
ner’s misuse of them™ (St Auvgustine, De doctring Christiang nii12): impartiality,
apathy, ataraxia, patience, upekid, sama dps#f, theee cre the indispensable prerequisites
for any true cctivity; the so-called actions that cre “economically” determined by
Likes and dislikes arc not really acts but enly a passive, pathetic reaction or be-
haviarism.

If we ignore the appreciation of the brauty of the world that is z fundamental
docirine in Scholastic philosoply, we shall be in great danger of misinterpreting
the wholz “spirit” of Gothic art. Tt is truc that Christian art is anything but "nat-
uralistie” in our modern and idolatrous sense (cf. Blake’s protest, when he says
that he 15 “afraid that Wordsworth is Lond of natace”); but for all its abstrection,
or, in uther words, is intellectuality, it is saturated with a sense of the furmal
beaury that is proper to everything in its kind arc coincident with its natural lifs,
and unless we recognize that thfs naturalism is altogether consistent with what is
explicitly afirmed in the underlying philosophy, we are very likely to commirt the
romantic error of supprsing that whatever in Gothic art seems o he taken directly
from nature er 1o be “true to nature” represents an interpolaion of orafane ex-
perience; in other words, we shall run the risk of seeing n the art an interior
conflict that is altegether fore:gn to it and really belongs only to curselves,

# Viz, in the preceding chapter of the Swmma de bonc which deals with the
“Goed of the Universe.”
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source in the beauty of the universe. viz. insofar as they are beautiful
essentizlly or accidentaly, or on the contrary do not originate thence,
viz. insofar as they are privations of beanry. Whence it follows that the
beauty of the universe caunot be inercased or diminished; beczuse what
is diminished in cne part is increased in another, cither intensively, when
goods are seen to be the more beautiful wher contrasted with their
opposite evils, or extensively, ‘n that the corruption of one thing is the
gereration of another, and the deformity of guilt is repaired by the
beauty of justice in the peralry.’® There are also certain other things that
do not depend on the netural beauty of the uatverse, as nof heing de-
sived from this natural heauty essenially, nor accidents of this natural
beauty arising from the essential principles of the universe, but ye: pour
out abundantly a supernatural beauty in the universe, as in rhe casz of
gifts of graces, the incarnation of the Son of God, the renewal of the
world, the glorification of the saints, the penalty of the damned, and in
general whatever is miraculous. For grace is a supernatural likeness of
the divine Beauty. Ard through the incaination cvery creaturs really
participates in the essence of the divine Beauty, by 2 natural anc per-
sonal union with it, before which crearures participat=d in it only by
similitude; for as Gregory says | Hom. xx in Evangelia, n. 7, see Migne,
Series lutna], “Man is in a manner cll creatures™" Moreover, hy the
renewal of the world and the glorificarion of the saints the universe in
a'l its essential parts is adorned with a new glory; and by the punish-
ment of the wicked and the order of divine providence, the further adorn-
ment of justice, which is now seen bur darkly, is poured cut into the

33Cf. our “peetic justice.” It may be cbservad that Heauty as an cfficient cause
of all specific beautics can be compared o the sclentfic conerpt of Fnergy as mani-
[ested i« diversity of forces, the netion of a conservation of Beatty corresponding
w tiat of the conscrvation of Energy. But it must not be overlackeil that these
are anuloges on different levels of reference.

347, is in this serse that as Meister Eckhart says (Evans ed, [, 380), “creatures
pever rest Cll they have gotten into human natare; therein co they attzin to their
or'ginal form, God namely.” Tatellecet, being zonformable to whatever is knowablz,
“raises up all (Lings into God,” so that "I alone take all things out of their sense
and make them one in me” (1, 87 and 380). And this is precisely what the artist
Coes, whose [irst gesture {actes primas, Acvinas, De coclo ef munda .4 and 35)
is an inerior and contemplative act (Skr. dkydna) in whick the inteflect cnvisages
the ting oot as the senses know it nor with respect to its valne, bur as ineelligible
form ur specizs; the likeness of whick he afrerwards (actus secundies) proceeds
w einbody in the material, “similitude being with respect to the form” (Sum. Theol,
L5.4).
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world; and in miracles, all the crearure’s passive powers arc reduced o
act—and every act is the “beauty” of its potentiality.

3. 81. Thoma: Agquinas

“On the Divine Beautiful, and how it is attributed to God™*

“This good is praised by the sainted theologians as the heauriful and as
beauty; znd as love and the lovely.” Aller Dionysius has trcated of light,
he now reats of the beautiful, for the understancing of which lighr is
prerequisite. In this connection, he first lays down that the beautiful 1s
ateribured to Gud, and sccondly, he shows in what manner it is at-
wibuted to Him, saying: “I'he beautiful and beauty are indivisible in
their cause, which embraces All in One.”

He says first, therefore, that this supersubstancial “oood,” which is
God, “is praised by the sainted theologians” in Holy Wrir: “as the beau-
tiful,” [#s in] the Song of Songs 1:15. “Le! thou art beautiful, my be-
loved,” and “as beauty,” [as in] Psalm ¢5:6, “Praise and beauty are before
Him,” and “as love,” [as in] John 215, “God is love™ and “as lovely,”
accarding to the text [rom the Seng of Songs, “and by swhatever other
befitting names” of God are proper to beauty, whether in its causal zspect,
and this is with reference to “the heauriful znd beauty,” or inasmuch as

caury is pleasing, and this is with rcference to “leve and the lovelv.”
Hence in saying: “The beautiful aad beauty are indivisible in rheir cause,
which embraces All in One,” he shows how it is atiributed to God; and
here he does three things. First, he premises that the beautiful and beauty
are attributed differently to Goc and to creatures; second, how beauty
is arrribured to crearures, saying: “In cxisting things, the beautful and
beauty arc distinguished as participaticns and parzicipants, for we call
beautiful what parzicipates in beanry, and beauty the partcipation of the
beautilying power which is the cause of all that is beautiful in things™*;
third, how it is attributed to God, saying that “the supersuhstantizl beau-
tiful is rightly called Beauty absclutely.”

Hence he says, first, that in the first cause, that is, in God, the beautiful

35 Aquinas, Sancti Thomac Agquinatis, Opera omnia (Parma, 1%64), opusc. v,
c4, lect s

36 The beautiful thing is a participart just as “all beings are not their own being
apart from God, but beings by participation” (St Thomas, Sum. Theel. 1.44.1),

and in the saure way that “creation is the cmenation of al being frem the Uni
versal Being” (ibid., a5.4 ad ).
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and beauty are not divided as if in Him the beaut:ful was one hing, and
beauty another. The reason is that the First Cause, because of its sim-
plicity and perfection, embraces by itself “AllL” that is everything, “in
One.””” Henee, although in creatures the beautiful and beauty differ,
nevertheless God in Himself embraces both, in unity, and identity.

Next, when he says “In existing things, rhe beauriful and beauty are
distinguished, . . . he shows how they are to be attributed to creatures,
saying that in existing things the dzautiful and beauty are distinguished
as “participations” ard “participants,” for the beawilul is whar paruci-
Dales in beauty, and beauty is the participation of the First Cause, which
malkes all things beautiful. The creature’s beaury is naught else but u
likeness (similizudo) of divine bzauty participated in by things.”

Next, when he says “But the supersubstantial beautiful is rightly in-
deed called Beauty, because the heavriful that is in existing things ac-
cording to their several natures is derived from it,” he shows how the
aforesa'd [beautiful and Beauty] are attributed to God: first hnw Beaury
is artr-buted to Him, and second, how the beawilul. “Beautiful,” as being
al e same time mos: beautiful, and superbeautizul. Therefors he says
first that God, who is “the supersubstantial heanritul, is called Beauty,”
and, far this reason, szcond, that He bestows on all created beings “ac-
cording to their idiosyncrasy.” For the beauty of the spirit and the beauty
of the body are different, and again the heauries of differen: bodies are
different. And in what consists the essence of their beauty he shows
when he goes cn to say that God transmits beauty to zll things inasmuch
as He is the “cause of harmony and lucidity™ (ewwsu comsonantiae et

37 For the convergence of cll particular beauties in the divine service, of. CU
1.15.2; [also Plato, Phacdo 1oon; Republic 2700].

"% Here the concept of participation is qualified by the statement that the mode
of participation is by likenzss, That the word “being” (essea#ra) 1s used of the
being of things in themszlves and alss of their being principally in Ged, znd
therefore as God, does not imply :hat their being in themselves, as realities in na-
ture, is a frection of His being; and in the same way their beanty {which, as tnegri-
ta; stve perfectin, is the measure of their being) is not a fraction of the Univarsal
Bicauty, but a reflection or likeness (smulizado, Skr. prafibimba, praymani, ete.)
of it; [¢f. Sum. Theol. 1.4.3]. Likeness is of different kinds: (1) of nature, and is
called “likeness of univocation or participation” with reference to this nature, as in
the casc of the Father and the Son; (2) of imitation, or participation by analogy:
and {3) cxemplary, or expressive, The creature’s participation in the divine heing
ard beeuty is to some extent of the second, and mainly of the third sort. The dis-
tinctions made here are Beonaventura's; for references see Rissen, | Hyemplarisme
divin selon Saint Bonaventure, pp. 23 1, and for exemplarism generzly, Coamara-
swamy, “Vedic Exemplarism®™ [in Vol. 2 of this selesion—en.].
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claritatis). For so it is that we call a man beauriful on accounr of the
suitable proportion of his members in size and placement and when he
has a clear and bright color (propier decentem proportionem membrorium
in quantitate er situ, ¢i proper hoc quod habei clarum ¢i nitidume colo-
rem). Henee, applying the same principle proportionately ir. other beings,
we see that any of them is called beautiful according as it has its own
generic lucidity (cluritatem sui generis), spiritual or bodily as the case
mey be, and according as it is constituted with due proportion.

How God is the canse of rhis Incidicy he shows, saying hat God sends
outr upon each creature, together with a certain flashing (quodam ful
gove),™ a distribution of His luminous “raying” (radii} which is the
font of all light; which fashing “distributions (iruditiones) arc to be
understood as a participation of likeness; and these distridutions are
beautifving,” that is to say, are the makers of rhe beaury -hat is in chings.

Again, he explains the other part, viz. that God is the cause of the
“harmony” (comsonantiz) that is :n things. But this harmony in things
is of two sorts. The Arst as regards rhe order of ereatures to God, and he
touches upun Lhis when he savs that God is the cause of harmony “for
that it summons all things to izself,” inasmuch as He (or it) rurns ahout
all thirgs roward Himself (or itself), as being their eud, as was said
above; wherefore in the Greek, beauty is called kards, which is derived
from [the verb xaAéw, which means] “to summan.” And second, har-
mony is in creatures accordingly as they are ordered o onc another; and
this he touches upon when he says that it gathers together all in all to
be one and same. Which mav be understond in the sense of the Platonists,
viz, that higher things are in the lower by participation, the lower in
the higher eminently (per excellentiam gquandam),* and thus all things
are in all. And since zll things are thus found in all according to some
order, it follows that all arc ordered to one and the same last end™

# Fulzor corrssponds t Skr, zejas,

““’ Lower and higher things differ in naure, ay, lor example, an cffigy in stone
differs from a man in the flesh, The higher are contained in the lower formally,
or, as hiere exprassed, “by participation,” the “lorny™ of the living man, for cxam-
ple, being in the effigy as its formal cause or patern; or as the Soul in the bedy,
or “spirit” in the “leter” Vies versa, the lower is in the higher “more cxcellendy,”
the form of iz effigy, for exaunple, being alive in the man.

2 The “end™ of anything is thar toward which its wovement tends, and in which
this muvement comes to rest, which mey be simply illustrated by the case of the
arrow aad ils larget; and as we have alecady scen, all sin, including “artistic sin,”
consists in & “depurture from the order to the cnd” Here we are told that it is
the beauty of God by which we arc attracted to Him, as to man's last end; and
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Thereaflicr, when he speaks of “the beautiful as being at the same time
most beautiful and superbeautiZul, superexistent in vue and the same
made,” he shows how the beautiful is precicated of Ged. And first he
shows that it is predicated by excess; and secand rhat it is said with
respect to czusaliry: “From this beautiful it is that there are individual
beautics in existng things each in its own manner” As regards the
former proposition he does two things. First, he sets forth the fact of
the excess; second, he explains it “as superexistent in one and the same
imode.” Now there are two scrts of excess: one within a genus, and rhis
is signified by comparative and superlative; the vther, vutside of genus,
and this is signified by the addition of this preposition super. For exam-
ple, if we scy that a fire exceeds in heat by an excess within the gerus,
that is as much as to say tha it is very hot; but the sun cxeceds by an
excess outside the genus, whence we say, rot that it is very hot, but that

ingsmuch as Dionysius affizus e coincidencs of love and beauty, there can be seen
here an illustratien of Fexiarls dictum to the effcet that we desire a thing while
as vet w2 do not pessess it, bt when we possess it, love ity or as Augustine expresses
it, eajoy it, desire and acraction inplying passui, love and fruition implying rest;
see also the following note,

The superiority of coatemplaton, perfected in 7upins (Skr. samadhi), 1o action
is assumed; which is, indeed, the orthotdex point ol view, consistently maintained
in universal trzdition and by no resns only (w5 svmclimes assumed) in the Orient,
hawever it may have been cbscured by the moralistic tendencies of medern Eu-
ropean religious palosophy. The Schelastic irzaunent of “beauty” as an cssential
narre of Gad exacily peralleds that of the Hindu thewric, in which “acsthetic
exnericnes” (rasasvadana, it “the tasting of flavor™) is called the very twin of he
“tasting of Gad” (brabmisvadana), A clear cistinction of contemplative experience
trom aestheric pleasure is involved: “tasting” is not a “matter of tasie” (Skr. zar
lagnam hyd, “what sticks to the heart”). Just as “with finding Gud, all progress
ends” (Fckhart), so in perfecr contemplative experience the uperation of the at-
tructing power of heanty—aestheric plessure as distncr from the “rapture” af dis-
inerested contemplation—is at an end. 1f action ensues, when the contemplative
rewirns to the plane of eondnes, as is inevitable, this will nzither add o nor ceiract
from the higher “valne” of the contemplative experience. On the other hand, the
action its=lf will be rexl 'y, although not necesserily perceptibly, of znother sor: thun
betore, as being now a manifestarion. rather than motivated; ‘o other words, wlicrcas
the individual may previously have acted or striven to act according to a concept
of “duty” (or more techaieally stared, “prudently”) and, as it were, against him-
selt, he will now be acting spantaneously (Skr. sahgja) and, as it werz, of himself
(or as 3t Thomas so grandly exprossed i, “thz perfect cause acts for the love of
what it has,” and Eckhart, “willingly tut net from will"}: it is in this sense tha:
“Jesus wae all victue, hecause he acted from impulse end not from rules” (Blake).
1t scarealy needs to he said thet the sclf-confidence of “genius™ is far removed from
the “spontansity” referred to here; cur spontaneity is rather at of he workman
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it is superhot, because heat is not in it in the same way, bur eminently.
And granted that this double excess is not found simultancously in
things caused, we say, nevertheless, that Ged is both most beantiful and
superbeauriful; not as if He were in any genus, but because all things
that are in any genus arc atiributed to Him,

Then when he says “znd superexistent,” he explains whar he had said.
First, he explains why God is called most beautiful, and second, why
He is called superbeautiful, saving “and as it were the foun: of all the
beautiful, and in izself preeminently possessed of heauty.” For, as « thing
is called 1more white the more it is unmixcd with black, so likewise
a thing is called more beautiful the more it is removed from any defect
of beanty. Now ther= are two sorts of defect of beauty in creatures: first,
there are some things that have a changeable beauty, as may be ceen in
corruptible things. This defect he excludes from God by saying first
thzt God is always beautiful alier vne and the same mode, and so any
altcration of beauty is precluded. And again, there is neither generation
nor corruption of beauty in Him, nor any dimming, nor any increase or
dacrease, such as is seen in corporeal things. The second defect of beauty
s that all creatures have a beauty that is in some way a particularized
[irdividual | nature. Now this defect he excludes from God as regards
every kind of particularizarion, saying that Ged is not beautiful in oae

who is “in full possession of his art,” which may or mey not be the case of “genius.”

These considerations should be found of value by lie swudent of T. V. Smith's
thoughtful volume, Bevond Conseience [New York and London, 1934), in which
he speaks of “the richness of the aesthesic parern furnished by cowscieuce w under-
standing,” and suggests that “the last cught impulse of the imperious conscicnce
would be [ic., should be] to legisiate itszlf into an abiding object for i con-
templasive self” (p. 355). Tt is anly from the modern sentimental position (in which
the will ‘s exalted at the expense of the intellect) tha: such zn asscrion of the
superiarity of “aesthetic” eentemplation could appear “shocking” If we do now
shrink from the doctrine of the superiosity of contemplatdon, it is mainly fur two
reasnns, hath dependent on the senrinental fallacy: first because, in cpposition
the traditional doctrine that b=anfy has primarily to do with cognition, we now
think nf sesthetic conternplation as mere'y a kind of heighwened emotion: and
second, because of the currency of that monstzors perversion of the truth according
to which it 15 argued thzt becavse of hic greatsr sensibilities, a moral license
shonld be allow=d to the artist @5 @ man, greater than is allowed ¢ other men, If
only because to some extent the pzinter always paints himself “t is not enough w
be a painter, a great and skilful master; | bzlieve tha one must further be of blame-
_les; life, even if possible a samns, tha- the Holy Spirit may inspirz cne’s understand-
ing” (Michelangelo, quated in A. Bunt, Artistic Theory in Ialy, Oxford, 1040,

p. 71 [ef St Augustine, Me ovdine 2.x1x50] ).
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part and ugly in arother as sometimes happens in particular things; nor
bezutiful at one time and nct at another, as happeus in things of which
the beauly is in time: nor agan is He beautiful in relation to one and
not to another, as happens in all things that are ordered to one de-
termined use or end—for il they arc appliec to another usc or end, their
harmony (corsonaniia), and therefore their beauty, is no longer mzin-
tained; nor again is He beauriful in one place and not in wnother, as
happens in sume things because to some they scem and to oters do not
seern to be beautiful, Hut God is beautiful to all and simply.

And for all these premises he gives the reasun when he adds that He
is beantiful “in Himsclf,” thereby denying that He is beautiful in one
part alone, and at one time alone, for that which helongs to a thing in
itself and primordially, belongs to it zll and always and everywhere.
Again, God is beautiful in Himself, rct in relation to any determined
thing. And hence it cannot be said thar He is beautiful in relation to
this, but not in relation to that; nor beautiful to these persons, and not
to thosc. Again, He is always and uriformly beautiul; whereby the
first defect of heaury is excluded.

Then when he says “and as being in Himself preeminently possessed
of beauty,” the fount of all the beauriful, he shows for what reason God
is called superbeautiful, viz. inasmuch as He possesses in Himscl? su-
premely and beforce all others the fount of ¢l beatty, For in this, the
simple and supernatural nature of all things heauriful that derive frum
it, all of beauty and all the beautiful preexist, not indecd scparately, but
“uniformally,” after the mode in which many effects preexist in one
cause. Then when he says: “From this beauriful it is that there is being
(esse) in all existing things and that individual things are beautitul each
in its own way,” he shows how the beautiful is predicated of God as
cause. First, he posits this causality ol the beautiful; sccond, he explains
is, saying, “and it is the principle of all things” He says first, therefore,
that from this beautiful proceeds “the being in all existing rhings.” For
lucidity (cluritus) is indispeasable for beauty, as was said: and every
form whereby anything has being, is a certain. participation of the divine
lucidity, and this is what he adds, “that individual things urc beautiful
each in its own way,” that is, according to its own form, Hence it is evi-
dent that it is from the divine beauty that the being of all things is de-
tived (ex divina pulchritudine cssc omninm derivatur). Again, likewise,
it has been said that harmory is indispensable for bezuty, hence, every-
thing thar is in any way proper W harmony proceeds from the divine
beauty; and this is what he adds, that because of the divine good are all
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the “agreements” (concordiac) of rational creaturcs in the realm of in-
tcllect—For they are :n agreemert who consent to the same proposition;
and “friendships” (armicitiae) in the realm ol the aflections; and “lel-
lowships” (commuiniones) in the realm of action or with respect to any
external matter; and ‘n general, whatever hond of union there may he
hetween all creazures is by virtue of the beauaful

Then when he says, “and it 1s the principle of all things beautiful,” he
explains what he had said about the causality of the beawilul. First,
about the nature of causing; and sccond, about the wvariety of causes,
saying: “This cne good and bezutiful is the only cause of all and sundry
heauties and goods.” As regards the first, he doss two things. Fisst, he
gives the reason why the beautiful is called a cause; secand, he draws a
corollazy from his statements, saying, “therefore the good and the beauti-
ful are the same.” Thercfore he says first, that the beautitul “is the prin-
ciple of all things as being their efficient cause,” giving them being, and
“moving” cause, and “mainraining™ cause, that is preserving “all things,”
for it is evident that thesc three belong to the category of the cfficient
causz, the functior. of which is to give being, to move, and to preserve.

But some efficient causes act by their desire for the end, and this be-
lo-ngs to an impcrfcct causc that docs no: yet possess what 1t desires,
On the other hand, the perfect cause acts for the love of what it has;
hence he says that the Leautiful, which is God, is the efficient, moving,
and maintaining cause “bv love of its own beauty.” For since He possesses
His awn beauty, he wishes ir to he mulriplied as much as possible, viz,
by the communication of his lixeness.”* Then he says that the beautiful,

5 All this has a direct bearing upoar onr netions of “aestheric™ appreciation. All
Inve, delighe, satisfaction, and rest in (as distingaished from desire for) znything,
irplies a possession (delectatio autern vel amar et complementum appetitus, Witelo,
Liber de intelligentiis Tvun): it is in another way, "in zr imperfect cause thar is not
yer in possession of what it desires,” that love means “desire™ (appetttis naturaiis
vel amor, Sum. Theol. 1.60.1). See also Augustine and Eckhart as cited in n. 27

Delight or satisfaction may be either aesthetic (sensible) or intellectual (ratinnal)
Only the latter pertains to “life,)” the aature of which is to be in act; the satisZac-
fions that are felt by the senses oeing not an act, but a habit or passion (Witelo,
Liber d= intelligentiic s, zmx): the worl of art then only pertains to our “lite”
when it has been understood, and not when it has only been felt.

The delight or satisfaction that pertains te the lite of the mind arises “by the unior
of the active power with the exemplary form to which it is ordered” {Witclo, Liber
de wntelligentiis xviu). The pleasure felt by the artist is of this kind: the exemplary
torm of the thing to be made being “alive” in him and a part of his “life” (omeer
Yes . .. in artifice creato dicumtur vivere, St. Bonaventura, I Semts. d.36, a2, g1
ad 4} as the form of his intclleet, therewith identified (Dante, Comerto, Canzone
w53 and 54, and wv.ro.z0-11: Plotinus, v.4.2; Fhilo, De apificia mundi 20). Cf.
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which is God, is “the end of 211 things, as being their final cause.” For
all things are made so thet they may somewhat imizate the divine Beauty.
Third, it is the exemplary [ie, formal] cavse; for it is according to
the divine hezutiful that all things are distinguished, and the sign of
(his s that no one takes pains to make an image or a representation
except for the sake of the heauriful.**

Coomaraswamy, Why Exhibie Works of Ar? 1943, p. 45. With respect 1o this
intellectual identication with the form of the thing to be made, invelved in the
actus primus, or free act of contanplation, the artist “himsclf” (spiritually) becomes
the formal cause: in the cetars recundas, or scrvile act of operation, the artst “him
sel® (psycho-physically) becowies an instrument, or cfficicnt cause, Under these
eonditions, “pleasure perfects the uperation™ (Sem. Theol. 111.33.4C).

Analogous to the ardst's provideutial satisfacton in posscssior. of the exemplary
form of the thing tc be made is the spectator’s subscquent delight in the thing that
has heen made (as disingushed from his pleasure in the use of it), This second
and “reflex delight” (delecratic reflexa, Witelo, Liber de inielligentits xx) 15 what
we reslly mean by that of a “disinterested aesthet'c contemplation,” though this
is an awkward ohrase because “disintereszed aestheric” is @ contradiction in terms,
The reflex delight is na more, in fact, a sensation than was the former delight in
a thing that had not yer kesn made; it is again a “life of the imellect” (vita co-
gnosertva), depending npon “the urion of the active power with the excuplary
farm to which it 1s ordered” (ibid | xvin): “ordered,” or “occasivned.” now by the
sight of the thing that has been made, srd not, as before, by the need for making.

With this second identificadnn of an intellect with its object, and consequent
delight or satisfaction, the artitact, cead matter in itself, comes to be “‘alive” in the
spectator @5 it was in the artis;; and onze more it can he said tha: the love of the
thing becomes a love of one’s (true) self. It 1s in this sense, indeed, that "it is not
for the sake of things themselves, but for the sake of the Sclf thar all thiags are
dear” (BU 1v.5).

Both of these del:ghts or satisfactions (delectatio ef delectatio rejlexa) are proper
to God =5 the Divine Artificer and Spestator, but not in Him as successive zcts of
being, He being at the sxme time beth crtist and patron.

The “love of His own besuty” is explained above as the reason of a multiplication
of similitudes, for just as it belongs to the natare of light to reveal itself by a raying,
<o “the perfection of the active power consists in a multiplication of iself” (Wirzlo,
Liber de intelligentiis xom); only when light (Juz) becomes an illumination
{Jumen), cffcctive as color (St. Bonaventara, I Sens. d.17, p1, aunic, qi1), is it
“in act” From the possession of an art, in other words, the opzration of the artist
naturally follows. This operation, given the act of identification as postulated oy
Duute and others, is a sclf-expression, ie., an expression of that which can be re-
warded either 4 le exemplary form of the thing to be made, or as-the form assumed
by the artists intellect; not, of course, a self-expression in the sense of an exhibir
of the artist’s personality, In this distnction lies the explanazion of the character:stic
anonvmity of the mediacval artist as en individual—Non famen eit mudtim curan-
dum de causa ¢ficiente (the artist, So-and-so by name or family), cum non quis
Zicar, sed quid dicatur, sit attendendum!

43 Sratements of (iis sort cannot be twisted to mean that “Beauty,” indefinitely
and absolurely, is (he final causc of the artist's endeavors. That things arz “distin-
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Then, in that he says “:he gocd and the beantful are the same,” he
draws a corollary from the aforesaid, saying that because the beautilul
is in 50 many ways the cause of being, theretore, “'the gocd and the beau-
ticul are the same,” for all things desire the heautiful and the good as
2 causc in cvery onc of thesc ways, and because there is “nothing that
does nat participate in the beautiful and the good,” =verything being
bezuriful and good with respect to its proper [orm.

Marcover, we can beldly say that “the nonexistent,” that is to say,
primary matter, “participates in the beautiful and the good,” since the
nonexisicut primal being (ens primur non existens, Skr. asat) has a
certain likeness to the divine beautiful zrnd good. For the beaunful and
good is praised in God by a certzin abstraction; and while in primary
matrer we consider abstraction by dcfect, we consicer abstraction in Cod
by excess, inasmuch as His existence is supersubstantial **

guished” means each in its kind and from one another, to “tuke peins” in making
anything is t© do one's best to embody its “form” in the material, and that 15 tae
same as to make 1t az beautiful as onc ean, The artist is always working for te
gocd of the work to be donc, “intending to give to his work the best dispesitior,”
ctz. (Sum. Theol. 1.91.3¢), in other words, with a view to the perfection of the
work, perfection implying alwost literally “well and truly made.” The beauty which,
in the words of our lext, “adds w the good en ordering o the cogritive faculey” is
the appearance vl tis perfecuon, by which voe s avracied w it It is not the arust’s
end Lo make something beauilul, bao svmedung that will be beantiful cnly because
it Is perfect. Beauty, in this philosophy. is tie aivactve power of perfection,

S Pripmury matter” is thar “nothing” (78 uh dv) out ol which the world was
JJ_TdLlc. “Existence in nature does not belong w priwary mater, which is a powen-
dality, unless it is recuced to act by form® (Sum. Theol. 1142 ad :); “Primary
mareer dozs not exist by itsel? in nzture; it is concreated rather than crested, Tus
Putemiahty_ is not absolutely infinit= because it extends only 0 natural lorms”
(L7.2 ad 3). “Creation does not mean the building up of a composite but that
sumething s created so that it is brought inta being at the same tme with all i
princinles” (r.45.4 ad 2).

But inasmuch as Dinaysius is discussing beauty all the timz as an essential name
01; Gad, and particularly the beautiful as bzing the Divine Light, following tae
via analogica and ascribing bezuty to God by excess, it watld seem likely that when
he turns to the #ig negativa and, by abstraction, ascrives the beautiful and the good
a:lsa to the “nonexisrent,” he is nor thinking of “primary matter,” as a nature that
.rcce-r;':es from likeress to God” (Sum. Theol. 1211 ad 30 and as material cause
Is mot in Him, but of the Tvine Darkaess that “is impervious to &1l llumirations
and hidden from all knowledge” (Dionysius, in Ep. ad Caium Monach.), the
{}Ddhcad. the potentiality of which #s absolutely infirite, and at the same time
tas Eckhar: says) “is as though it were not,” theugh it is not remote from Cod,
being that “nature by which the Father begets” [Sum. Theol. 141.5), “that narure,
to wit, which created all athers” (Augustine, Dz Trinitate xv.g). Quite differendy
cxpressed, one may say that whar Dionysius means s that the Deiry in the aspect
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But although the beawsiful and rhe geod are cne and the same in their
subject, neverrheless, because lucidity and harmony are contained in the
idea of the good, they differ logically, since the besuriful adds o the
gaod an ordering to the cogaidve faculty by which the good is known
as such.

ConMENTARY BY COOMARASWAMY ON THE tria requirsmtnr

Beauty is not in any special or exclusive sensc a property of works of
art, hut much rather a quality or value that may be manifeszed by all
things that are, in proportion to the degree of their actual being and
perfection, Beauty may be recognized cither in spiritual or material sub-
stances. and if in the latter, ther either in natural objects or ir works
of art. Its cenditions are always the same.

“Three things are nscessary to beauty. First indeed, accuracy or per-
fectior; for the more things are impaired, thereby the uglier they are.
Arnd due proportion, or harmony. Ard also clarity; whenee things that
have a bright color are called beautiful.” (Ad puichritudimem iria re-
guirentur. Primo quidem integritas, sive perfectio; quae enim diminuta
sunt, hoe ipso turpia sunt. Et debita proportio, sive conscrantia. Et iterum
claritas: unde quac habent colorem nitidum, pulchra esse dicuntur [Sum.
Theol. 1.39.8¢].]

Tt is essential to understand Lhe terms of this definition. Integritas in the
moral scnse is nat what is meant, but rather in that of “entire correspond-
ence with an original condition” (Webster). The meaning “accuracy”
may be scen in Cicero, Brotus xxxv.132, sermonts integritas, and in St.
Augustine, De doctrina christiana 1v.10, locutionis integriias. Perfeciio
must be taken in the triple sense of Sus. Theol. 16,3, “first according to
the conditior. of a thing’s own being [all it can or ought %o bel; second
in respect of any accidents being added as necessary to its perfect opera-
tion:"® thirdly, perfection consists in the attaining to something clse as
the end ™ So in Sum. 1heol. 1.485¢, where evil in anything whatever is

of wrzth is no less beautiful and good than uader hc aspect of merey; or cxpressed
in Indian terms, that Bhairava and Kali are ao less bezutifal and “right” than
Siva and Parvati.

45 Accidents necassary to the perfect operation ol anything arc its “prnaments” of
“decoration™ see “Ornament” [in this volune—en.]. Ilznce beauty and decoration
are coincidert in the subject (Swm. Thcol. 1124526, ratio pulehri sive decosi).

25|z, in the thing’s udlity er aptitude, In sum, we cannot call a plece of iron
2 “heautful knife” unless it is indeed a knife, if it is not sharp, or if it is not so
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defined as privation of the good considered as a being “in perfecticn and
in act,” the actus primus is the thing’s forma e meegricas, and the cor-
responding evil is “either defect of the form or of some part of it necessary
to the thing’s integritas.” Tn Swem. Theol. Suppl. 8o.1.c, both “integrity™
and “perection” imply an “entire correspondence” and “correspondence
in full proportion” of the accidental to the substantial form of the ratural
or artificial ohject. And since “the first perfection of & thing cousists 1n its
very form, from which it derives its species” (Sum. Theol. 111.2g.2¢) and
that “likeness is with respect to the form” (15.4), we see that fntegritas
is really “carrectness” of the iconography and corresponds to Plato’s
éplérms; all things being beautitul to the extent that thev imitate or
participate in the beanty af Gad, the formal cause of their being at all.

Diminute does not mean “broken up,” but rather “impeired,” abated or
diminished by defect of anything that should be present, as in Nico-
machean Frhics w35, and in Psalm 2:1, diminurae sunt veritates, and
Rev. 22:19, “if any man shall take away (diminuerdt).”*" It must be from
this point of view that we should understand “magnitude” as essential ta
beauty (see n. 21, above) : viz. en aporopriate, rather than any absoluwe size,
In mediaeval anc similar arts the size of a figure s proportionate to its
importance (and this is the chief sense of the expression debita pro-
portiv), and not perspectively determined by its physical relationship to
other figures; while in nature, whatever is “undersized” is puny and ugly.
Superfluum et diminuium (Nicomachean Fthics 11272 ad 2) are the
catremes to be avoided in whatever is to be “correct”; the Sanskrit equiva-
lents are the sndtirtktan, “too little and too much,” tc be avoided in
ritual operation. “Beautifu.” and “ugly” are pulcher and rurpis, like Gk,
#akés and aioxpds and Skr. kalvanae and papa; “ugly” coinciding with
“disgraceful” or “sinful,” and beauty with “grace” or “gandness.”” The
terms have a far more than merely aesthetic significance. Skr. \/4al,
present 1n kalydma and kalds, is recognizable also in “hale,” “healthy,”
“whole,” and “haly™; irs primary s=nses are to “he in acar,” “be effecrive,”
“eal culate,” “make,” end a derivative is Adlz, “time.” This \/kal is proba-
bly identical with \/%r (kar) in kara, “creation” and kratu, “power,” Lat.
¢reo, etc,, Gk. kpalvw whence kpdros, etc, znd in the same way xpdvos,

Sha_U':_d as o serve the particular end for which it was designed. Things can be
beautiful or perfect only in thzir own way, and only gocd of their kind, never
abicﬂulcly, [CL Plawo, Hippias Major 2000, and Philo, Heres 155-158.]

"CL Plato, Law; 6570, where correctness ( hpfieye = integritas) is a macter of
adequucy (ladrye), both as to quality and quantty; also Republic 402a and 52:c.
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“ime.” "I'he doctrine that “beauty is a [ormal causc™ and that cx diving
pulchrizudine esse ommium derivatzr is deeply embedded in language
itsclf.

“Due proporiion” and “consonance” (consonantia = appovin) are
(1) of the actual to the substantial form and (2) of rhe parts of a thing
among themselves. The former concepticn, 1 think, predominates, as in
Aquinas, Swmmy contra Gentiles 1.62, “Far then an ark is a true ark
when it agrees with (comsomat) the a=t” (in the mind of the artist), and
as suggested ahove in connection with “magnitude.” On the other hand,
in the De pulchro translated above, St. ‘Lhomas by comsonantia i3 plainly
referring to the due proportion of the parts ol a thing in relation to one
another. “Due proportion” necessary to beauty is mentioned also in Sum.
Theol. 1.5.4 ad 1 and 1111452

Clavits; is the radiance, illuminzation, lucidity, splendor, or glory proper
to the object itself. and not the cffect of any external illuminaticn. The
outstanding examples of clarity are the sur and gold, to which a “glori-
fied” body is therefors commonly compared; so also Transhguration is
2 clarifcation (cf. Sum. Theol. Suppl. 85.1 and 2).

Everything has its own “generic lucidity” (Aquinas, De puichro),
that of rhe “shining of the Jonmal light upon what is formed or propor-
tioned” (Ulrich Engelberti, De pulchro). An excellen: illastration can be
cited in CU 1w.142, where one man says to another, “Your facc, my
dear, shines like that of onc who has known God.” Compare Old Eng-
lish, Hire lure lumes liht, as a launterne a nyht, William Blake's “T:ger,
Tiger, burring bright,” and the “flaming kinc” of RV 11.34.5. In this sense
we speak of all beautiful things as “splendid,” whether they be natural
objects such as tigers or tress, or artifacts such as buildings or pocms, in
which clarity is the same as intelligibility and the opposite of obscunty.
The color of anything beautiful must be bright or pure, since color is
determiried by the nature of rhe colored object itsclf, and if dull or muddy
will be a sign of its impurity. So again the color of gold is traditionally
the most beausiful color.

Beaury and goocness are identical fundamentally, for they both origl-
nate in the form, but they differ logically; goodness relating o the ap-
petite, and bezuty to cognition or apprehension; “for beautiful things are
those which please when scen (pulchra enim dicuntur quae visa placent).”
1t is because of “due proportion” rhar rhey please; for sense (sensus)
delights in things duly proportioncd, as in what is after its own kind
(Sum. Theol. 15.4 ad 1). “Those senses chiefly regard the beautilul, viz.
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ight and hearing, as ministering to reason. Thus it is evident that heanry
S1E g ¥
adds to geodness a relation to the cognitive power; so that good (bomiem )
means that which simply pleases the appetite, while the beautiful is some-
thing pleasing to apprehend.” In other words, “that belongs to the na-
ture of the beautiful in which, being seen or known, the appetite is
brought to rest” (111271 ad 3).*" “Whereas ather animals take delight
in the objects of the senses only as ordered o food and sex, mar alone
takes pleasure in the beauty of sensible objects for their own sake”
(Lo1.3 ad 3).

It is clearly recognized thar acsthetic pleasures are natural and legiti-
mate, 11d even essential; for the good cannot be an object of the appetite
unless it has been apprehended (Surz. Theol. 1-1.27.2¢), and “pleasure

erfects the operation™ (1-1n.4.1 @d 3 1-11.334c, etc.). Because the beauty
p P 4 3 334 . y
of the work is inviting, delectare has its due place in the trzditional
formulae defiring the purpose of eloquence.”™ At the saiwe tine, o say
that its beauty is an invitation to the goodness of anything 1s also to make
it self-evident that 72 beauty is not, like the good, a final end or end in
iself, Exactly the sume point of view is present for Plato, lor whom
“learning is zccompanied by the pleasure taken in charm” (s xdpwos
v ndornr), but the carrectness and ut'lity, goodness and heauty of the
work are consequences of its truth; the pleasure is not a criterion of the
adequacy of the work, and cannot be made the basis of a judgment,
which can only he made if we know the work’s intenton (Bovinos,
Laws 667-66g)."° Tt is in making aesthetic pleasures, rather than pleasure
in the intelligible good,* the end of art, that the modern “aestheric”
differs most prefoundly from the traditional doctrine; the current philos-
D'_Jh}' of art is Essentially 50?3:;—;&011.’11, 1e., sentimental,

2 “We enjoy what we know whan the delighted will 15 at rest therein” S, An-
gustine, De Trinttate x.10.

* See Cocmaraswamy, Why Exhibit Works of Art?, 1943, p. 104

*” As pointed ou: by St. Augustine, tzste cannct be made a criterion of beauty,
for there are some who like deformities. Things that pleass us do so because they
are beautituly it does not follow that they are beautiful because they please us
(De musica v1.38; Lib, de ver, rel. 56).

”"_ ‘The current philosophy of manufacture, subservient to industrial interssts,
djs.:mguishes the fine or useless from the applied or useful arts, The tracitionzl
Pﬁ]osophy, on the other hand, asserts that beauty and utility are indivisible in the
01}1““, and that nothing useless car preperly ke called beautiful (Xenophon, Memora-
bilia 11186, 1v.6.9; Plato, Cratylus atbey Horace, Epictula ad Pisones 324; St Au-
gastine, Lib de ver. vel. 301 St. Bonaventurz, De veducticne avtirem ad theolagiom

14, etz,). The antitracidonal view of life is trivial rather than “realistic” or pracu-
cal; much of its “culture” is actually useless.
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“Art imitates Natare in her manner of opcration” (ers imziatur na-
suram in sua operatione, Sum. Theol. 1117.1c). “Narural things depend
on the divine intellecr, as do things made by art upon a humar intellect”
(117.1¢). In the first citation, the immediate reference is to the art o7
medicire, in which natural means are employed. But these are rot the
“nature” that cperates, sinice it is not the tools but the operator that makes
the work of ar. “Nature herself causes natural things as regards their
form, but presupposes marter,” and “the work of art is ascribed not to the
‘nerrumert but to the witist” (res.2c and Suppl. 8o.r ad 3). Hence the
“qarurc” referred to is Natura naturans, Creatrix nniversalis, Deus, and
not INatura naturara. The truth of art is to Natura naturzns.

The net tesult of the traditional doctrine of beauty, as expouaded by
St. Thomas Aquinas, is to identify beaury with formality or order, and
ugliness with informality or want of order. Ugliness, like other evils, is
a privetion. The like is expressed in Sanskrit by the terms pratirdpa,
“formal,” and apratiripa, “infarmal,” as equivalents of kulydna and pdpa.
RBeauty, in cther words, is always “ideal,” in the proper sense of the word;
but “our” id=al (in the vulgar sense, that of what we like) may not be
beautiful at all.

APPENDIX

With respect to “gocdness” (bonitas), the reader must Lear in mind that
good and evil in Scholestic philosophy are not morel categories, except
in connection with conduct and when so specified; the worthy or meral
good (bonum honestum or bonum moris) being distinguished from the
useful (bomum wile) and the en‘oyable good (Somum delectabile). In
general, the geod i synonymous with being or acr as distinguished from
nonbeing ar porentiality, and in this universal sense the good is generally
defined as that which any creature desires or relishes (Sum. Theol.
15.1, 1281, and passim, Scholastic philnsophy fellowing Aristotle, Nico-
machean Ethics 11.-, “The good is thar which all desire”). When, for
example, it is a matter of the summum bonum, which is God, this Good
is so called as being man’s last enc (Skr. paramdrtha) and the limit of
desire; it is “good,” nat as virtue is opposed to possible vice (“There,” as
Eckhart says, “ncither vice nor virtue ever enterec in”), but as heing that
which draws all things to itself by its Beauty,

I is ahove all in connection with the arts that goodaess is not & moral
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quality. As “Prudence is the norm of conduct” (recta ratio agibilium,
Nicomachean Ethics 1-1.56.3), su “Art is the norm of workmanship
(recta ratio factibilium). . . . The arust (artifex) 1s commendable as such,
nat for the will with which he does a work, bur for the quality ol the
work” (1r157.3); “Art docs not presuppose rectitude of the appetite”
(11-1.57.4)3 “Art dees not require of the artist that his act be a good acr,
but thar his work be good. . . . Wherefore the artis: needs art, not that he
may lead a good life, but that he may produce a good work of art, and
have :t in goed care” (11-1.57.5). Those whose interest is in ethics rather
than in art should note the converse proposition, “There cannot be a
good use without the art” (11-157.3 4d 1), tantamount to Ruskin's “in-
dustry without art is bruorality.”

The distinction of art from prudence underlies the injunction to “take
no thought for the morrow.” “Thy mastery is of the work, never of it
fruits; so neither work for the fruits, nor be inclined to refrain from
working” (BG m.47); similarly, St. Thomas Aquinas, “Goc ordaired that
wa should not be careful about that which is na affzir of ours, viz. the
consequences of our acts (de evemiibus nostrarum actionum), bur did
not forbid us o be careful about that which is our affair, viz. the act
itselt” (Summa contra Gentiles 111.35).

As, however, there can be moral sin, so also there can be artistic sin,
Sin being defined as “a departure from the order to the end,” may be of
two kinds, arising either in connecticr: with fuctiénlia or in connecticn
with agibilia, thus: “Firstly, by a departure from the particular end in-
tended by the artist: and this sin will be proper ro the art; for instance, il
an artist produce a bad thing, while intending to produce something
good; or preduce something good, while intending to produce something
bad. Secondly, by a departure from the generzl end of human life (Skr.
puruségrtha, in its fourfold division): and then he will be said to sin, if he
intend to produce a bad work, and doss so actually in order rha: another
iy be taken in thereby. Bur this sin is not proper to the artist as such,
bu: as a man. Conscquenly, for the former sin that artist is blamed as an
arrist; while for the latter he is blamed as a man” (Summa contra Gentiles
w121.1.2), For eaample, the smith will be sinning as an artist if he fails to
make a sharp knife, but as a man 1f he makes one in order ro commit
murder, or for someone whom he Arows w ivtend 1o commit murder.

Artistic sin in the frst of these senses is recognized in SB 11.1.4.6 in con-
nection with error in rthe performance of ritual, to be avoided because
“that would be a sin (aparadhz, missing the mark), jus: as if one were
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to do ene thing while intending v do another; or if one were to say onc
(hing whilc intending to say another; or were to go in one direction while
intending to go in anorher.”

It should be added that there can be also a metaphysical sin, as of error,
or “heresy,” resulting from an infirm act of cortemplarion (Skr. Sithila
samadhi, or kheda in dhyana); see “The Intellectual Operation in Indian
Art” [in this volume—ep.|. There can, accordingly, be a departure from
the order to the end in three ways: (1) in art, as when a man says “I do
no: know anything about at, but I know what I like”; (2) in conduct,
as when a man says “I do not know what is right, but T know whar T like
doing”; and (3) in specnlarion, as wher @ man says “T do not know what
is true, but I know what I like to think”

It is noteworthy that the Schclastic definition of sin as a “deparrure from
the arder to the end” is literally identical with that of KU 1.2, where hc
who prefers what he most likes (preyar) to what is most beauriful (Sreyas)
is said to “miss the mark” (hiyate arthdr). The primary meaning of fr
is “radiant light” or “splendor,” and the superlative, freyas, without loss
of this content, is generally tantamount to “felicity” and summum Eonzm;
éreyas ard preyas are thus by no mezns good and evil simply or in a specifi-
cally moralistic sense, but rather the universal as distinguishec from any
particuler good. If, as Dante says, he who would portray a figure cannot do
so unless he &e it, or as we mighr express it, unless he lves it (cf. Sum.
Theol. 1.27.1 ad 2), it is no less certain that he who would (and “Judg-
ment is the perfection of art,” 111263 f£.) appreciare and understand an
already completed work, can only do it subject 1o the same condition, and
this means that he must conform his intellect to that of the astist so as to
think with his thcughts and see with his eyes. Acts of self-renunciaiion
are required of all those who aspire to “culture,” that is, to be other than
provincials. It is in this sense that “Wer den Dichter will verstehen, /
muss in Dichrers Tande gehen.”

To judge of Romanesque works of art and o communicate them, the
critic or professor in this field must become = Romanesque man, and
more is needed for this than a sensitivity to Romanesque works of art
or knowledge about them; to assert that a professed “materialist” or
“athe'st™ could in this proper sense become u Doctor in mediacval art
would be a contradiction in terms. Humanly speaking, it is no less
absurd to contzmplate the teaching of the Bible as “literarure.” No one
can “write a Lairy tale” who does not believe in fairies and is not ac-
quainted with the laws of faery.
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It may be remarked that the very word “understanding.” in applica-
tivn to anything whatever, implies to identify our own consciousness with
tha: upon which the thing itself originally depended for its being. Such
an identification, rei et intellectus, is implied by the Platonic distinction
of odvecis (understanding, or literally assaciation) from pdfnoe (learn-
ing) or, in Sanskrit, that vl arthe-jiiina (gnosis of mcaning) from adhy-
ayana (stucy): it is not as a mere Savant (panditah), but as a Compre-
her:sor (evamuwit) that cre benefits from whar one studies, assimilaiing
what one knows. Understanding implies and demands a kind of re-
pentance (“change of mind”), and o too a recantation of whatever may
have been said on the basis of observation alare, without understanding.
Only what is correct is comprchensible; hence one cannct understand
and disagree. All understanding in this sense implies a formal endorse-
ment; he who really understands a work ol art would have made it as
it is and not in any other likeness. Like the original artist, he may be
aware of some defzct of skill or of the material, but rannnr wish that the
art by which, thar is 10 say the Zorm to which, the thing was made had
been ather than it was, without to the same extent denying the artist’s
very being. He who would have had the form be other than it was, does
s0 not as a judge of art, but s 4 patroa post factum; he is judging, not
the formal beauty of the artifact, but only its practical value for himself.
So with respect to natural things, no one can be said to have [ully under-
stood ther, but oaly w0 have described them, who would not have made
them as they are, had he been their first cause, whether we name that
cause “Natura paturans” or “God.”

In these respects, the importation of the doctrine of Esnfiihlung or
empathy into the theory of criticism marks a step in the right direction;
bur only a right intention, rather than u peifected gesture, so far as
Christien znd like arts are concerned. For “infeeling” is subject to the
same defect here as the word “aesthetic” irself. Christian and like arts are
primarily formal and intellectual, or, as somectimes exoressed, “imma-
terial” and “spiritual”; the relation of beauty is ptimarily to cognition
(Sum. Theal. 15.4); the artist works “by intellect,” which Is the same as
“by his art” (112.8; r.16.ac; 1.39.8; and 1.¢5.77¢). Note, in this connection,
that Scholastic philosophy never speaks of the work (opus) as “art™; the
“art” always remains in the artist, while the work, as artificiatam, 1s a
thing done by art, per artem. Assuming that the artist is either his awn
pauron working for himself (as typically in the case of the Divine Archi-
tect), or ‘reely consents to the final end of the work to be done, con-
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ceiving it to be a cesirable end, it will be true that he is working both
per artem et per voluntatern— The ardst works through the word con-
ceived in his mind, and through the love of his will regarding some od-
ject” (1.45.6¢); that is, as an artist with respect to the formal cause of
the hing to be made, «s 4 patron with respect to its finel cause. Here we
arc considering not what things ought to be made, bu: the part played
by art in their making; and as this is a marrer of intellect rather than ol
will, it is evident that “infecling” and “acsthetic” arc hardly satistactory
terms, and that some such words as “conformation” (Skr. tadakarata)
and “apprehensian” (Skr. grahana) would be preferable.

All this has ar important bearing on “archaism” in practice. A thing
“is said to be true absclucely, insofar as it is related to the intellect from
which ir deperds,” burt it “may be rlated 1w an intellect either essentially
or accidentally” (Sum. Theol. 1r6.ac), This explains why it is that
“modern Gothic” seems to be what it really is, “false™ and “insincere.”
For, evidently, Gothic art can be known to the profane architect only
accidcatally, viz. through the study and measurement of Gothic build-
ings; however learned he may he, the work can anly be a forgery. For
as Eckhart says (Dvans ed., I, 108), “c0 be properly cxpressed, a thing
must proceed from within, moved by its form; it must come, not in from
witheut, but out from wirkin,” and in the same way St. Thomas (Sum.
Theol. 1.14.16c) speaks of the feasible (operadile) as depeading, nct on
a resolution of the thing made into its principles, but on the application
of form ro marerial. And since the madern architect 1s not a Gothic mar,
the form is not in him, and the same will hold fer the workmen who
carry out his designs. A like defect of proper expression is perceived
when the sacrificial music of the Church is performed, not as such but
by secular choirs, as “music,” or when the Bible or the Dizzna Commedia
are taught as “literature” In the same way, whenaver the accidents ol
an alien style are imitated elsewhere, the operaticn of the artist is vitiated,
and we readily detect in this case not so much a forgery as a caricature.
It will be ezsily seen that the study of “influences” shuuld be regarded as
onc of the least important aspects of the history of art, and hybrid arts
as the least important of all arts, We can think one another’s thoughrs,
ideas being independent of time and local position, but we cannot ex-
press them for one ancther, but only in our own way.

[3¥]
L]
o0

Avi sine scientia nifil

Ars sinc scientia nihil (“art without science is nothing™).” These words
of the Parisian Master Jean Mignot, enunciated in connection with the
building of the Cathedral of Milen in 1368 were his answer to an
opinion then beginning to take shape, that seientia est unum et urs abid
(“scierce is one thing and art another™). For Mignot, the rhetoric of
building involved a truth to be expressed in the wark itself, while athers
had begun to taink, as we now think, of houses, 2nd even of God's house,
only in terms of construction and effect. Mignot's seicntia cannot have
ireant simply “engineering,” for in thar case his words waonld have been
a truism, and no one could have cuestioned them; eng.neering, in those
days, would have been called er arr, and not a scizace, and would have
been included in the recia ratio Jactibiliwm or “art” by which we kuow
how things can and should be made. His serentia must therefore have
had to do with the reason (ratéa), theme, content, or burden (gravitas)
of the work to be done, rather than with its mere Tuncrioning. Art clone
was not enough, but sine scientia nifal.’

In connection with poctry we have the homolagaus statement of Dante
with reference to his Commedia, that “the whole work was undertaken
nar for a speculative bur a practical end. . .. The purpose cf the whole is
to remove those who are living in this life from the state of wrerchedness
and to lezd them to the state of blessedness” (Ep. ad Can. Grand., 15 and
16). That is closely peralleled in Aévaghosa’s caloohon to the Seundard-
[First publishec in The Catholic Art Quarterly, VI (1043), t1is essay was }aL:r
included in Figures of Spesch or Figuves of Thought. The Milan archives [rom
which Coomarsswamy drew his theme have since heen published and discussed

hy_Iamcs Ackerman in “Ars sine scientia nihil est” Arz Rulletin KXXI (1039).—
ED, |

L [Scieniia autern artificis est conss wrlificiatorum, co qeod artifex operatuy frer
summy inteliecrum, Surm. Thevl. L1a.8c]

2 [“If you rake away science, how will you distinguish between the ariffex and
ie fnscius®™ Cicero, Academiza 1.7.22; “Archirccti jam suo verbo rationem istam
vocant” Augustine, Pe ordine 134, it is the same for all arts, =g, dance is ra-
tional, thersfore its gestares are not merzly graceful movements but also s1gns. |
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nanda: “This poem, pregnant wirth the burden of Liberarion, has been
composed by me in the postic manner, not for the sake of giving pleasure,
but for the sake of giving peace.” Giselbertus, sculptor of the Last Judg-
menr at Aurun, does not ask us to consider his arrangement of masses, or
to admire his skill in the use of tools, but directs us to his theme, of which
he says in the inscription, Terreat hic terrar quas terrews alligat error,
“T.er this terror aflright those whom terrestrial error holds in bondage.”

And s, to, tor music. Guido d’Arezzo distinguishes accordingly the
true musician from the songster who is nothing bur an artist:

Musicorum et cantorum magnz est distancia:

Isti dicunt, illi sciunt quae compenit musica,

Nam cui canit quod non sapit, diffinirur bestia;
Bestia non, qui non canit arte, sed usug

Non verum tacit ars cantorem, sed decumentum.’

That is, “between the true ‘musicians” and the mere ‘songsters,’ the dif-
ference is vast: the latter vocalize, the former understand the music’s
composition. He who sings of what he savers not is termed a ‘brute’; not
brute is he who sings, not merely artfully, but asefully; it is not arr zlone,
but the doctrine that mekes the true singzr.”

The thought is like St. Augustine's, “not to enjoy what we should use”;
pleasure, indeed, perfects the operatinn, bur is nor irs end. And like
Plato’s, for whom the Muscs are ziven to us “that we may usc them in-
tellectually (uerd vod)," not as a source of irrational pleasure (é¢” néorny
dloyov), but as an aid o the circling of rhe soul within us, of which the
harmony was lost at birth, to help in restoring it to order and conscnt
with ielf” (Timaeus 45p, cf. gon). The words serunt quae componit
musica are reminiscent of Quintilian's “Docti rationem componendi in-
telligunt, ctiam indocti voluptatem” (1x.4.116); and these are an abbrevia-
tion of Plate, Timaeus 823, where it is said that from the compnsition
of sllarp and L.lt'tp sounds there results “plcasurc w the '-.,ll‘li.ntel:ig:nt, but

3 [Paul Henry Lang, in his Music and Western Cizilization (New York, 1042),
p. 87, accidzntally rendered the penultimate line in our verse by “A brute by rote
znd not by art makes melody”; a version that overlooks the double neganve, and
misinterprets zsee, which is not “by hakir,” but “uscfully” or “srofitably” depéhipos.|
Professor E. K. Rand has kindly pointed out to me that line 4 iz metrically in-
complete, and suggests sepit wsw, e, “who, in practice, savors wha: is sung.” [Re-
lated material will be found in Plato, Phaedsrus 2454; Rimi, Mathnowi 12770,

+ The shifting of our interest from “pleasure™ to *Significance” involves what is,
in fact, 2 perdrow, which cen be taken to mean either a “change of mind,” cr a

turning away from mindless sensibility to Mind itself. Cf Coomaraswamy, “On
Being in One’s Right Mind,” 1642,
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to the intelligent that delighr rhart is occasioned by the imitation of the di-
vine harmony realized in mortal motions.” Plato’s “delight” (eddpoairy),
with its fes:al connotation (cf. Homeric Hymns 1v.482), corresponds to
Guido’s verb sapit, as in sapienia, defined by St. Thomas Aquinas as
seientia cum amore; this delight is, in fact, the “feast of reason.” To ane
who plays his instrument wirth art and wisdom it will teach him such
things as grace the mind; but to onc who questions his instrument 1g-
norantly end viclently, it will only babble (Homeric Hymns 1v.433).
Usu may he compared to usus as the jus et norma loguend: (Horace,
Ars poetica, 71, 72), and corresponds, I think, to ¢ Platenic digeipms
= frui, prustio and Thomist ati = frui, jrustio (Sum. Theal. 1.39.6¢).

That “art” is not enough recalls the words of Plato in Phacdrus 2454,
where not mercly art, but also inspiration is necessary, if the poetry is
to amount to anything. Mignot’s seienziz and Guido’s documentum arc
Danre’s dozzrina at which (and not at his art) he asks us to marvel (/a-
Jerno 13.61) ; and that dofzrina is not his own but what “Amor (Sancrus
Spiritus) dictates within me” (Prrgazorio XxIv.52, 53). [ is not the poct
but “the God (Eros) himsell that speaks” (Plato, Jon 534, 535); and not
fantasy but truth, for “Omne verum, a quocumque dicarur, est a Spiritu
Sancto” (St. Ambrose on 1 Cor. 12:3); “Cathedram habet in caclo qui
intus corda docet” (St. Augustine, [# epist. Joannis ad parthos); “O Lord
of the Voice, implant in me thy doctrine (ruzam), in me may it abide”
(AV r12).

That “to make the primordial truth intelligible, to make the uaheard
audible, to enunciate the primordial word, such is the task ol arg, or it
is not art™—not art, but guiz sine scientiz, nikil—has been the normal
and oecumenical view of ar. Mignot's canception of architecrure, Guido’s
of music, 2nd Dante’s of noerry underly the art, and notably the “orna-
ment,” of all other peoples and ages than our own—whose art is “unin-
telligible.”™ Our private (iBuwruss) and sentimental (wafnrikds) con-

“Walter Andrae, “Keramik im Dicnste der Weisheit,” Berichre der dentschen
keramnischen Gesellschaft XVII (1936), p. 263. CE. Cerhardt Hauptmann, “Dichten
Lizisst, hinter Worten das Urwort erklingen lassen”; and Sir George Birdwood,
“Art, void of its supernarural typology, fails in iis inlierent artisde cssence” (Sva,
London, 1e15, p. 2¢6).

® “It iz inevitable rhar the artist should be unintelligible because Lis sensitive na-
ture inspired by fassinarinn, hewilderment, and excitement, expresses itself 1n the
profound and intuitive terms of ineffable wonder. We live in an age of unintel-
ligibility, as every age must be thar is so largely characterized by conflict, nalad-
justmens, and heretogeneity” (E. K. Rothschilc); iLe., as Irsdell Jenkins has ex-
pressed it, in 2 world of “impnverished reality.”
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trary heresy (L.e, view that we prefer to entertain) which makes of works
of art an essertially sensational experience,” is stated in the very word
“acsthetics,” atofmos being nothing but the biological “irritability” that
human beings share with planrs end animals, The American Indian
canrot understand how we “can like kis soags and not share their spiritual
contzaz”™ We are, indesd, just what Plato called “lovers of fine colors
and sovnds and all that art makes of these things thar have so litle
to do with the naturc of the beautiful itself” (Repudlic 4768). The truth
remains, that “art is zr intellectual virtue,” “beauty has to do with cog-
nicen.”™ “Science renders the work beautiful; the will renders it uselul:
perseverance mckes it lasting."w Ars sine scientia nihal,

TOTr was a fremendms diseovery, how 1o Aycite emotions for their own sake”
( Alfred North Whitehead, Religion in the Making, quoted with approval by Herberr
Read ir 4wt and Society, Londan, 1937, po 84). Much mors troly, Aldone Husley
calls aur abuse of art “a form of masturation™ [ Fade and Means, New York, ro37,
p. 237): kow ctherwise could one deseribe the stimulation of =motions “for their
own sake”?

8 Mary Austen in H. J. Spircen, Fine At and ihe First Americans (New York,
1631), p. 3. No mere can we uncerstand those for whom the Seriptures are mere
“litzrature.”

98um, Theol. 154 ad 1, LIa7.I ad 3 and 11573 and 4.

178, Bonaveatura, De reductione artium ad theologiam xim,

iy

The Meeting of Eycsl

In some portraits the eyes of the subject seem to be looking straight at
the specratar, whether he faces the picture or moves w right or left of it.
There are, for example, many representations of Christ in which his
glance seems to held the spectator wherever he is and to follow him
insistently wher he moves. Nicholus of Cusa had seen such representa-
tions at Nuremberg, Coblentz. and Brussels; a good example is the Head
of Christ by Quentin Matsys, in Antwerp (figure 3). The type seems to
be of Byzantine origin.®

In an article entitled *“I'he Apparent Direction of Eyes in a Portrait,”
W. H. Waollaston has discussed and explained the rather subtle conditivns
on which this phenorenon depends. It is an cect by no means wholly

[First published in the Ar¢ Quarterly, VI {1543}, this cszay was later included in
Figures vf Sveech or Figores of Thought.—zn.]

tIn the Indian Rhetoric of Love, the first condition of “Love in Separation,”
known as “Love’s Beginning” (pdéirea véiga), may be occasioned either by hearsay or
by sight, and if by sight, cither by seeing in a picture or by ‘vision eye to eye”
(saksit darfana) the rosult is the first of the ten stages of love, that of “Longing”
(abhilisa). So, for example, in the Séhitya Darparpa, and the whole of the literarure
on rhetoric, and in thz songs of the Vaisnava Tideles de 'amour,

I do not know of any explicit Indian refercnce to the exchange of glances es be-
tween a piciure and the spectater, but in the Arabian Nights (Swry of Prince
Ahmed zed Uie [uiry Peri-Banu, R. F. Durton, Suppl. Nighes 111 [1386], 427), it is
sa.d that there was in a temple at Besnagar, “a golden image in sdze and staturc
like unto 2 man of wondrous beauty; and so cunning was Uhe workmanship that
the facz seemed to fix its =yes, two immense rubies of enormous value, upon all
behelders re matter where they stood.”

Thar Ged is allseeing, or looks ir all directinne simulrancously, occurs throughout
*he literature. The Brakma “visbly present and not out of sight” (saksad-aparoksit)
is the immanent Breath and true Self (BU 14} sc that (zs also in Pla) if the
contemplative is to “see” the immanent deiry his eye must be “turned round,” con-
or introverted (@vprtacabsns, KU ).

2For the cbove and further references see E. Vansteenberghe, Autowr de Ia
docte ignorance (Minster, 1915), p. 37

8 Philosophical Transactions, Royal Society (Loncon, 1824).
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Figure 3. Quentin Matsys: Christus Sabvatcr Mendi

MEETING OF EYES

due to the drawing of the eyes themsclves,' but also and even more
depends on the drawing of the nose and other features. Wollaston points
out that just as the needle of a compass scen [rom a little distance, and
actually vertical in a perspective drawing, retains its apparently vertical
position however much we change our point of view, but seems to move
in order to do this. so the eyes of & portrait originally looking at the
spectator in one position seem to move in order to regard him in another
position. On the ather hand, although the eyes themselves may have been
drawn as if looking dircctly at the spectator, if the other features are
out of drawing for this position of the eyes, then the effect of the features,
and especially the nose, will be to meke the piclure seem to look in onc
(ixed dircction, away from the spectator, whatever ais position. ‘Lhe
strictly frontal position presents, of course, the simplest case, but ir is not
ar all necessery that the position of the face should be strictly frontal if
the eves are so turned (aside in the subject) as ta look directly at the
spectator, and chere is nothing in the rest of the drawing © contradict
this apoearance. Thus the essentials for the cffcer are (1) thar the subject
must have been criginally represeated as if locking directly at the artist,
anc (2) rhat nothing in the rest of the drawing must conflict with (his
appcaranct.

Nicholas of Cusa refers to icons of this kind, and in the De zicione Det,
or De icona (an. 1453) he speaks of sending such a picture to the Abbot
and the Brethren of Tegernsee, He makes the characteristic of the icon,
as referred 1o above, the starting point of a Conremplario ‘n Caligine, or
Vision of God i tenebris, beyond the “wall of the coincidence of con-
traries.” Of such pictures he says:

Place it anywhere, say on the north wall of your Orarory; stand
before it in a half-circle, not wo close, and look at it. It will seem

*In somc types of primitive art, for example, the cyc of a face in full profile may
ke drawn as if seen [roually, but this does not make it scem that it :s looking at
the spectator.

#The wall of the Paradise in which thouw dwelless,” he says, “is composite of
the coincidence of coulraries, aud venains impenetrabls for all who have not over-
come the highest Spiiit ol Reason whe keeps the gaw” (Ds eimoae Ded, ch. g).
Thcsc “contraries” (past and future, good and evil, etc.), in the traditional symbol-
tm of the Janua Cocli, arc the two leaves or sides of the “Active Door,” by which,
as they “Clasl,” the entrant may be crushed. The highest spivit of Reason must be
overcome (¢l John 1oy and JUB 13) because all vaticnal wwih (£ BU 163
and [5z Up. 15) is necessarily stated in terms of the contraries, of which the
coincidence is supraratonal, Liberation is from these Ypairs” (dvendeatr vimeaktal,

BG xv.s).

235



MEDIAEVAL ART AND AESTHETICS

-0 each of you, wharever rhe position from which he lovks, that it is
as il hie, and he alone, werc being looked at. . .. So you will marvel,
in the first place, how it can be that the ieon lanks at all of you and
at each one of vou. ... Then let @ brother, fixing his gaze upon the
icon, move towards the west, and he will find that the glance of the
icor. moves ever wirh him; nor will it leave him if he returns to the
sast. He will marvel then at this motion without locomotion. . . .
If he asks a brother to walk from east to west, keeping his =yes on
the icon, while he himself moves eastwards, he will be wld by the
latter, when they meet, that the glance o2 the icon moves with him,
and will believe him; and ‘rom :his evidence will realize that the
face follows everyone as he moves, even il the motions arc contrary.
He will see thet the motionless foce moves to east and west, ncrth-
ward or southward, in ans dirsctinn and in all directions simultane-

OUS.Y.

We cannot, in the zhsence of further literary evidence, be cerrain that
the effect was one that hac been deliberately sought hy the zrtist, and
the result of & conscious art or rule, But it is an cffect pertaining to the
formal cause, viz. to the mental image in the artist’s mind, and so neces-
sarily refects his implicit intention; if he has nor imagined the divine
eyes as looking at himself cirectly, they will not seem to look at any
subsequent spectator directly. The effect, in other words, is not an acci-
dent, hut a necessity of the iconcgraphy; if the eyes of e all-seeing God
are o be iconostasized fruly and correctly, they must appear to be all-
seeing.

Nicholas of Cusa’s description ol the icon ol Christ has a striking
parallel in the Dhammapada Aithakathd, 1.406: when the Buddha is
preaching, o however large an audience, and whether to those sranding
belvre or behind him, i seems W each that ““The Teacher 1s looking at
me alene; he is preaching the Norm to me alcne.” kor the Teacher ap-
pears to be looking at each individuzl and to be conversing with each. . ..
A Buddha scems to stand face to face with every individual, no matter
where the individual may stand.”

The effect i an icon is an example of the inwegritas sive perfectio that
St. Thomas Aquinas makes a condition o beauty, and of the 6pférys,
arifea, and irdrme (corecrness, rruth, and adequacy) with respect o
the olow, i8éa, and 8dvau:s (suchness, form, and power) of the archetype
that Plato insists upon in all iconography and can only be attained when
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the artist himself has scen the rcality that he is to depict. Only to the
extent that an artifact correctly represents its model can it b= said to fulall
izs ourpose. In the present case (as in that of every artifact in proportion
10 its significance) the purpose of the icen is to be the support of a con-
emplation (dhiydlamba). It may or may not also afford aestheric pleas-
ures: nor is there any evil in these pleasures as such, unless we think of
them as the sole end of the work; in which case we become mere syha-
rites, lotus-eaters, and passive enjoyers ol sumcthing that can only be
understood from the point of view of its intended use. 'L'a adaps the words
of Guida d’Arszzo, Non verym facit ars artificem, sed documenium.

[
[¥¥1]
s |



Ornament

As remerked by Clement of Alexandriz, the scriprural style is parabolic,
but it is not for the sake of elegance of dictior. that prophecy makes use
of figures of speech. On the other hand, “the sensible [urms [of artifacts],
in which there was at first a polar bzlance of physical and metaphysical,
have been mere and mere voidec of content on their way down o us:
so we say, ‘this is an crnament’ . . . an ‘art form. . . . [Is the symdol ]
therefors dead, because its living mcaning had been lost, because 1t was
denied that it was the image of a spiritual truth? 1 think not™ (W, An-
drac, Die fonische Siule: Bauform uder Symbol? Berlin, 1933, “Conclu-
sion™). And as 1 have so often said myself, a divorce ot utility and mean-
ing, concepts which are unized in the one Sanskrit word arzha, would
have heen ‘ncarceivable 1o early man or in any traditional culture!

We know that in traditional philosophy the work of art is a reminder;
the summons of its beauty is to a thesis, as to someth:ng to be understood,
rather than merely enjoyed. Unwilling as we may be to aceept such a
proposition today, in a world increasingly emptied of meaning, it is even
harder for us to believe that “arnament” and “decoration” are, properly
speaking, integral factors of the bezuty of the work of art, certainly not
‘nsigniticant parts of it, but rather necessary to its efficacy.

What we have in view, under these circunstances, is o support by
the analysis of certain familiar terms and categeries the proposition that
our modern preoccupation w:th the “decorative” znd “aesthetic™ aspects
[First published in :he drz Bellenn, SN[ (1930), this cssay was subszquently in-
duded in Figures of Speech or Fivures of Thouwglu—ztn.]

T As remarked by T. W. Danzel, in a primitive culture—by “primitive” the
anthropologist ofien means no more than “not quitc up to (our) date”—"sind
auch diz Kuliurgchicie Kuns;, Religion, Wirtscheft usw. noch nichr als selb-
stindige, gesonderte, geschlossenz Betitigungsbereiche vorhanden™ (Kaliar wnd
Religivn der primitiven Memehen, Stuttgart, 1924, p. 7). This is, incideatally, a
devasting cridcism of such socicties as arc not “primitive,” and in which the
various [uactions of life and branches of knowledge are trsatsd as specualities,
gesondert und geschlossen from any unifyiag principle.
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of art represents an aberration that has lirtle or norhing to do with the
original purposes of “ornament”; to demonstrate from the side of se-
mantics the pasition that has been stated by Maes with special reference
to Negro art that “Voulolr séparer I'objet de sa significadon sociale, son
role ethnique, pour n'y voir, n'y admirer et n'y chercher que le c6té
esthérique, c'est enlever 4 ces sauvenirs de I'art ndgre leur sens, leur sig-
nificance ct leur raison d'étre! Ne cherchons point & effacer l'idée que
lindigéne a incrustfe dans l'ensemble comme dans chacun des détails
pour n'y voir que la beauté d’zxécution de I'objer sans signification, raison
d'étre, ou vie. Efforcons-nous au contraire de comprendre la psychologic
de I'art négre et nous Anirons par en pénétrer toute la beauté et toute
la vie” (IPEK, 1y26, p. 283); and that, as remarked by Karsten, “the
ornaments of savage peoples can only be properly studied in conncction
with a study of their magical and religious belisfs” (674, 1925, p. 164).
We emphasize, however, that the application of these consicerarions is
not merely to Negro, “savage,”” and folk art but to all :raditional arts,
thase, for example, of the Middle Ages and of India,

Let us consider now the history of various words that have been used
to express the notion of an ornamentation or decoration, and which in
modern usage for the mest part import an aesthetic value added to -hings
of which the said “decoration” is not an essential or necessary pare, It will
be found that most of these words, which imply for us the noticn of
something adverririnus and Iuxu-ious, added to utilitiss but not essential
to their cfficacy, originally implied a completion or fullillineat of the
artifact or other object in question; that to “decorate” an objec: or person
originally meant to endow the object or persnn wirh its or his “necessary
accidents,” with a view to proper operation; and that the aesthetic senses
of the words are secondary to their practical connotation; whatever was
originally necessary to the completion of anything, and thus proper ro ir,
naturally giving pleasure to the user; untl still later what had oncc been
essenrial to the nature of the object came to be regarded as an “orna-
ment” that could be added o it or omitted at will; wadl, in other words,
the art by which the thing itself had besn made whole began to mean
only @ sort of millinery or upholstery that covered over a hody rhat had
not been made by “art” but rather by “labor"—a point of view bound up
with our peculiar distinction of a fine or useless from an applied or useful
art, and of the artist from the workman, and with our substitution of cere-
monies for rites. A related example of a degeneration of meaning can
be cited in our words “artifice,” meaning “trick,” bur originally artificium,
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“thing made by art,”” “work of art,” and our “artificial,” meaning “false,”
buc originally artificialis, “of or for work.”
. B 1" :

The Sanskrit word alam kéra® is usuzlly rendered by “ornament,” with
reference cither to the rhetorical use of “ornaments” (figures of speech,
assonances, kennings, etc.), or to jewelry or trappings. The Indian cate-

. P . "

gorv of alamRdra-sasira, the “science of poctic ornament,” corresponds,
however, to the mediaeval category of thetoric or art of cratory, in which
cloquence is thought of not as an end in irself or art for art’s sake, or to
display rhe artst’s skill, but as the art of cflective communiczation, There
. - - - . 7 . S L.
exists, indced, a mass of mediaeval Indian poetry that is “sophistc” in
Augustine’s sense: “A speech seeking verbzl oruament beyond the bounds
of responsibility to its burden (graeitas) is cal'ed ‘sophistic, " (De doctrina
Christiana m31). At a time when “poetry” (kdrya)® had to some cxient
) : i
become an end in irself, a discussion arose as to whether or not “orna-
ments” (ulurnkdra) represent the essence of poetry; the consensus heing
that, far from this, poetry is distinguishable from nrose (ic., the peetic
. . qe ) I i
from the prosaic, nor verse from prose) by its “sapidity” or “flavor” (rasa,
corresponding to the sap- in Lat. sapientia, wisdom, seientia cum sapore).
Scund and meaning are thought of as indissolubly wedded; just as in all
the other zrts of whartever kind there was originally a radical and natural
connection between form and significance, without divorce of function
and meaning.

If we analyze now the word alamkdra, and consider the many other
than mercly acsthetic senses in which the verb alam-kr is employed, we

) r . H] 1
shall find that the word is composed of alam, “sulficient,” or “cnough,” anc
kr, to “make.” It must be mentioned for the sake of what follows thar
Sanskrit I and # are often interchangeahle, and that alam is represented

2 The present article was suggested by, and mekes considzrable use -of,_ T Gor.c?::,
“The Meaning of the Word ‘alamkdra’,” in Vulume of Erl.ffc‘f‘ri.aﬂd Tndian Studies
Presented to F. V7. Thomas, ed. S. M. Kaue and P. K. Goce (Bombay, 193),
PD. 07~112; The Meaning of Vedic bhusai (Wageningen, 1939); and “Adbharana,
in New Indian Antiguary, 11 (May 1030). . ) .

& Derivarive nf kavi, “poct” The reference of these words to “poeiry Iand
“peet” in the modern sense is lzte. In Vedic contexis keer 15 primarily an epizhet
of ‘he highest gods with reference to their uterance of wun‘la: of creative power,
kanrya and Ravitva the corresponding quelity of wisdom, Vedic kael being there-
‘ore rather an “enchanter” than a “charmer” in the later sensc of onc who merely
pleases ns hy his sweetr words. . .

In much the same way Greck moimoe originally meaat a "makmg,. so that, as
Plato says, ““I'he pracuctions of all arts are kinds of poeuy and their crattsmen
are all poets” (Sympasiam 205c); [cf. RV x.106.1, vitanvathe dhivo vastrapasera
“Ye weave your songs as TEN weave garmens”].
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by aram in the clder literature, Analogous to the transitive aram-ky are
the intransitive grambhd, “to become able, it far” and aram-gam, “0
serve or suffice for.” The root of aram may be the semc as that of Greek
dpaplokw, "to ft wogether, equip, cr furnish.” Aram with by or &k
nccurs in Vedic texts in phrases meaning preparedness, @bility, suitabiliy,
fitness, henee also that of “satisfying” (a word that renders alam-kr very
literally, sazis corresponding to aram and facere to §r), as in RV vi129.3,
“What satisfaction (arambr) is there for thee, Indra, by means of our
hymns?” Alam-kr in the dtharva Veda (xviiz) anc in the Satapaiha
Brahmana is employed with reference tn the due ardering of the sacri-
fice, rather than to :ts adornment, the sacrifice indeed being much less
a ceremony :han a rite; but already in the Kdmdyana, a “poeucal” work,
the word has usually the meaning 0 “adorn.”

Withou: geing into further detal, it can easily be seen what was once
the meaning of an “adornment,” viz. the furn:shing of anything esssn-
tial to the validity of whatever is “adorned.” or enhances its effect, em-
powering it. For example, “the mind is adorned (alamriyatc) by learn-
ing, folly by vice, elephants by mast, rivers by water, nigh: by the moon,
resolution by composure, kingship by leading”™

In just the same way &hdsana and bhds, words that mean in classical
Sanskrit “ornament,” respectively as noun and as verb, do not have this
value in Vedic Sanskrit, where (like alamkdra, etc.) they reler w the
provision of whatever properties or means increase the efficacy of the
thing or person with reference to which or to whom they are employed:?®
the hymas, for example, with which the deity is said to be “aduvrned,”
are an affirmation of and therefore a confirmation and magnification of
the divine power to act an the singers’ hehalf. Whatever is in this sense
“orrarmented” is thercby made more in act, and more in being. That this
should be so corresponds to the root meaning of the verd, which is an

extension of bhd, o “hecoms,” hur wirh a cansarive nuance, so thar, as

* Paficataniva mnizo (Ecgerton cd., p. 301). [Alam-kr in the senies “equip”
and “ornament” has almost cxactly the same senses as wpa-kr, “to assist, furnish,
ornament,” znd so we find it stated <hat pocticzl figures (#lamidra) cnhance (apa-
krurvani) the “flavor” of a poem ia the same way that jewcls are not ends in
themselves but enkance the efficacy of the person that wears them, Ornements
arc the necessary accidents of essenes, whether artificial or natural, |

FThe two wvalues of bhésane arc found side by side in Visnwdharmottara
nrg1ie, where outline, shading (the representation of), jewelry (bhisanant),
and color arc collectively “the ornaments (bhisanam) of painting,” and it is clear
that these “ornaments” arc not a nccdless claboration of the art but, rather, the
essentials or characteristics of painting, by which it 1s recognized as suck.
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pointed cut by Gonda, bhdsaii dyin ia RV x.11.y does not mean :‘-3:1‘13.-
ments his days” but “lengthens hus life,” “makes more his life”; 7. Skr.
bhiyas, “becoming in 2 greater degree” (Panini), “abundantly furaished
with,” and “more.” Bhas has thus the valuc of rdh, “to increase” (trans.),
A. A. Macdonell rendering the gerundives abhiasenya and vdvrdhenya
both alike by “ro ke glorified” (Vedic Grammar, Strassburg, 1910, §¥0,
p. 242). A identical conncetion of ideas survives in England, where o
“glorify” is also to “magnify” the Lord, and cerrain chants are “mag-
nificate.” Vedic Ahas in the szase “increase” or “strengthen,” anc synony-
mous with zrdh, corresponds to the later causative dhav (from bhat), as
can be clearly seen if we compare RV 1x104.1, where Soma is to be
“adorred,” ar rather “magnified” (pari bhisata) by sacrifices, "as it were
a child” (##um na), with AA 115, where the mother “anrishes” (f)ﬁ(if/ril-
yati) the unborn child, and the farher is said w “support” (bhidvayati)
‘t both hefore and alter birth; bearing also in mind that in RV 1x103.1,
‘he hymns addressed to Scma are actually compared 1o “food” (bhra)
frem 'E;;'ar_. to “bear,” “bring,” “support,” and that in the Astareva Aranya
ka context the mother “nourishes . . . and bears the child” (bhavayati . . .
garbham bibharsi). And insofar as dbharana and Ah#igana i other cou-
texts are often “jewelry” or other decoration of the person or thing re-
ferred to, it may be observed that the values of jewelry were not origina'ly
those of vain adornment in any culture, but rather metaphysical or magi-
calt To some extent this can he recognized even at the present day: if,
for example, the judge is only a judge in act when wearing his robes, if
the mayor is empowered by his chain, and the king by his crown, if the
pope is only infallible and verily pontifl when he speaks ex cathedra,
“from the throne,” nonc of these things is a mere ornament, but rather
equipment by which the man himself is “mored” (bhiiyaskria), just s
in AV x.6.6 Brhaspati wears a jewel, or let us say & talisman, “in order to
heve sower” (ojase). Even tocay the conferring of an order is a “lecura-
tion” in the same serse: and it is only to the extent that we have lezrned
o think of knighthood, for cxample, as an “empty hornor” thatr the
“decoration” takes on the purcly aesthetic values thar we nowadays as-
snciate with the word.”

8 As in AV vn133, where the girdle is worr “for length of life” and :lpw'-Jde
10 endow the wearer with insighs, anderstanding, fervor, and virility. “Iu L]‘El'
Antlce roch keine Moder ohae Sinn gab” (B. Segall, Katalog der Goldschmicae-
Avbeiten, Benaki Museum, Athens, 1938, p. 124).

T [The lotus wreath (PB xvig.rif, and xvim6) worn by Prajipai for _t'-u:
supramacy (fresthya), called a irlpa, werk of art, regarded as his dearest possession
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The mention of &#7, above, leads us to cansider also the word dbaarana,
in which rhe roor is combined with a seli-referent @, “towards.” d&harana
is generally rendered by “ornament,” but is more literally “assumption”
or “attribute.” In this sense the characteristic weapons or other chjects
held by a deity, or worn, are his proper atributes, dbharanam, by which
his modec of operation is dencted inconographically, In what sense a
bracelet of conch (ankha),” worn for long life, etc., is an Zhharanam
can be seen i1 AV .10, where the “sea-born” shell is “tetched (dbhreal)
from the waters.” In the same way Ghdrya, trom Ay, to “bring,” with 4
as before, means in the first place thar which is “1o be eaten,” i.e., nourish-
ment, and sccond, the costume and jewels of an actor, regarded as one
of the four factors of dramatic expression; in the latter sense the sun
and moon are called the Ghdrya of Siva when he manifests himself on
the world stege (Abhinaya Darpana, invocatory introduction).

Returning now to alamkdra as “rhetorical ornament,” Gonda very
properly asks, “Have they always been bur embellishmentst™ and points
out that very many of these so-called embellishments appear already in
the Vedic texts, which, tor all that, are not included in the catagory of
poetry (kdvya—cf. nore 3), ie., are not regarded as belonging w belles
lettres. Yaska, for example, discusses wpama, “simile” or “parable” in
Vedic contexts, and we may remark that such similes or parables are
repeatedly emploved in the Pili Buddhist canon, which is by no means
sympathetic to any kind of artistry that can be thought of as an orna-
mentztion for the sake of ornamentation. Gonda goes on to point out,
and it is incontrovertibly true, that what we should now call crnaments
(when we study “the Bible as literature”) are stylistic phenomena in the
sense that “the scriptural style is parabelic” by an inherent necessity, the
burden of scripture being one that can be expressed only by analogics:
this style had function in the Vedic contexts likewise other than that of
crnament. “Here, as in the literature of severa’ orher peoples, we have a
sacred or ritual Sonderiprache . . . different from the colloquial speech.”

and given by him to his son and successor Indra, who thcrcdy becomes allcon-
quering, is ceriainly not “oraam:nt” in the modcrn scnse but cquipment; cf.
sanbhiva — equipment (8B xwv.r.z2.:, “whercinsocver anything of the Sacrifice
is inherent, therewith he equips him  [sambharats]”; “He equips the Mahavira
with its cquipment™).]

2 The commentators kere and en RV 1.35.4, 1.126.4, and x.68.11 (where kriana =
suvarna, golder, or smparpam abharanarz, golden crnament) coffer no support
whatever fur the readering of Apfena as “pearl” It is, moreover, amulets of cench,
and not of peerl oyster shell, that have been worn ia India from time immemorial.
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At the same time, “These peculiariries of the sacral language may also
have an aesthetic side. . . . Then they become figures of speech and when
applied in cxcess they become Sprelerer.™ Alam&rta, in other warcds, hav-
ing meant originally “made adequate,” came inally to mean “‘embcl-
lished.”

In he case of another Sanskrit word, éubha, nf which the later meaning
is “lovely,” there may be cited the expression Subhal Silpin from the
Ramayuna, where the rcference is certainly not to a craftsman personally
“handsome,” but to a *fine craftsman,” and likewise the well-known bene-
diction dubham astw, “May it be well,” where fubham is rather the “good”
thun the beautiful as such. In the Kg Veda we have such expressions as “I
“urnish (fumbhami) Agni with prayers™ (vi124.20), where for fumbha-
mi might ‘ust as well have been said alamkarom: (not *l acern him,”
but “I fit him out”); and fumbhanto (11306), not “adorning™ but “har-
nessing” a horse; in J v.12g, alamkasa is “fully cquipped” (in coat of
mail znd wrban, and with bow and arrows and sword). In RV 306,
it is Indrz that is “harnessed” like a steed that is m race and win a prize,
and it is obvious that in such a casc the aptitude rather than the beauty
of the gear must have been the primary censideration, and that although
the chariotzer must have enjoyed at the same rime the “pleasure that per-
fects the cperarion,” this pleusure must have been rather in the thing
well made for its purpose, than in it mere appearance; it would be
only under the more unreal condirinns of a parade that e merc appear-
ance migh: become an end in ‘tself, and it is thus, in fact, that over-orna-
mented things are made only for show. This is a development that we ate
very familiar with in the history of armor (another sort of “harness”),
of which the original life-saving purpose was preeminently practical,
however elegent the resultant forms may have been in fact, but which
in the end served no other purpose than that of display.

To avoid confusion, it must be pointed out that what we have referred
to as the “utility” of a harness, or any other artifact, hud never been,
traditionally, a matter ol merely functional adaptarion;™® on the contrary,

9 Gonda, “The Meaning of the Word ‘alamkara” p. 110

10 “Honesty” having been identified with spiritial (or intelligible) beauty,
St. Thomas Aquinas remarks that “nothing ircomparible with honesty can be
simply and truly sseful, since it follows that it is contrary ro man’s last end”
{Sura. Theol. 111.145.3 @d 3). Tt is the intelligible aspect of rhe work of art that
hes to do with man's last end, its unintelligible aspeet that serves his immediate
needs, the “merely functional” artifact corresponiing ro “bread alone.” In other
words, an object deveid of all symbolic ornamens, or of which the form itself is
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in every work of traditicnal art we can recognize Andrac’s “polar bal-
ance of physical and metaphysical,” the simultaneous sztisfaction (alam-
karana) ol practical and spiritual requiretnents, So the harness is origi-
nally provided (rather than “decorated”™) with solar symbols, as if to say
that the racing steed is the Sun (-harse) in a likeness, and rhe race itself
an imitation of “what was donc by the gods in the beginning.”

A good example of the use of an “ornament” not as “mu:llinery” but
for its significance can be cited in B ms.1.1¢-20 where, because in the
primordial sacrifice tae Angirases had accepted from the Adiryas the Sun
as their sacrificial fee, so now 2 white horse is the fee for the performance
of the corresoonding Sadvalikrt Soma-sacrifice. This white horse is made
to wear “a gold ornament (rukma), whereby it is made to be of the
form of, or symbol (rdpam) of the Sun.” This ornament must have heen
like the golden disk with twenty-one points or rays which is also worn
by the sacrificer himself, and afterwarcs laid down on the altar to rep-
resent the Sun ($B vizr.i-2, vini2.1o, vit4rio). Ir is familiar thar
horses are cven now sometimes “decorated” with ornaments of brass (2
substitute for gold, the regular symbol of Truth, Sua, Light, Immortality,
SB vij.12, ete.) of which the significance is manifestly solar; it is pre-
cisely such forms as these sclar symbols that, when the cantexts of life
have been secularized, znd meaning has been forgetten, survive as “super-
stitions™* and are regarced only as “arl lorns” or “ornaments,” to be
judged as good or bad in accerdance, not with their truth, but with our
likes or dislikes. If children have alwzys been apt to play with useful
things or miniature copies of uscful things, for example carts, as twys,
we ought perhaps to regard our cwn aestheticism as symptomatic o &
second childhood; we do not grow up.

rmezringless and therefore unintelligible, is no: “simply and truly weefal” but
enly physically serviceable, as is the trough to the pig. Perhaps we mean this
when we think of mere utilities as “unineresting” and Hy for cefuge w0 the
fine or materially useless arts. [t is nevertheless the measure of our unawareness
that we consent to an snvironment consisting chiefy of imsignificant artifacts.

1 “Superst:ition . . . a symkbol which has continued in use after its original mean.
ing has been forgoiten. . . . The best cure for :hat is not misapplied invective
against idolatry, but an exposition of the mezring of the symbol, so that men
rmay again use it intelligently” (Marco Pallis, Peaks and Lemas, Londen, 1939,
[ 370). “Every term that becories an empty slogan as the rscult of fashion or
repetition is born at some time Irom a definite concepr, and its significance must
be interpreted trom that point of view” (P. O. Kristeller, The Philosophy of
Marsilic Ficina, New York, 1c43, p. 286). Our contemporary culture, from the
point of view of these dehnitions, is preeminently “superstitious” and “unintel-
ligent.”
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Exouewn of Sanskrit. The Greek word kéopes is primarily “order” (Skr.
r1a), whether with rcference to the due order or arrangement of things,
or to the world-order (“the most heantiful nrder given to things by God,”
Sum, Theol. 1256 ed 30" and secondarily “ornament,” whether of
horscs, women, men, or speech. The corresponding verb koopéw 15 to
“srder or arrange,” and secondarily to “equip, adorw, vr dress,” o, [nally,
with reference to the embcllishment of eratory; and similarly, emive.
Conversely, kaAhdvew 1s no: only to “beautify,” but also to “brush o,
sweep,” erc. Kéounua is an ornament o decoration, nsually of dress.
Koupunrkds is “skilled in ordering,” koownrucy the art of dress and
ornament (in Plato, Sophist 2268, care o7 the hody, a kind of katharsis,
or purification), keounrikéy “costnztic™ kuopgripioy a dressing room.
Koopomoinaus is architectural ornament; hence our designation of the
Doric, etc. “orders”’ Again we see th= connection between an original
“agrder” and a later “ornament.” In connection with “cosmetic” it may
be remarked that we cannot understand the original intention of bodily
ornaments (unguents, tattoning, jewelry, ec.) from cur modern and
acsthetic puint of view, The Ilindu woman fecls hersslf undressed and
disorderly without her jewels, which, however much she may be fond
of them from other and “assthetic” points of view, she regards as a
recossary equipment, without which she cennot function as a woman
(from Manu, 1135, “t appears that therc existed a cornection between
the proper adornment of women and the prosperity of their male rela-
tives,” Gonda, Bhdsati, p. 7).** To be seen without her gear would be
more than a mere absence of decoration, it would be inauspicious, in-
decorous, and disrespectul, us il one should be present at some function
in “undress,” or have forgotten one’s tie: it is only as a widow, and as
such “inauspicious,” that the woman abandons her ornaments. In ancient
India or Egypt, in the same way, the use of cosmetics was assuredly not
2 matter of mere vanity, but much rather one of propriety. We can see
this more easily, perhaps, in connection with haircressing (xooporduns

2 [Cf, Hernes, Lib, vz, “works of adornment”]

5 G Ski. wAf, W anvirt, o shine, to be beautiful; @ijens, ointment, cosmeric,
embellishment,

TECE such wermns as rakgabhiseme, fapotropaic amulet” (Swusrata 154.13) manga-
lalgmkria, ‘““wearing amspicious ornamens™ (Kaliddse, Malevikignimitra 1.14)
and simnilarly mangalamarrabhisana (Vikremorvadi uniz), ded by Gonda [sec
no 2 wbove—en,], The bow and thz sword whicli are Rdma’s equipment, and in
this sense “ornamerts” in the original sense of the word, “asc not for the sake of
miere ouamentation or ouly w be wore” (ae . .. bhdganaya . . na .. abandha
narthayu, Ram@yune 11.23.30).
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and also ane of the senses of ormere); the puting of one’s hzir in order
is primarily a matter of decorum, and therefore pleasing, not pritnarily
or merely for the sake of pleasing. Kooutle, “clean,” and kéopryrpor,
“broom,” recall the semantics of Chinese shii (ggey), primarily to wipe
or clean ar be suitably dressed (e ideogram is composed of signs for
“man” and “clothes”), and more generally to be decorated; Ch. hsin
(4€€1), a combination of sA7h with sen = “painr brush,” and meuns Lo
put in order, preparz, regulate and cultivate,

Tue words “decoration” and “ornament,” whether with relerence to the
cmbellishment of persors or of things, can be considered simultaneously
in Latin and in English. Ornare is primarily to “fit out, furnish, provide
with necessaries” (Harper) and enly secondarily w “embellish,” ete.
Ornamentum is primarily “apparatus, accoutrement, equipmert, trap-
pings™" and secondarily “embellishment, jewel, trinket,
as rherorical ornament (Skr. alamkdra); the word is used by Pliny to
render kdupos. God’s creation of living beings to occupy the already
created world (s decoration “fills space”) has always heen called “the
work of adornment” (cf. “The Medizeval Theory of Beauty” [in this
volume—sn.]. n. 31).

"Hoete., as well

“Ornament” is primarily defined by Webster as “any adjunct or ac-
cessory (primarily for use .. .)”; so Cooper in the sixtcenth century
speaks of the “tackling or ornaments of a ship,” and Malory of the “orne-
mentys of an aulter.”*” Even now “the term ‘ornaments’ in Ecclesiastical

15 “Trappings,” from the same root as “drape” and drapeaw, “flag,” was origi-
wally @ Joth spread wver the back or saddle of a kersc or other beast of burden but
Lias acyuired the inferior meaning of superficial or unnceessary ornament.

18 “Trinhet,” by which we always understand some insignificant ornament, was
originally & linle kuile, later carried as a mere ornament and so disparaged. We often
refer 1o a trinket as a “chanm,” forgetting the conncetion of this word with carmcn
and “chant” The “charm” implied originally an enchaniment; our words “charming”
and “enchanting” kave acquired their trivial and purely aesthetic values by a develop-
ment perallel to that which has been discussed throughout the present artele, It
may be added that an “insignificant” croament is literally one without a meaning;
it is precisely in this sense that cronaments were ned originally insignificant,

7 Cf. RV 1n170.4, “Let thern furnish the aliar® (wram kravanio vedim). “What-
ever makes a thing befiring (decenter) is called “decoration (decor),” whether it
be in the thing or externally adapted to it, as ornaments of clothing and jewels and
the like. Eence ‘decoration’ is common to the beautiful and w the apt” (Ulrich of
Strassburg, De pulchro, quoted in “The Mediacval Theory of Beaury,” in this
volume): as in the case of “the iron style that is made by the smith on thz one
hand that we may wrire with it, and an the other that we may take pleasure in it;
and in its kind at the same time heautiful and adapted to oar use™ (St Augustine,
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law is not confined, as by modern usage, to arricles of decoraton or cn-
bellishmenr, hur ir is used in the larger sense of the word ‘ornamentum’”
(Privy Council Decision, 1857). Adornment is used by Burke with ref-
crence to the furnishing of the mind. Decor, “what is seemly . . . orna-
ment . . . personal comeliness” (Harper) is already “ornamenz” (lLe.
embellishment) as well as “adaptation” in the Middle Ages. Bur observe
that “decor” zs “that which serves to decurate, ornamental disposition of
accessories” (Webster) is the necar relative of “decorous” or “decent,”
meaning “suitable to a character or tims, place and occusion” and to
“decorum,” ie., “whar is befiting . . . propricty” (Webster), just as
éounue is of koowdrns. And, as Edmond Pattier says, “L'ornement,
avant d'étre ce quil est devenu aujourd’hui, avair éeé, avant Lout, comme
la parure méme de I'homme, un instrument pratique, un moyen d'action
quTL procurait des avantages réels au possesseur” (Délegation en Perse,
XIII, Céramique peinte de Suse, Paris, 1912, p. 50).

The law of arc in the matter of decoration could hardly have been
better stated than by St. Augustine, who says that an arnamentation
cxceeding the bounds of responsihility to the content of the work 1s
sophistry, le., an extravagance or supcrfluity. IE this is an artistic sin, it
s also a moral sin: “Even the shoemakers' and clothiers’ arts stand in
need of restraint, for they have lent their art o luxury, corrupting its
necessity and arifully debasing art” (8t Chrysostom, Homilies on the
Gospel of St. Matthew, tr. George Prevost, Oxford, 1851-1852, 50 4 med.).
Accordingly, “Since women may lawfully adorn themselves, whether to
manifest what becomes (decentiam ) their estate, or even by addirg some-
thing thereto, in order to please their hushands, it [ollows that those
who make such ornaments do not sin in the practice of their ars, except
insofar as they may perhaps contrive what is superfiuous and fantastic”
(Sum. Theol. 111692 ad 4). Tt nezd hardly be seid that whatever ap-
plies to the ormameutation of persons also applies to the ornamentation
of things, all of which are decorations, in the original sense of an equ.p-
ment, of the person to whom they pertzin. The condemnation is of an
cxcess, and not of a richness of ornament. ‘L'hat “nathing can be useful
unless it be honest” (Tully and St. Ambrose, endorsed by St. Thomas)
rules out all pretentious arl. The concurrence here of the laws of art
with thosc of morals, despite their logical distinction, is remarkable,

We have said ennugh to sugges: that it may be universally true that

Lib. de ver. vel.. 30), herween which ends there is no conflict; cf. the syle illustrated
in Coomaraswamy, Medigeral Sinhalzse Ari, 1ou8, fig. 120,
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terms which now imply an arnamentation of persons or things for the truth—we, who like other animals know what we lilie, rather than

like whar we know. We do say that to explain the nature of primitive
or folk art, or, to spcek morc accuratcly, of any traditional art, by an
assumption of “decorative instincts” or “aesthetic purposes” is a pathetic
fallacy, a deceptive projection of our own mentality upon anothicr ground;
that the sradizional artist no more regarded his work with cur romartic
eyes than he wzs “fond cf nature” in our sentimertal way. We say that

aesthetic reasons alone originally implied their proper cquipmernt in the
sense of & completion, without which satis-faction (alem-karana) neither
persons nor things could have bzen thought of as efficient ur “simply and
truly useful,” just as, apart from his at-tributes {@-bharana), Deity cculd
not be thought of as functioning. The analogy is far reaching. Whatever
is unornamenced is said to be “naked.” God, “taken naked of all orna-
ment" i5 “unconditioned” or “unqualified” (mirguna): one, but incon-
ceivable. Ornamented, He is endowed with quelities (sagana), which are
man.fold in their relations and intclligible. And however insignificant
this qualification and this adapration to finite effecs may he when con-
trasted with His unity and infinity, the latter would be incemplete with-
out them, In the same way, a person or thing apart from its appropriate
ornaments (“in the subject or externally adapted to it™) is valid 2s an

we have divorced the “satis-laction” of the artifact from the artifact itself,
and made it seem to be the whole of art; that we no longer respect or
feel our responsinility rowards the hurden (graviras) of thz work, but
prustitate its thesis to an aisthesis; and that this is the sin of luxury. We
appeal to the historian of ert, and especiallv to the historian of ornament
and the reacher of the “appreciadon of art,” o approach their material
miors objzctively; and suggest to the “designer” that if all good crnament
had in its beginning a necessary sense, it may be rather from a sense to
communicate than from an inention to please that he should proceed.

|
\
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idea, but not us speces. Ornament is celated to its subject as individual
nature to essence: to abstract is to denature. Ornament is adjectival; and
in the absence of any adjective, nothing referred ro by any noun could
have an indiv.dual exisience, however it might be in principle. If, on the
cther hand, the subject is inappropriately or over-crnamented, so fer
from complering it, this restricts its efficiency,”* and therefore its beauty,
since the extent to which it is in act is the extent of its existence and the
measure of its perfecticr as such-and-such a specified subject. Apprapri-
are ornament is, then, essendal w utility and beauty: in seying this, how-
ever, it must be rcrnembered that ornament may be “in the subject” it-
self, or if not, must be something zdded to the subject in order thar it
may fulfill a given functon.

To have thought of art as an essentially aestheric value is a very mod-
ern development znd 2 provincial view of art, born of a confusion be-
tween the (oblective) beauty of order and the (subjectively) plezsant,
and fathered hy a precccupation with pleasure, We certainly do 1ot mean
to say that man may not always have taken a sensitive pleasure in work
and the products of work; far from this, “pleasure perfects the opera-
tion.” We do mean to say that in asserting that “beauty has to do with
cognition,” Scholastic philosophy is affirming what has always and every-
where been true, however we may have ignered or may wish to ignore

137p may pe remarked that in the animal world an cxcessive develupment of

ornamenr usuzlly preludes extinction (“The wages of sin is death™; sin, as always,
being defined as “any departurz from the order w e end™),
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Figure 4. Nhaker Furniture

Shakcer Furniture

Shaker Furniture* emphasizes the spiritual significance of perfect crafts-
manship and, as the author remarks, “the relationship between a way of
life anc a way of work invests the present study with specia’ interest.”
Ard truly a humane interest, since here the way cf life and way of work
(karma yogu of the Bhagevad Gitd) are one and the same way; and as
the Bhagavad Gita lkew:se tells us in the same ccnnectien, “Man at-
wains perfection by the intensity of his devorion to his own proper task,”
working, that is to sav, not for himself or for his own glory, but anly
“for the good of the work to be done.” “Tr is enough,” as Mercus Au-
relius savs (v12), “1o et the work done well.” The Shaker way of Lte
wzs one of crder: an order or rule that may be compared to thar of a
monastic community. At the same time, “the idea of worship in work
was at once a docrrine end a dally discipline. . . . The ideal was variously
cxoressed that secular achievements should be as ‘free from error’ as con-
duct, that manual labour was a type of religious ritual, that godliness
should illurninate lile at every point.”

In this they were better Christians than many others. All rradition hes
seen in the Master Craftsman of the Universe the exemplar of the human
ariist or “maker by art,” and we arc told to be “perfect, even a:r your
Father in heaven is perfect.” That the Shakers were doctrinally Per-
fectinnists is the final explanation of the perfection of Shaker workman-
ship; or, as we might have said, of irs “beauty.” We say “beauty,” despite
the fact that the Shakers scorned the ward in its worldly and luxurious
applications, for it is a matter of bare fact that they who ruled that “bzad-
ings, mouldings, and cornices, which are merely for fancy, may not be
[Fizst published in the Art Bufletin, XXI (7a39), this review was later included in
Figures of Speech or Figures of Thoughi,—Ep.]

Edwerd Deming Andrews aud Faith Andrews, Shaker Furntture: The Crafte-
manship of an American Compunel Scct (Now Haven, 1937) [reprinted New
York, 1gyo—en.]. Cf Edward Deming Androws, The Gift To Be Simple: Songs,
Dances wnd Ritudls of the American Shakers (New York, 1940) [reprinted New
York, 196z—kun.].
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made by Believers” were consistently better carpenters than are to be
found in the world of unbelievers. In the light of mediaeval theary we
cannar wonder at this; [ur in the oerfection, order, and illumination
which were made the proof of the good life we recognize pracisely those
qualities (integritas sive perfectio, conionantia, clarizas) which are [or
St. Thomas he “requisites of beauty” in things made by art. “The result
was the elevation of hitherto uninspired, provincial joiners to the posi-
tion of fine craftsmen, actuated by worthy traditions and a guildlike
pride. . . . The peculiar cerrespondence between Sheker culture and
Shaker artisanship should be seen as the result of the penerratior of the
spirit into all secular activity, Current in the United Sociery was the
proverb: ‘Every force evolves a form.™ . . . The eventual resule of this
penetration of religion inte the warkshop, as we have noted, was the
discarding of all valuss in design which attach to surfacc decoration in
favor of the values inheren: in form, in the harmonicus relaticnship of
parts, and rhe perfected unity of form.”

Shaker art is, in Zact, far more closcly rclated o the perfection and
severity o primitive and “savage” ar: (of which the Shakers probably
knew naothing znd which they would not have “understood”) than are
the “many shrewdly rcticent modern creations” in which the outward
aspects of primitive and functional art are consciously imitated. Shaker
art was not in any sense a “cralty” or “mission style,” deliberately
“rustic,” but one of the greatest refinsment, that achieved “an effect of
subdued elegance, even of delicacy . . . at once precise and differentiated.”
Oue tiaing that mede this possible was the fact thar given the context
in which the furniture was to be used, “the joiners were not forced to
anricipare carelessness and abuse.”

The style of Shaker furniture, like that of their costume, was imper-
sonaly it was, indeed, one of the “millennial laws” that “No cne should
write or prinr his name on any article of manufacture, chat others may
hereafter know the work of his hands.”® And this Shaker style was al-
most uniform from beginning to end; it ic a collective, and not an in-

2Eapressed more wechnically, tils would read; Every form evelves a fgure.
3CL Dh w7z, “ May it be knowr w Loth religious and profane Uiag This ewas
my work’ .. . That is 2 notion befiting an infant” In onc of the Shaker hyuins
occur the lines:
But now from my forehead I'l guickly erase
The stamp of the Devil's great 1

‘Lhis would have heen in imitztion of Christs “I do norhing of myself.”
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dividualistic expression. Qriginality and ‘nvention appear, nor as a se-
quence o7 fashions or as an “acsthetic” phenomenon, bur whenever there
were new uses to be served; the Shaker system coincided with and did not
resist “the histaric transference of occupations [rom the home w the
shop or small factory; and new industries were conducted cn @ scale
requiring laborsaving devices and progressive methads. The versatility
of the Shaker workmnen is well illustrated by the countess tools invented
for unprecedentad technigues.”

We cannot refrain from ohserving how closely the Shaker position cor-
responds to the mediacval Christian in this matter of art. The founders
of -he Shaker order can hardly have read St. Thomas, yet it mighr have
been one of themselves that hac said thar il ornament (decor) is made
the chief end of a work, it is mortal sin, but if a secondary cause may be
either quite in order or merely a venizl faulr; and rhar rhe artst is re-
spensible as & man Zor whatever he undertakes to make, as well as re-
spensible as an artist for making to the best of his ability (Sum. Theol.
wanis7.2¢ and w1692 ad 4): or thar “Everything is suid to be good
insofar as it is perlect, for in that way only is it desirable. . . . The per-
fections of all things are so many similitudes of the divine heing” (ibid.
1550, 167 ad 2)—“all things,” of course, including cven brooms and
hoes and other “uscful aricles” made secundum rectam rattonem artis.
‘Lhe Shaker would have uncerstood immediately whar ro the modern
aesthetician szems obscure, Bonaventura’s “ight of a mecchanical art.”

It would, indeed, be perfectly passible to outline a Shaker thecry of
beauty in complete agreement with whar we have often called the “nor-
mel view of art” We [ind, for cxample (pp. 20-21, €1-53), in Shaker
writings that “God is the great artist or master-builder”; thar only when
all the parts of a house or a machine have been perfectly ordersd, “then
the beauty of the machinery and the wisdom of the artist are apparent™;
rhat “order is the creation of beauty. It is heaven's firsr law [cI, Gk.
koo pus, Skr. rze and the protection of souls. . . . Beauty rests on utility™;
and conversely, that “the falling away from any spiritual epoch has been
marked hy the ascendency of the aesthetics [sic].”” Most remarkable is
the statement that that bzauty is best which is “peculiar to the Hower, or
generative period” and not that “which belongs to the ripened fruir and
grain.™ Nor is the matter without un cconomic bearing. We treat “art”

2 For the conesponding Indian docting of wmmilera (= sphote, of. vernecular

P%ﬂt—p.’xﬁ;) and a [ullzr analysis of Lhis conceptien, sec Coomaraswamy, “The Tech-
mque and Theory of Indian Painting,” 1934, 1. 15, Pp- 74 75
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as a luxury, which the common man can hardly ufford, and as some-
thing w be found in a museum rather than a home or business offce:
vet although Shaker furniture is of musevm quality, “the New Lebanon
trustees reported that the actual cost of furnishing onc of our dwellings
for the comfortable accommodations of 60 or 70 inmates would fall far
shert of the sum often exaendzd in furnishing some single parlors in the
cities of New York and Albany.” Onc is moved to ask whether our own
“high standard of Living” is really more than a high standard of paying,
and whesher any of us are really getting vur money’s worth, In the case
of Furniture, for example, we are certainly paying much more for things
of inferior quality.

In all this there would appear to be somcthing that has been over
looked by our modern culturalists who zre engaged in the teaching o
art and of art appreciation, and by our expunents of the doctrine of art
as sell-expression, in any case as an cxpression of emotions, or “feclings.”
The primary challenge put by this splendid honk, a perfect example of
expertise in the field of art history, may be stated in the form of a ques-
dion: Is not the “mystic,” after all, the only really “practical” man?

Our authors remark that “as compromises were made with principle,
the crafts inevitably deteriorated.” In spize of their awareness of this,
the authors envisage the possibility of a “revival” of Shaker style:® the
furniture “can be produced again, rever as the ineviteble expression of
time and circumstzance, yet still &5 something to satisty the mind which
is surfeited with over-ornamentation and mere display,” preduced—shall
we say at Grand Rapids>—for “people with limited means but educated
tastc . . . who will seek a union of practical convenience and quiet charm.”
In other words, a new outlet is to be provided for the bourgeois [antasy
of “cul”™ure when other period furnitures have lost their “charm.” The
museums will undoubtedly be eager to zssist the interior decorator. It
daes not seem 1o occur to anyone thar things are vnly beautiful n the
cnvironment for which they were designed, or as the Shaker expressed it
when “adapted to concition” (p. £2). Shaker style was nor a “fashion”
determined by “taste,” but a creative activity “adapted to condition.”

Innumerable cultures, some of which we have destroyed, have heen
higher than our own: still, we co not tise w the level of Greek humanity
by building imitation Parthenons, nor to that of the M:iddle Ages by
living in pseudo-Gothic chiresux. To imitate Shaker furniture would be

5 In subsequent correspondencee, Mr. Androws informed me that he did not think
such a revival feasiblz, It would in fact be “artsy-crafey,”
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no proof of a creative virtue in ourselves: their austerity, imitated {or our
convenience, economic or aesthietic, becomes a Jusury in us: their avoid-
ance ol ornament zn interior “decoration” for us. We should rather say
of the Shaker style requiescat in pace than attempt Lo copy it. It is a
zrank confession of insignificance to rcsign oneselt to the merely servile
activity of reproduction; all archaism is the proof of a deficiency. In
“reproductien” nothing but the accicental appearance of a living culture
can be evoked. If we were now such as the Shaker was, an art of our
own, “adaptec to condition,” would be indead essentially like, bur as-
surecly accidenrally unlike Shaker art. Unfortunately, we do not desire
to be such as the Shaker was; we do not propose to “work as ~hough
we had a thousand years to live, and as though we were to die tomor-
row” (p. 12). Just us we desire peacc but not the things that make for
peace, so we desire art but not the things that make for art, We put
the car: before the horse. I7 pittore pinge se¢ stesso; we have the art that
we ceserve. 1f the sight of it puts us to shame, it is with oursclves thar
the re-formation must begin. A drastic transvaluation of accepted values
is required. Wirh rhe re-loriation of man, the arts of peace will take
care of themselves.



Note on the Philosophy

of Persian Art

What doss it profit mc to have scen theose things,
if T do not know wkat they mean?
Shepherd of Hermas, Vision 3.

In the following note, the problem of meaning in Persian art will be dis-
cussed orly in connection with the representations of living things. The
actual existence of such representztions makes it needless to refer ar any
length to the question of the Islamic iconoclasny, which might have ac-
counted for their absence. We shall do well to remember that this was
a Semitic inheritance, and thar even the ancient Hebrews had never
refrained from the representation of supernaturel beings, for which there
15 ample evidence in the accounts of the “decorations” of the temple of
Solomon, and in the fact of the representarion of Cherubim by Sphinxes;
what was odjected to was what Plato calls the making of copies of copies.
The instruction to Moses had been to “meke all things in accordance
with the pattern that was shown thee on the mount,™ “and so it was
with the Tabernacle”;* hence, as was pointed out by Tertullian, the deco-
rations of the Temple were “not images of the kind to which the pro-
hibition applicd.”™

It is often 2 supernatural iconography and perhaps always a symbelic
iconography that survives in whar we have heen so apr ra think of a5 a
merely “deccrative” art, For that matter, all the carlicr part of the Shah
Namah irself is really mythologiczl; and it seems to me that nc one who
knew the Mantik ol-Twr or Rami's question, “How are ye hunters of

the simurgh of the heart?™ or who was familiar with the SGfi denuncia-

[Firs: published in Are Islamica, XV/XV1 (151), this essay originated in zn ad-
dress given at the Near Eastern Culture and Society Bicenterrnial Conference, held
at Prirceton University in the spring of 1047 The epigraph can be fourc in context
in K. Lake, tr., The Apostolic Fathers, 11 (Cambridge, Mass,, 1013, LCL).—%D.]

! Exod. 25:40. 2 Zohar 1v.61.

§ ddversus Marcionem 122, + Mathnaw' 112712,
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tions of the carnal soul as a “dragon” could have seen in the stories of
the stmurgh only a meaningless vestige of the cld Saena Muruk, Vere-
(hragna, or failed to recognize in the conflicts of heroes with dragons the
implications of a psychomachy.

It will be much the same if we consider other Persian books of pa-
ctrv, of which the content is rarely secular; in the pictures of Lailz and
Madjnim, or those of an illustrated Haft Paikar, or a Kalila ewa-Dimina,
it would be unreasonable tc suopose that what was presented to the eye
had none of the meaning of whar was presenced w the ear. In fact, the
ahjects of book ilustrations are often referred to by the metaphysical
pocts in their symbolic senses. Rimi, for example, refers to the Stary of
the Hare and the Elephants, and calls those blind who do not scc its
hiddeu meanirg,® and clsewhere to the story of the Hare and the Lion,
in which the hare has quite a different significance. It is with relerence
to such well-known themes as hat of Siydwush riding the flames that
he exclaims, “Blest is the Turkoman whoss horse gallops into the midst
of the fire! Mzking his steed so hot thar it secks to mount the zenith of
the sky,”® the horse in Safi symbolism gencrally meening the body,
ridden and controlled by the spirit.

Representations of polo games are common enougl, but for what they
might have suggested to a cultivazed Persian mind one should consider
‘Arifi’s Gaiy u Chawgan. Alexander's search for the Water of Lile in
the Lznd of Darkness, a subjec: of which there are many pictures, is a
Grail Quest. The Seven Sicepers with their dog in the cave are depicted
02 the pages of manuscripts, and often referred t¢ in connection with
the inverted senses of sleeping and waking—“this ‘slecp’ is the state of
the ‘arif even when he iz ‘awake,” znd the dog as well “is a secker
a‘ter God” in this mundane cave.

In zll these cases the point is not that the picture can be explained
merely by a reference to the literary sources of which they zre illustrations,
but that borth must be understood with reference to a doctrinal meaning
that, as Dantc said, “cludes the vail of the strange verse.”” Neither is it
only painted pictures that must be urdersraad in this way; the anagogi-
cal values can be read in a work of art of any kind. Sa'di, for example,
exclaims: “How well the brocader’s apprentice said, when he nortrayzd

Fibid., 112805, & Eid., 113613,

Pikid., 1339 (1.; 11.1424-1425; 11135533554 cf. Nizholson's note on n.38g; Koran
XVIILIT ses also A, . Wensinek, “Ashib al-Kahf," Encyelopaedia of [dam (Leiden-
London, 1913-1938), I, 478-479-
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the ‘anka,’ the clephant, and the giraffe, Trom my hard there came not
one form (ydrat) the pattern (ndksh) of which the Teacher from above
had not first depicted.’ ™

It would be, then, only a pathetic fallacy to assume for the Persians
the same kind of aesthetic preoccupation that makes ourselves so indif-
ferent to the meaning and wiility of the work of art; these are its intel-
ligibility. An axe is uninzelligible to a monkey, however fine an axe it
may be, hecause he dnes not know its intention; and so in the case of
the tmur wio does not care what the picture is about and krows only
whether or not :t pleasss his eve. We dare not presume that Persian art
was as insignificant as our own; their estete was not yet like vurs, a Tom,
Dick, and Harryocracy. Rather let us investigete their own conception
of the purpose and nzture of works of art. “Aesthetics,” so-called, being
a branch af philosophy, it is to the metaplysicians that we must turn; we
cannct cxpect tc lezrn much from the Mutakallimiin, whose iconoclasm
had to do with externals, hur may learn something from the Safis, whose
iconodlasm extended w the very concept of “sclf.” and for whom to say
“I" amounted to idolatry and polytheism.

As in Indian, Greek, and Christian theology, so the Persian in his rel-
crences to works of art kas always in mind the analogy of the divine and
human artists. The divine Artist is thought of now as an architecr, now
zs a painter, or as a writer, or potier, or embroiderer; and just as none of
His works 1s mcaningless or uscless, so no one makes pictures, even in
bathhouse, without an intention.? “Dioes ary painter,”” Rim7 asks, “paint
z beautiful picture (maksh) for the picture’s own sake, or with some
good end in view? Does zny potzer make a pot tor the sake of the pot,
or with = view to the water? Daes any calligrapher (kharzar) write with
such skill for the sake of the writing itself, or to be rcad? The external
form (naksh) is for the sake of an unseen form, and that for the sake of
yer another . . . in proportion to your marurity’ —medning upon Iean-
ing, likc the rungs of a ladder*® “The picturc on the wall is a likeness of
Adam. indeed, but see from the form (surat) what is lacking—the
Spirit”;* “the picture’s smiling appearance is [or your seke, so that by
means of the picture the real theme (ma'nd) may be established.™*

A fourreenrh-century texr on pictures in bathhouses, cited by Sir
Thomas Arnold, cxplains that representations of gardens and flowers

E8a'dr v.133 135 ¢ Mathnazvr 1v.3000. 10 [5:d., v.2881 .
2 {ddd., 1 1020-T021. 12 1bid., 1.2569.
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grimulare the vegerative, those of war and the chase the animal, and
erotic paintings the spiritual principles ot man’s constitution.** This may
seem sirange to macern ears, but it is precisely one of the things that
must be understood if the Persian or, indeed, any other traditional art is
to be understood: Riimi, for example, can beth ask, “What is love?” and
answer, “Thou shalt know when thou becomest me,” and also say that
“whether love be from this side or from that [profane or sacred|, in
the end it leads up yonder.™®

All this does not apply only to pictures. “One can use a book as a
pillow, but the true end cf the book is the science it contains,™® “or can
you pluck a rose from the letters rose ?™7 Similarly for gardens: “This
cutward springtime and garden are a reflection cf the garden spiritual . . .
that thou mavest with purer v:sion behold the garden and cypress plot
of the world unseen.™® Again, there are few, il any, productions of Per-
sian art morc beautiful than the mosque lamps; and here we can be
sure that every Muslim must have known the interpretation given in the
Koran: “Allah is the Light ol heaven and earth. The likeness of his
Light is a niche in which is a lamp; the lamp 1s in a glass; and the
glass is like a brightly shining star; it is kindled from a blessed tres,
neither of the Eust nor of the West, of which the oil would well-nigh
burn untouched by fire, Light uson light! Allah gudeth unto his Light
whomso He will; and He speaketh to mankind in allegories (wmehdal);
for He is the knower of all things.”'® Some would have been familiar,
also, with the further exegesis according to which, as Dara Shikith says,
the niche represents the world, the light is the Light of the Essence, the
glass through which it shines is the human soul, the tree is the Self of
Trurh, and the oil is the timeless Spirit.*

The artist’s procedure involves the two operations, imaginative and
operative, intellectual and manual; the work of art itself being the re-
sultant of the four causes, formal, efficient, material, and final. “Behold
in the architect the idea of the house (khayal-+khana), hidden in his
hearr like a seed in the earth! that idea comes forth from him like a
sprout from the ground”;* “behold he houss and the mansions; once

iz ::::;:;J:(i;ﬂ:r{x;’:fag:x{ord, o o 8

1: L!}::rf, Lor 131’5.:'4:'., 112298, ) 3" .rZ’_id_., 1.3456.

Shamsi-Tabriz, Divan (Tabriz ed.), 5410 [cf. Rimi, Digan—zr.]; and Mazh-
nawi 11044,

*# Koran xxv.3s. ®0Dara Shikah, Madjma' “t-Bafram, ch. o
E Mathnawi, v.1yoc-1793.
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they were spells (afidn) in the architecr [rhar is, “arr in the arrst']. Tr was
the vccasion (‘#rz) and the concept (andisha) of the architect that ad-
duced :he tools arid the beams. What but some idea, occasion, and concept
is the source of every craft (sisha)? The beginning, which is thought
(fikr), finds its end in the work (‘am/): and know that in such wise
was the making of the world fram ererniry. The fruits come first in
the thought of the heart. at the last they are actually sezn; when you
have wrought, and planted the tree, ar the end you read the prescrip-
tion™:* “rhe crafts are all the shadows o conceprual forms” (zzili-isirat-
fandirha).*® That all amcunts to saving that the actual form reveals the
essential form, and that the proportion of one to the other is the measure
of che artist’s success.

Again, “the device on the ring (mafsh-inigin) reveals the goldsmith's
coneept.™! The whale doctrine is exemplary; the work always rhe mime-
sis of an invisible paradigm. “In the time of separation Love (‘1sh4)
fashions form (s#ret); in the time of un:on the Formless One emerges
saying, ‘T am the source of the saurce of intoxication and sobricty both;
whatever the form, the beaury is mine. . . ) The form is the vessel, the
bezuty the wine.”® I: is precisely this creative Love that Dara Shikuh
equates with the principle “called Méya in the language of the Indian
marotheists”;** and it is Plato’s Eros, the master in all mckings by art,*
and Dante’s Amor that inspires his daolce stl nuova®® But thongh Riimi
would have zgreed that “the invisible things of Ilim from the creation
of the warld are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are
mace,”® he knows thar the Artist himself is also veiled by his works,*
and would have endorsed the worcs o his greatc contemporary, Meister
Fckhart: “Wouldst thou have the kernel break the shell; znd likewise,
wouldst thou find out Nature undisguised, must thou shatter all her
images.”** Far the STfi, this is what the “burning of idels” means.

Unless for a modern, whose interest in works of art heging and ends
in their aesthetic surfaces, there will be nothing strange in the concept
of art and of its place in a humane culture, as briefly ou:lined abeve. The
pritary sources of this Persian outlook may have been largely Platonic
and Neoplatonic, bur the pesition as a whele 1s quite universal, and

= hd., 11.005-073. 3 1hid., vi.3728. 2+ [hid., 1.1325~1326.
B Ibid., v.3727-3728. ¥ 19ara Shikith, Madjma’, ch. 1.
AT Sympocium TO7A. 3 Purgatorio RNTV.E7-54.
2% Famans 1120 3% Mathnars 1.750-702; see alsn BG viras
1 Pteifler ed, p. 333
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could as well be paralleled from Indian or mediasval Christian as from
Greek sources; it is, in fact, a posizion on which the whele world has
been agreed. I shall anly hint at this universairy by z citarion of twn
examp.es, that of St. Themas Aquinas in comment on Dionysius Arco-
pagiticus, where he says that “the being (esse) of all things derives from
the Diivine Beaury,”* and that of the Buddha who, in connection with
the art of teaching, said: *“The master-painter disposes his colors for the
sake of a picture that cannot be seen in tae colors themselves,”*

82 Operg ommia (Parma, 1864), virg.5
88 Lankivativa Siitra 1n1ra-114.



Intention

My meaning is what T fnfend to convey, t0 communicars,

o some other persnn. Wow intentions arz, of courss, inen-

fons of minds, and these intentions presuppose values, . . .
Meanings and values are inseparzhle.

Wilbur M. Urban, The Intelligible World

(New York, 10929), p. 190.

Messrs. Monrog C. BEARDSLEY
and W. K, Winsatr, Jr.

Gentlemen:

You, Sirs, in the Dictionary of World Literature, discussing “Intention,”
dn not deny rthat an author may or mey net succezd in his purpose, but
do say that his success or failure, in this respect, are incemonstradle.
You proceed to attack the criticism of a work of arr in rerms of the rela-
tion berwesn intention and result; in the course of this atrack you say
that to pretend “that the author’s aim can be detected internally in the
work even where ir is not realized . . . is merely a self-contradiclory
propusition”; and vou conclude the paragraph as follews: *A work may
indeed fall short of what the critic thinks should have been intanded, or
what the author was in the habit of doing, or what onz might cxpect
him to do, but there can be no evidence, internal or external, that the
author had conceived something which he did not execure.™ Tn our sub-
sequent correspondence you say that even if a criticism could be made
in terms of the relation of purpose to result, this would be irrelevanr,
hecause the critic’s main task is “to evaluate the work itsell”; and you
make it very clear that this “cvaluation” has much more to do with
“what the work ought ro be” than with “whar the author intended it

[First published ir The American Bookman, 1 (1944), and reprinted in Figures
of Speech or Figures of Thoughe, this essay-letter formulates a principle of criticism
central o Coomaraswamy's method. W. K. Wimsatt, Jr., and Monroe C. Beardsley
further developed their argument in the wellknown essay, “The Intentional Fal-
lacy,” in The Verbal Icon (Lexingion, Ky., 1954).—s0.]
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to be.” In the same connection you cite the case of a school teacher who
proposes to correct a pupil's compusition; the papil maintains that what
he wrote is what he “meant to sav”; the teacher then says, “Well, if you
meant to say so and s, all T can say is that you should no: have meznt
ir.” You add that there are “good intentions and poor intentions,” and
that intention per se is no criterion of the worth of the poem.

I not only dissent from all but the lust of these propositions, but also
feel that you have not done justice to the principle of criticism that you
at-ack: and, finally, that you confuse “criticism™ with “evaluarion,” over-
lonking that “valuss” are present only in the end to which the work is
erdered, while “criticism” is supposed to be disinterested. My “intention”™ is

to defend the method of criticism in terms of the ratio '—'-‘_C ntion | which
r

ult
- concept forma art in the artist
uld also state as that of _ : . T,
I'sho state product hgura artifact i

in the followirg paragraphs, I cite some of the older writers, it is not
so much as authorities hy whnm rhe problem is o be settled for us, as
iL is o make it clear in what established sensc the word “intention” has
been used, and to give to the corresponding method of criticism at least
its proper historical place.

In the Western world, criticism that takes account of intention begins,
I think, with Plato. He savs: “If we are to be conncisseurs of poems we
mus: know in each case in what respect they do not miss their mark.
For if anc docs not know the essence of the work, what it intends, and
of what it is an image, he will hardly be able to decids whether its in-
tention (BovAnoic) has or has not found its mask, One who does not
know what would be correct in it (but only knows what pleases him),
will be unahle to jndge wherher the poem s good or bad™ (Laws (C8c,
with parenthesis from B), Here “intention” evidently covers “the whole
meaning of the work”; both its truth, beauty, or perfection, znd its ef-
ficacy or wriliry. The work is to be trug to its model (the choice of 2
model docs not arisc at this point), and also adapted to its practical pur-
pose—like St. Augustine’s writing stylus, et puicher et aprus. These two
judgments by the critic (1) as an artist, and (2) as a consumer, can bc
logicelly distinguished, but they are of qualities that coincide in the
work itself. They will be made as a single judgment in terms of “good”
or “bad"” by the critic who is not merely an artist or merely a consumer,
but has been educarec as he ought, and is a whole man. The distinction
of meaning from use may, indeed, be considered “sophistic”’; at zny
rate Plato demanded that works of art should provide for soul and body
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at one and the same time; and we may observe in passing that Sanskris,
a language that has nc lack of preciss terms, uses one ward, artha, to
denate herh “meaning” and “use”; corupare our word “foree,” which can
be used to denote at the same time “meaning” and “cogency.”

You, Sirs, say in our correspondence that you rre “concerned only
with poetic, dramatic, aad literary works” Whatever 1 say is intended
to apply to such works, but also tc works of ar: of any kind, since I hold
with Plato thar “the productions of all erts are kinds of poetry (‘making’},
and their craftsmen are all poets” (Symposium 205¢), and that the orater
is just like all other craftsmen, since none of them works at random, but
with a view 1o some end (Gorgias 5032). I cannot admit that different
principles of criticism arc applicable to different kinds of art, but only
that different kinds of <nowledge are required if the common critical
rmethod is to be applicd w works of art of different kinds.

The most general case possible of the judgment of ¢ work of art in
terms of tke ratin of int=ation to resul: arises in connection with the
judgment of the world itself. When God is said to have consicered his
finisaed work and found it “good,” the judgment was surely made in
these terms: whar he had willed, that he had done. The ratio n this
case is that of the wéopos vemrds to the rdopos aigfnrixds, invisible
pattern to material imitation. In just the same way the human maker
“sees within what hz has to do without"; and il he finds his product
satisfactory (Skr. alam-ksta, “ornamental” in the primary sense o “com-
plemented”)," it can b= only because it seems to have fulfilled his in-
tention. You, Sirs, in vour article end our correspondence have agreed
that “in most cases the author understands his own work better than
anyone else, and in this sense the more the critic’s understanding ap-
preximetes the author's, the better his criticism will be,” and thus essen-
tially with my own assertion that the cricic should “so place himself at
the original author’s star.dpoint as to see and judge with his eyes.”

If, un the cther hend, the critic goes about to “evaluae” a work that
:‘.Ctunlly fulflls its author’s intention and promise, in terms of wha: he
thinks it “should have bzen.” it is not the work but the intention thar he
is eriticizing, I shall agree with you that, m general, the critic has a right
and even a duty o cvaluatc in this sense; it is, indeed, from just this
point of view that Plate sets up his censorship (Republic 379, 401, 607,
cte.). Bus this is his right and duty, not s a eritic of art, but as & critic

1 CL Coomaraswany, “Oruament™ [in tis volune—en .

268

INTENTION

of morals; for rhe presenr we are considering only the work of arr as
such, and must not confusc art with orudence. In criticizing the work
of art as such, the critic must not go behind it, to wish it had never been
underzakent; his business as an arg critic s w decids whether or ao: the
artist has made a goed job of the work he undertock to do. In any case,
such a maral judgmenr is valid anly if rthe intention is really oper m
morzl objection, the critic being presumed to judge by higher standards
than the artist. How impertinent a moral criticism can be when we are
consider:ng the work of an artist who is admittedly a nobleman (kohos
kiyabios in Plato's and Aristotle’s sensc) will be apparent if we con-
sider a criticism of the world that :s often expressed in the question, Why
did not a good God maxe a world without evil? In chis case the critic
has completely misunderstood the artist’s problem, and ignored the me-
terial in which he works; not realizing that 2 world without alternatives
\'\"Ulll(_] not l'l-lVC bcel'l ad 't’VCl'ld at EI.J.L, iLlSt a5 a POCll-l l-.l'lildC c.l]. Uf Sour].d
or whally of silence would not be a “"poem.” An equally impertinent
criticism 07 Danre has heen made in the following rerms: “Ir is only as
the artist has clung fast to his greatness in sensual portrayal, without in-
fluence from the content of his work, that he 1s able o give the content
whatever secondary value it possesses. The real sigrificance of the Com-
media today is that it is a work of art . .. its meaning shifting stead:ly
with time more 2nd more away from the smallness, the narrowness of
special pressures of its dogmade significance. . . . Does the work of
Dante instruct or maim today? He must be split and the artist rescued
from the dogmatic first.” I will not pillory the author of this effusion by
mention:ng his name, but only pont vat that in making such a criticism
he is not judging the artist's work a: all (his intention being <o separate
conzent from form), but only setting himself down as the artist’s moral
inferior,

At this point it may be helpful to refer to some specific examples of
authors’ own staternents of their “neentions.” Avencebral says, i his
Fons Vitae (19), “Nostra intentio fuit speculari de materia universali et
orma universali.”” Again (irn.r) he asks, “Quae est intentio de qua debe-
mus agerc in hoc tractatu?” and answers, “Nostra izengio cst lnvenirs
materiam et formam in substantiis simplicibus.” On the other hand, the
f}iSCint (here, in effect, the writer’s “patron,” critic, and reader) says,
Jam promisisti quod in hoc secundo tractatu loquereris de materia cor-
porali. . .. Ergo comple hoc er aperrissime explana” (1.1). Here the
Mmaster’s “promise” s surcly adequate “czternal cvidence” of his inten-
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tion; and it is cbvious that the master himself might cither consider thar
lie had actuclly fulfilled his promise in the extant work, ur otherwisc
might have said, “1 am afruid T come a little short of what 1 uncertook.”
Or, in answer to some question put by the pupil, he might either say,
“] have nothing to add, you musr think it out for yoursclf,” or “perhaps
I did nor make mysell quitc clear on that point” In the latter case an
amended statement would not, as you suggest, imply that “the author
has thought of samerhing better to say,” but that he has found a better
way of expressing what he had originally inteaded, On his part, the
disciple might have justly complained if the master had actually failed
to “fulfill his promise and very clearly se: forsh™ the proposed matter.
In much the same way, when Witelo, iatracucing his Liker de In:el-
ligentiis, says: “Summa in hoc capiriulo nostrac intentionis cst, rerum
naturalium dificiliora breviter colligere,” cte,, criticism will raturally be
concerned, not with the propriety of the subject marter, but wita the
degree of the author’s success in presenting it. As a matter of fact, Aven-
cebrol goes on to say that the reader’s proper business is “to remember
what fas been well said, and to correct what has been said less well,
and so arrive at the trurh.”

Whenever, in lact, an author provides us with a preface, argument, or
preamble, we are given a criterion by which to judge his performance.
On the other hand, he may twll us post factern whet was the 1atention
of the work. When Dantc says of the Commedza that “the purposc of the
whole werk s o remove those who are living in this life from the state
of wretchedness and to lead them to the statc of blessedness,” or when
Aévaghosa at the end of his Seundardnanda tells vs in so many WoICs
that the poem was “composed, not for the sake of giving pleasure, but for
the sake of giving peace,” such an advertisement is perfectly good “ex-
ternal evidenee” of the author’s meaning (unless we assume him to have
been a focl or liar), and a fzir warning that we arc not to expect what
Plato calls the “llattering form of rhetoric,” but its true form, the sale end
of which is “to lay hold upon the truth” (Gorgias 5172, Phaedirus 260c,
ete.). Perhaps our authurs in their wisdom foresew the rise of such
critics as Laurcnce Housman (*Poetry is not the thing said, but a way of
saying it”) or Gerard Manley Hopkins (“Poetry is speech framed for the
contemplation of the mind by way of hearing or speech, framed to be
heard for its own sake and interssr even over aud above the interest of
meaning”) or Geoffrey Keynes (who regrets that Blake had ideas rto
express in his otherwise charming compositions) or Evgenil Lampert
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{who advocates an “ar: for art’s sake” in the interest of religionl).” Our
authars, however, warn us to expect not dgures of speech but figures o
thought; we are not to look for bons mots, but for mots justes. Advagho-
sa’s colophon is addressed to “other-minded hearers.” Tr is quite likely
that a modern critic will be “other-minded” thar Dante or Asvaghosa;
but if such a eritic proceeds to discuss the merits of the works merely in
terms of his own or current prejudices and rastes, whether moral or
aesthetic, this is not, siricly speaking, a literary criticism,

You, Sirs, regard it as very difficult or even impossible o distinguish
an author's intention from what he actually says. If, indeed, a work is
“zultless, then form and content will be such a unity that they can be
scperated orly logically and not really. Criticism, however, néver presup-
ooses that a work is faultless, and T sey that we can never find fault
nnless we can disticguish what the author meant to say from what he
actually said. We can certzinly co that in a minor way if we detect a slip
of the pen; just as, also, in the case of a misprint we can distinguish
what the author meant to say from what he is mace to say. Or suppose
an Englishman writing in French: the inrelligent French reader may see
very well what the author meant to say, however awkwardly he savs it,
and if he cannor, he can very well be called undiscriminating or uncritical.

However, it is not only with such minor faules that we are concerned,
bur rather with the detection of real internal conflict or inconsistency
as between the matter and the form of the work. I assert that the critic
cannot know if a thing has been well said il he does not know what
was o be said. You, in correspondence, “deny that it is ever possible to
prove from external evidence that the author intended the work to mean
somerhing thar it doesn't actually mecan.” What then do we mean by
“proof”? Outside of the fizld of pure mathematics, are there any absolute
proofs? Do we not know that the “laws nf science” on which we rely so
implicitly are only statements of statistical probability? We do not know
that the sun will rise tomorrow, but have sufficient reason ro expecr
that it will; our life is governed by assurances, never by proofs. It is, then,
cuibbling to assert that thcre can be no external proof of an author’s
intention. It is quite true that in our universicy disciplines of the history
of art, the appreciation of art, and comparative literature, aesthetic pre-
cccupations (matters of taste) stand in the way of an chjective criticism;
where we are taught to regard aesthetic surfaces as ends in themselves

2[Cf. P.S.C. Northrop, The Meeting of East and West (New York, 1g45), pp.
25, 31¢.
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we are not being taught to understand their reasons. “Experts underszand
the logic of the compesition, the untrained, on the other hand, what
pleasure iz affords.” Thus the criud’s indirection is a consequence of the
irper fection of the disciplines in which it i« assumed that art is an atfair
of feelings and personalities, where the traditional criricism had assumed
that “arr is zn intellectual virtue” and that what we now regard as figures
of speech or as “ornements” are reclly, or were onginally, figures of
thougnt.

1 say, chen, that the critic car know what was :n the auther’s mind, if
he wants to, and within the limits of what is ordinarily meznt hy cer-
tainty, or “rizhr opinion.” But this implies work, and not a mere sens:-
Dility. “Wer den Dichter will versteher, muss in Dichters Lande gehen.”
What “.and” is thet? Not necessarily, though often advanragecusly, a
physical terri-ory, bur still another world of cheracier and ancther soiritual
environment, To begin with, the critic must both know* the author’s sub-
ject and delight in it—sine desiderio mens non intelligit—yes, and believe
in it—crede ue inrelligas. It is laugheble if onc who 1s ignorant of and
indifferent to, if not scornful of, metaphysics, and unfamiliar with its
figures of thought, proceeds ta crircize “Dante as literature” or calls the
Brihmanas “inene” or “unintelligible.” Is it not inconceivable that a
“good” translation ot Plato could be made by any nominalist, or by any-
ane not so vitally interested in his doctrine as soietimes Lo be able even
to “read Letween the lines” of what 1s actually said? Is it no: just thie
that Dante demands when he says,

O voi, che avete glintelletti sani,
Mirate la dottring, che s‘asconde
Sotto il velame degli verst strani??

I assert. from personcl expericnce, that one can so identity oneself with
a subject and point of view that one can foresee what will be said next,
and even make deductions which one alterwards meets with as cxplicit

# Quintilian 1x.4.116. This is direetly sased on Plato, Timaeus Som, and 1 have
rendered Quintilian’s ezizon by “on the other hand,” with reference to Plato’s de and
because the zense demands the contrast. In this case the Timaens context provides
us with adequate external evidence of Quintilian’s intention. [CE. P. O. Kristeller,
The Philosophy of Mardlic Fieina (New Yok, 1043), 0. 119.]

4%are written words of eny use excepr tn remind him who knews the matier
about which they are writtern ?” (Phasdrus 2750).

§ Inferne nuf1-63. Ct RV 1.162.30, “What shall one do with the verse, if he kuows
no: Thae?” |and Mathnawi vifig-80].
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statements in some other part of the boox or in a work belonging to the
came school of thought.® If, in fact, one cannot do this, textual emenda-
tion would be possible anly on grammatical or merrical grounds, [ fully
agree that interpretztion in terms of what an authar “must have thought™
can be very dangerous. But when? Only if the critic has identificd, not
himself with the author, but the author with himself, and is really
telling 1s nor whar the author must have meant but what he would
have liked the author to mean, i.c,, what in his cpinion the author “ought
to have meant,” This last is 2 matter about which a literary criric, as such,
can hold no views, because he is setting about 1o criticize an cxisting
work. anc not its antecedent causes, It the critic does presume to tell
us what an author cught to have meant, this is a condemnaticn of the
author’s intentions, which existed before the work was made accessible
to anyone. We can, and have a right to, criticize intentions; but we can-
not criticize an actual performance ante facrum.

Finally, in our correspondence vou, Sirs, say that your terms “evalua-
tion” and “worth,” “should” and “ought” refer “not to moral cughts but
to aesthetic ougats.” Here, I think, we have a very good examgple of the
casc in which 2 writer's intsntion is onc thing, and the meaning con-
veyed by what he actually szys is another. For cansider your awn example
of the schoolteacher: it is vuly as a morzl instructor that she can tell a
pupil that, “You skould not have meant what you meant to say.” As a
literary critic she could enly have said. “Yau have not clearly expressed
what you wanted o say." As to that, she can form a sound judgment in
terms of intention and result; for if she 15 a good teacher she not only
knows the pupil well, bur will be able to understand him when he ex-
plains to her just what it was that he meant to sav.

On the other hand, :f she tells him what he “oughr nor to mean”™
(“naughty, naughoy!™, thal amounts to @ criticism of what the Japanese
call “dangerous thoughts,” and belongs to the same prudential feld that
would he involved if she had told him whar he “ought not to do”; for
thinking is a form of action, and not a making until the thought is
clothed in a material vehicle, for example of sound if the thought is
expressed in a poem, or of pigment if in a painting. Now [ [ully agree
with you that “intention per se” is no criterion of the worth ot a poem
(even if “worth” is to he taken amorally), in the same way that a good
intention is no guarantce of zctual good conduct; in both cases there must

o cf Cicern, Academica 11.23: pratsse cum (i equidem videor—"(Socrates and
Plato), 1 seem to hava acivally hived with them”]
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se not only 2 will, but also the power to realize the purpose. On the ather
Land, an cvil intention need not result in a poor work of art; if it mis-
carries, it can he ridiculed or ignored; if it succeeds, the artist (whether
a pornographer or a skillful murderer) is liable to punishmenz. A dicta-
tor’s strategy or oratory is not necessarily bad as such merely because we
diszpprove of his ains; it may, in fact, be much better than ours, how-
cver cxeellent our own intentionsy and if it is worse, we cannor call him
2 bad man on that account, but only a bad soldier or poor speaker.

All making cr doing has reasons or ends; but in either case there may,
for ¢ great variety of reasons, be a failure to hit the mark. It would e
absurd to pretend that we do not know what the archer ‘ntends,” or to
say that we must not call him a poor shooter if he misses. The “sin”
(properly defined as “any departure from rhe order to the end”) may
be either ar-isric ar moral. In tae present discussion, 1 think, our common
intention was to consider only artistic virtue or error. It is precisely
from this point cf view that T caanot understand your (erms “what the
work of art ought w be” or “should be” as an “ought” to be distin-
guished from the gerundive—faciendum—implied in the author’s inten-
tion to produce a work rhat shall be us good as possible of s kind. He
cannot have in view to produce a work that is simply “beaut:ful” or
“good,” because all making by art is cceasional and can be directed only
to particular and nor 1 universal ends” The only possible lirerary criti-
¢ism of an already cxisting and extant work is one in terms of the rztio
of incention to result. No other farm o criticism can be called objective,
because there aze no degrees of perfection, and we cznnot say that one
work of art, as such, is worth more than another, if both are perfect in
their kind. We can, however, go behind the work of art itself, as if it
were not yel exiant, to inquire whether or not it cught ever to have been

* [CL Puradiso xumros.]

¢ “The arrisrs inteniun is (wiifer intendit) 1o give his work the best possible
arrangement, not indefinitely, but with respeet o a given end—if the agent were
not determinate o sorme given efccy, it would no: do one thing rather than another”
(Swm. Theol. Lor.5 and 1-.2.2), To say that the artist does not know what it is he
wants to do “und] he has foaly succeeded in ceing what he wants to do (W. F.
Tomlin in Parpose, X1, 1935, b 46) is an ahctwrada that weuld swuliify all radonal
eort and that could ouly bz justified by a purely mechanical theory of inspiration
or automatism that =xcludes the pussivility of intclligent co-operation oa the artst's
part. So far from this, it is, a» Aristotle says, thc ond (réhos) thet in all making
determines the procedure (Physies, 1e2.194ab; n.9.22a). [CE Leoncrdo’s views in
A. Blunt, Artistic Theory in Taly (Oxford, 1g40), pp. 36-37.]
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undertaken at all, and so also decide whether or not it is worth preserving.
That may he, and T hold that it is, a very proper inquiry”; but it 1s not
Jiterary criticism nor the criticism of any work of art gaa work of art; i
is a criticism of the zuthor’s intentians.

o5, L. Beth=ll in the New English Weskly, for Scptember 30, 1943, very justly
peints out that “as literary works express, nor ‘literary valuves’ buat just ‘values,)
technical criticism mast be supplemznted by valuejudgments, and the latter cannot
validly he made without reference w theological or philosophice] categories™: and
1 am glad that you, Sirs, really make this point, although you deny your iméenizon
to do so.

[Addendum: “When | szy intende in hoc this means a direcuen wwards sumcthing
as 1o its last end, in which it ‘intends’ o rast and with which it desires 1o be unied,”
St Banaventura, I Sent,, d.38, az, 2.2; condl. 11.802b.]
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Imitation, Expression,
and Participation

& L . L - 3 - (
merovuelle 3 mphs tabs TeffapakoTos ék ThY peretdqloTor
—Plotinus, Epncads vib.7,

As Tredell Jenkins has nointed out,' the modern view that “art is expres-
sion” has added nothing tc the older and once universzl (e.g, Greek and
Indian) doctrine that “art is imitation,” but only translztes the notion ul
“imitation, burn ol philosophical realism, into the Janguage and thought
of metaphysical nominalism™; and “since nominalism destroys the reve-
lation doctrine, the first tendency of modern theory is to deprive beauty
of any cognitive significance.”® The older vicw had been that the work
of art is the demonstration of the invisible form that remzins in the artst,
whether human or divinz;® that beaury has w do with cognition;* end
that art is an intellectual virtue?

While Jenkins’ proposition is very true, so far as expressionism is
concerned, it will be our intention tu point out that in the catholic (and
no: only Roman Catholic) view of art, zmitation, expression, and partici-
pation are three predications of the essential narure of arg; not three

[First putlisncd in the Journai of desthetics end Avt Criticism, 111 (1945), this essay
was later included ia Fegeures of Specch or Figures of Thought—en.]

! “Imitation and Expression in Art,” in the Jowrnal o) Aesthetics and Art [Tvittcism,
V {1g42). Cf J. C. La Driérs, “Expression,” in the Dictionary of Warld Literattive
(New York, 1943), and R. C. Collingwood, The Idea of Nature (Urcford, 1044),
pp. 61-62 (cn participation end imitation),

¢ “Sinnvelle Form, in der Physisches und Mermaphysisches urspriinglich polarisch
sich die Waage hielten, wird auf dem Wege zu uns aer mebr und mebr entleert;
wir sagen darn: sie sei ‘Ornament.’” {Walter Andraz, Dic fenssche Sinle: Bauform
oder Symbol? Perlin, 033, p. 65). Sze also Coomaraswamy, "Ormament” [in the
present volume zr.|.

8Rom. 1:20; Meister Eckhart, Expositio sancti evangelii :ecundum [ohannem,
etc.

£ Sum. Theol 1.5.4 ad 1, 11127.1 ad 3. 8 Jéd., 111573 and 4.
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different cr conllicting, but three interpenctrating and coincident defini-
dons of art, which is these three in one.

The notion of “imitaticn,” (plpmais, anukrt, pratima, erc.) will be so
familiar to every studert of ast as to nced oaly bricf documentation. That
in our philosophic context imitation dees not mean “counterfeiting”
is brought vut i the dictonary deflinition: imitation is “the relation of
zr. cbjcct of sense to its idea; . . . imaginatve embodiment of the ideal
form”; form being “the essentizl nature of a thing .. . kind or species as
distinguished from matter, which distinguishes it as an :ndividual; ferma-
tive principle; formal cause”™ (Webster), Imagmnation is the conception
of the idea in an imirable form.® Withou: a pauern (wepddevyuo, cx-
emplar), indeed, nothing could be made except by mere chance. Hence
the instruction given to Moses, “Lo, make all things according to the
patrern which was shewed to thee on the mount.™ “Assuiing that a
beaut:ful imitation could never be produced unless from a beautiful pat-
tern, and that no sensible object (aioByror, ‘assthetic surfacz”) could be
faultless unless it were made in the likeuess of an archetype visible only
to the ntellect, Cod, when He willed tc create the visible world, first
fully formed the intelligible werld, 'n arder thar He might have the use
of a pattern wholly divize and incorporeal™’® “The will of God beheld
that beautzous world and imitated it.”™

Now unless we are making “copies of copies,” which is nar whar we
L) »i1 and

mean by “creative art™’ the pattern is likewise “within you,

2 Tdea dizitnr similirucn rei cngnitac,” St Bonaventura, 7 Sext., d.35, aunic., q.Ic
We cannnt entertain an idea excepr in 2 likeness; and therefore cannot think without
words or other images,

TFxod. 25:40, Heh. #:5. “Ascendere in montem, 1d est, in eminentiam mentis,”
St. Bonaventura, Lle dec. pracceptis 1

8 Philn, Lle opificte 16, Le actevnitate mundi 157 of. Plato, Timaens 280 and
Republic bor. For the “werld-picture” (Sumerizn god-ghor, Skr. fagaccitra, Gk
voyris kéepos, ele.), innumerable references could be cited. ‘Ihroughont onr Titera-
ture the operations of the divine and human deminrges are treated as strietly
analogons, with only this main difference that God gives torm to ahsolutely torm.
less, and man to relatively informal matter; and :he act of imaginaton is a vital
operaticn, as the word “concept” implies.

*Hermes, Lsh, 180, ct. Plato, Timaens 20ap. The human artist “imitates nztare
(Natira naturans, Creatrix Universalis, Deus) in 4er -nanner of operation,” but one
Who makes only copies of copies (imitating Natura naturztz) is unlike God, sinee
in this case ther= is no “free” but only the “servile” operation. |Cf Aristat’e, Physics
10.2.1042.20.]

10 Plata, Kepuhlic for,

Y Philo, Te opificio 17 £, and St Avgustine, Meister Eckhart, etc., passin.
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remains chere as the standard by which the “imitation” mus: be finally
judged.” For Plato then, and traditicnally, 21l tha arts without exccption
arc “imitazive”;™® this “all” includes sach arts as those of government and
hunting no less than those of painting and sculpture. And trus “imita-
ton” is not a matter of illusary resemblance (6poioTns) but of propor-
ton, true analogy, or adequacy (atro 76 {oor, Le., kar dvakoyian), hy
which we are reminded™ of the intended referent:'® in other words, it
's a matter of “adequate symbolism.” The work of art and its archetype
are ditferent things; bur “likeness in different things is with respect o
some quality common to both.™* Such likeness (sddrsya) is the founda-
tion of painting;'” the terr is defined in lugic as the “possession of many
common cualities by diflerent things";** while in rhetoric, the rypical
example is “the young man is a lion.”

Likeness (s#militudc) may be of thres kinds, cither (1) absolute, and
then amounting o sameness, which canrot be either in nature or works
of art, because 10 two things can be alike in el respects and still be two,
i.e., pertect likeness would amount Lo identity, (2) imitative or analogical
likeness, muiatis mutandis, and judged by comparison, e.g., the liksaess
of a man in stone, and (3) expressive likercss, in which the imitation is
neither identical wirh, nor comparable to the criginal but is an adequate
symbol and reminder of that which it represents, and to be judged only
by its truth, or accuracy (6pfdrs, integritas); the best example s that
of the wnrds that are “images” of things!* But imirative and expressive

12 [uaws 6670 £, ete. 13 Repubifc 3020, €l

14 Phaeds 747: Argument by analogy is meraphysically valid prool when, and
only when, & truc analegy is adduced. The validity of symbolism depends upon the
assumption that there are corresponciag realifies on all levels of reference—"as
abave, so below.™ Tlence the distinction of le sym holisme qui sair from Iz symbolisme
git cherche, This 15, cssentially, the distinction of ircuction (dialzctic) [rom deduc-
dion (syllugism) : the latter merely “deducing from rhe ‘mage whar it centains,” the
former “using the image to obtain what the image Aoes not contain” (Alphonss
Graury, Lozic La Salle, TIL, 1944], w73 cf. KU a1, “by means cf what s never
tie saine obraining that which is always the same™).

15 Pluedo 74, Laws 6670 ff.

18 Bucihius, De differcntiis topicis, n1, cited by St Bonavenmra, De scientia
Christi, 2.0

17 Vispud harmotiarane XL11.43.

185, N, Dasgupta, History of Indian Philosophy ‘Cambridge, 1022), I, 318.

19 Pluo, Sophist 234¢. Plato assumes that the significant purpose of the w ork of
arl is o remind us of that which, whether iself concrete ot abstract, is not pres-
ently, or is ncver, perceptible; and that is part nf the docirine that “what we call
learuing is really remembering” (Phaeds 72 #. Meno 81 L), The [unciion of re-
uiinding docs not depend upon visual reserblance, but on the adequacy of the
representation: for example, an object or the picrure of an ubject that has been
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are not mutually exclusive caregories; both are images, and both ex-
pressive in that they make known their model.

The preceding analysis is dased vpon St. Bonaventura’s® wha makes
frequent use of the phrase similitudo expressiva. The inscparability of
imitation and expression appears again in his observation that while
speech is expressive, ar communicarive, “it never expresses except by
means ol a Lkeness” (nisi mediante specic, De reductione artium ad theo-
logiam 18), ie., Fgurat:vely. In all serious communication, indeed, the
figures of soeech are figures of thought (cf. Quintlian m.4.117); and the
surne applics in the casc of visible iconography, in which accuracy 1s not
subordinated to our tastes, bur rather is it we nurselves who should have
learned to ke enly whet is true. Etymologically, “heresy” 1s what we
“choosc” te¢ think; Le., private (Bwwrikés) opinion.

But in saying with St. Bonaventura that art is expressive at the same
rime that it imitales, an important reservation must be made, a reserva-
tion analogous to that implied in Plato’s fundamental question: about
what would the sophist make us <o eloquent?** and his repeated con-
demnzton ol those who imitate “anything znd cverything.”* When
St. Bonaventura speaks of the orator zs expressing “what he has in him”
(per sermonem exprimere quod habet apud se, De reductione artiurn ud
thealogigm 4), this means giving expression to some idea that he has
entertained and made his own, so that it can come forth from within
him originally: it does nor mean what is involved in our expressionism
(viz. “in any form of art . . . the theory or practice of expressing one’s
inner, or subjective, emotiors and sensations [Wehster]™), hardly w be
distinguished from exhibivionism.

Art is, then, both imirative and expressive of its themes, by which it is
informed, or else would be informal, and therefore not art. That there
is in the work of art something like a rcal presence of its theme brings

th‘d_ by snmeone may suce to remind us of him. It is precisely from that poirt
of view that representations nf tne tree under which or throne upon which the
Budidha sar can function as adequate representations of himself [Mahivamsa 159,
etc.); the same considerations underlie the eult of nodily or any other “relics.”
Whereas we think that an object should he represented in art “for its own sake™ and
regardless of associated ideas, the sradition assumes that the symbol exists for the
sake of its referent, 1e, that the meaning of the work s more important than irs
10(1}{5. _( r worship of the symbals hemsclves is, of course, idolatrous,

20 Citations in |. M. Rissen, 1. Exemplarisme divin selon Saint Bonaventure (Paris,
1920), ch. 1. | have also used St Thomas Aquinas, Swom. Theol. 1.4.3, and Surmma
contra gentiles 127, 1'h= factors of “likeness” are rarely considered in modern works
un the theory of arr.

1 Protagoras 312E. 22 Repullic 306-3u8, cle
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us o our last step. Lévy-Bruhl® and others have attributed to the “primi-
tive mentality” of savages what he calls the notion of a “mystic participa-
tion” of the symbol or represcntation in its referent, tencing towards
such zn identificatior. as we make when we see our own likeness and
say, “that’s me.” On this basis the savige dues not like to tell his name
or lLave his portrair taken, because by means ot the name or portrait he
is accessible, and may thersfore be injured by one whn can ger az him
by these means; and it is certainly tue that the criminal whose rame
is known ard whose likeness is available can be more easily apprehended
than would ctherwise be the czse. The fact is that “participation™ (which
need not be called “mystic,” by which I suppose tha: Lévy-Bruhl means
“mysterious”) 15 not in any special sense a savage idea or peculiar to the
“orimitive mentaliry,” bur much rather a metaphysical and theological
proposition.® We find alrcady in Plato®™ the cectrine that if anythiag

18 For criticism of Lévy-Doubl scc O. Leroy, La Raison primitive (Pars, 1927);
T. Przyluski, La Purticipation (Paris, tgq0); W. Schmid:, Origre and Growth of
Religicn, 2nd ed. (New York, 1935), pp. 133-134; end Coomaraswamy, “Primitive
Mentality” [in this volume—zv.].

2¢ “Fy Plao posuit quod homo materialis est hamo . . . per oarticipationem” (Sum.
Theol. 118.c; of. 1.44.1), Le., in the Being of God, in whese “image and likeness”
the man was made. St. Thomas is quoting Aristotle, Péysics v.2.3, whers the larer
says that in the Timaens (514) Plato equated #ag (primary matter, voud space, chaos)
with té peradnrrkny (that which can parlicpate, vie. in form).

25 Phaedo toon; of. Repiublic 476p. The doctrine was later expounded by Divpysius,
Ne div. nom. w5, “pulchrum quidem esse dicimuas quod partcipat pulchsidinen.”
St 'I'hamas comments: Pulchritudo enim creaturac nihil est aliud gquam similiudoe
divinae pulchritndinis ir rehus participata” In the same way, of course, the human
artist’s product participates in its formal cause, the pattern in the ardst’s mind,

‘Lhe notion of participation appears 1o be “irratonal” and will be resisted only il
we sappose that the produer parricipates in its cause materially, and not formaily;
ar, in other words, if we suppose taat the form pacticipated in is divided up inte
parts znd disiributed in the participants. On the contrary, that which is pardeipated
in is always a total presence. Words, “or example, are images (Plato, Sepkist 234¢)!
and if to use homolcgous words, cr synonyms, is called a “participation” (uerd Amjis,
Theatetus 1733, Republic 5300), it is becanse the differenr words are imitadors,
expressions, and particioations of on= and the same idea, apart from which they
would not be words, but only sounds.

Participatior. car be mzde easier ta uncle=stand oy the amalogy of the projection of
= lantern slide on screens of various marerials. It would he fidiculous to say tha:
the form of the transparency, conveyerd hy rhe “imagebearing light,” is not in the
picture gzen by the sudience, or ever to deny that “his” picture ir “that” picture;
tor we see “the same picture” in the slide and on the screen; hut equally ridiculous
to suppose that any of the material of “he iransparency is in what the audience sees.

When Christ said “this 13 my hady,” body and bread were manifesdy and ma-
terially distirer; ant it was “nor hread alonz” of which the disciples partook. Con-

versely, thase who fnd in Dante’s “strange verses™ only “lierawre,” lewing their

280

IMITATION, EXPRESSION, PARTICIFATION

.s beauriful in its kind, this is not because vl its wolor or shupe, but be-
causc it participates (ueréxed) in “that,” viz. the absolute, Beauty, which
‘s a presence (mapoeria) ro it and with which it has something in com-
mon (kawwwiu), So also creatures, while they are alive, “participatc” in
immortality.*® So that even an imperfect likeness (as all must be) “par-
dcipates” i that which it resembles*” These propositions are combined
in the words “the being of all things is derived from the Divine Beauty.™
In the lenguage of exemplarism, that Beauty is “the single form that is
the form of very cifferent things.”™ In this scuse every “form” is protean,
in that it can cntcr into innumerable natures.

Some notion of the manner in which a form, or idea, czn be said 1 be
in a representation of it may be had il we coasider a straight linc: we
cannot say truly that the straight linz itselt “1s” the shortest distance
between two points, but only thar it is a picture, imitation or expression
of that shortest distance; yet it is evident that the line coincides with the
shortest distance betwesen its extremirties, and that by this presence the
line “participates™ in its referent’® Ever if we think ol spuce as curved,
and the shortest distance thercfore actually an arc, the straight line, a
reality in the field of plane geometry, is still an adequare symbol of its
idez, which it need not resemble, but must express. Symbols are projec-
tions of their referents, which are in them in the same sense that our
three dimensional face is reflected ir the plane mirror.

S0 also in the painted portrait, my form is there, in the actual shape,
but not my narurc, which is of Hesh and not of pigment. The portrait
is also “ike” the artist (“II pittore pinge se sr2ss0,”) s that in muking
an acribution we say thet “That looks like, or smacks of, Donatello,”
the model having been my form, indeed, but as the artist conesived it.*

theary escaps them, are actually living by sound ulons, and are of the sort that Plato
ricieules as “lovers of fine sounds.”

* RV 116421, 7 Sy, Theol. 1.4.3.

= Aquinas, De puichrc e bono, in Opera ommig, Op. vig, 15 (Parma, 1864).

*¢ Meiswer Eckharr, Fvans ed., I, 21..

0 [All discourse consisss in “calling something by the name of another, because
ul its participation in the efect of -his ather (kowrwria wafruaros),” Plato, Sophis
2525.]

1 Leanardo da Viaci: for Indian parallels see Coomaraswamy, The Transformation
of Nature in 4ri, 2nd ed., 1035, 0. 7.

2 From this consideration it follows that fimitation, cxpression, and participzton
arc ulways and can be only of an invisible form, Lowever realistic the ardst’s in-
tention may be; for he can never know or see (hings as they “zre,” becausc of their
incanstancy, but only as he imagines them, and it is of this phantasm and not of
any ting ther his work is a copy. Ivons, us Plaic points out (Laws ¢3ta) arc rep-
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For nothing can bz knowr, except in the mode of the knower, Even the
straight line bears the imprint of the draughtsman, hut this is less ap-
patent, becanse rhe actual form is simpler. In any casc, the more perfect
the artist becomes, the less will his work be recognizabls as “his™; only
when he is no longer anvone, can he see the shortest distance, or my
real form, directly and as 1t is.

Symbols ars projections or shadows of their forms (cf. n. 19), in rhe
same way that the body is an image of the soul. which is called its
form. and as words are inages (eikdvas, Cratylus 4394; Bwha, Sophist
234¢) of things. The form is in the work of art as ifs “content,” but
we shall miss it if we consider only the aesthetic surfaces end our
own sensitive reactions to them, just as we may miss the soul when we
dissect the body and cannot lay our hands upen ir. And so, assuming
-hat we are not merely nlayhays, Dante and Asvaghosa as’s us to admire,
not their art, but Lhe doetrine of which their “strange” or “poetic” verses
are only the vehicle. Our exaggerated valnation of “literature” is as
much a symptom of our senimentality as Is our tendency to substitute
erhics for religion. “For he who sings what he dees not understand is
defined a5 a beast.®® . . . Skill does rot truly make a singer, but the pat-

tern Coes.

resentarions nat of the “visible gods” (Ilclios, cwe.), but of those invisible (Apo.lo,
Zens, et.) [CL Republic 5wos; Timacus 5te, 92; Phdebas f2n].

33 Skr. paéz, an animal or animnzl ran whoese behavior is guided, not by reason,
but enly hy “estimative knowledge,” ic., pleasurc-pain motives, likes and dislikes,
ar. i ~rher words, “agsthetic reactions.”

In ennaecton wich our divoree of art frum Luman values, and our iasistence
upen azesthetic appreciation and cenial of the significence of beauty, Emmanuel
Chapman has very pertineady asked: “On wlhat philosophical grounds can we
cppose Vittorin Mussalini's ‘exceptionally good [un’ at the sight of torn human
and animal desh exfoliating like roses in the Etiopien sualight? Does not thig
‘good fun’ follow with an implacable logic, as inplacable as a bomb following the
law of gravity, it heanty s regarded only as a nams for the pleasure we fecl, as
merely suniective, a quality projected or imputed by the mind, and having no
referance to things, nn foundation whatsoever in existence? Is it not further the
logical consequence of the frral separztion of beauty from feason? . . . The bitter
failares in the history of aesthetics are there 10 show thal the starting-polnt can
never be any subjective, 7 prinri principls from which a dused system is induced”
{(“Beauty and the War," Journel of Phi{o;ophy, XXXIX, 1922, 405).

I+ is true tha: there are no rimeless, but only everiasting, valucs; but unless and
until our eontingent life nas been reduced to the eternal now {of which wec can
have no sensible experience), every attemnpt to isolate knowing from valuation (as
in the love of art “for art’s sake”™) must have destructive, and even murdersus or
suicidal consequences: “vile curiosity” and the “luve of finc cclors and souncs” are
the hasic motives of the sadist.

3¢ Cuido d'Arezzo, ca. an. woo; cl. Plato, Phacdrus 265a.
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As soon as we begin to operate with the stiaight line, referred to above,
we transubstantiate it; that is, we treat it, and it becomes for us, as #f*°
it were nothing acrually concrete or tangible, but simply the shortest
distance between two points, a form that rcally exists only in the intellect;
we cculd not use it ratellectually 1n any other way however handsome

Y y ¥

it may be;** the line itself, like eny other symbol, is only the support of
contemplation, and if we merely see it elegance, we are not using it, but
making a fetish of it. That is what the “aestheric anproach™ works
of art involves.

We are still familiar with the notion of a transubstan:iation only in the
case of the Eucharistic meal in its Christian form: here, by ritual act,
ie, by the sacerdotal art, with the priest as cfficiating artist, the bread
is made to be the body of the God; yet no one mzintains that the carbo-
hycrates are turned inta proreins, or denies that they are digested like
any other carbohydrates, for that would mean that we thought o- the
mystical body as a thing actually cut up into pieces of flesh; and yet the
bread is changed in thar ir is no longer mere bread, but now bread with
a meaning, with which meaning or quality we can therefore communi-
cate by assimilation, the bread now feecing both hady and saul at one
and the samz time. That works of ar: thus nourish, or should nourish,
bady and soul at one and the same time has been, as we have oZten
pointed out, the normal posizion from the Stane Age onwards; the urility

g L] rs
as such, being endowed with meaning either ritually or as well by its
ornamentation, ie, “equipment.”® Lnsofar as our environment, both
natural and artificial, is still significanr o us, we are still “primitive

3E_Tlxe Plilvsuphy vf “As 1f about which H. Vaihinger wrote a bock with the
subtitle A System of the Theoretical, Dracticel end Religious Fictions of Mankind,
l.(Enghsh ed., London, 1g42), is really of immemorial antiquity. We meet with it
in Pla'tu’t distinction of probable tuth or upinion from truth iwsclf, and in the In-
fiuu distinciion of relative knowledge (azidvi, ignorance) from knowledge (zidyé)
itsclf, ‘Il is laken for graned iv the dectine of multiple meaning and in the #ia
negativa in whicl 2l relaive truths are nlimately denied because of their limired
Valhdlty'. The “ohilosuply of ‘as i is markedly developed in Meister Eclkharg,
who says .tha. “hat wan never gets to the underlying truth whe stops a: the enjoy-
ment of its syinbol,” and that he hinesell Las “always before my mind this Hole
word guast, like'” (Evans ed, I, 186, 213), The “philosophy of ‘as 1™ is implicit
lnsmany uses of Gomep (cg. Llermes, Lid, x.7), and Skr. sea

: Cf. Plaw, Repuldlic S1005.

" CE. Coomaraswany, “Ornament” [in this volume—en.]. We say zhove “either
fitually or by 0{'11amcm_ation" only because these nperazions arc now, and according
te our way of thinking, unrelated: but the zrtist was once a priest, “chaque occupa.
tor est un sacerdoce” (A, M. Hocart, Les Caster, Paris, 1938); and in the Christian

Sac‘rrﬁcc the use of the “ornaments of the altar” is still a part of the rite, of which
their making was the beginning.
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mentaliriss”; but insofar as life has lest its meaning for us, it is pre-
tended that we heve “progressed.” From this “advanced” position those
whose thinking is done for taem by such scholars as Lévy-Bruhl or
Sir James Erazer, the behaviorists whose nourishment is “bread elone™—
“the husks that the swine did cat”—are able to lock down wita unbe-
coming pride on the minority whose world is still a world of meanings**

We have tried to show above ther there is nothing extrzordinary, buat
rather somc ling normal and proper to human nature, in the nction
that a symbol participates in 1ts referent or archetype. And this brings us
to the wards of Aristotle, which seem o heve been overlooked by our
anthiropologists anc theorists o art: he maintains, with reference to the
Platonic concention of art as imitation, and with particular reference to
the view thar things exist in their plurality by participation in (péfefes)
e forms after which they are named,® that to say that they exist “by

imitation,” or exist “by participation,” is no more than a use of different

wards to say the same thing,'”

5 The distincion of meaning [rum arl, so that what wesc originally symbdals
hecome “art forms.” and what were Ogures of thought, merely figures of speech
‘e.z, “selfcontrol,” no longer bused vi oan awaseness that dio seent in hominc,
viz. the driver and the tear1) is merely a special case of the aunlessness asserted by
the hehavioristic interpretation of life, On the modern “shilusupliy of wieaningless-
ness .. aceepled only at the suggestion of the passions™ see Aldous Huxley, Lnds
and Means [New York, 1937), pp. 273-277, and L Jenkins, “The Pustulae of an
Impoverished Reality” in Jowrnal of Philosophy, XEXIX (1912), =33 For the op-
sosition of the linguistic (ie, intellestual) and the geschene (1e., sentimental) con-
ceptions of art, see W, Deonna, “Primitivisme et classicisme, les devx foees de I'his-
tarve de Fart,” WAHA, TV (1037); like so meny of our contemperaries, for whom
the lite of the instircts is allsufficient, Deonna sees 1n the “progress” from an art
af ideas to an art of sensations a favoreble “evelution,” Just as for Whitehead it
was 2 tremendous discovery—haw 10 excite emotions for their own sake!”

# That things can be called afrer the names of the things impressed upon thern
is rather well 1lustratsd by the reerence of J. Gregory ¢ “coins called by the name
of their Expresses, as . . . saih Pollux kai ékadeirn [Bnis dr Boie eikwor er-
rerupdperoy, from the fignre of an ox imprinted,” Noics and Céservations upon
Several Passages in Sevipture (Lendon, 1684). Any absolute distinction of the symbol
fram its refersnt implies that the symhbol is not what Plato means by a “true name,”
but arbitrarily and conventiorally chosen. But symbals are not regarded thus, tradi-
tionally; one says shat the houss i the universe in a likeness, rather than thar it
is a likeness of the universe. 8o in the rirual drame, the performer becomes the
deity whose actons he imitates, and only returns to himself when :he rite is re-
linguished: “=nthusiasm” meaning thar the deity is in him, that he is &feos (this
1s not an etvmology).

All that may he nonsense to the rational'st, who lives in a meaningless world;
but tne end 1s not yet.

0 Metaphysics 1.6.4. There czn be litile doubt that Ariswote had in mind Tomucuws
574, where Plato connects dgopode With peraiapBdve. That the one implies the
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Hence we say, and in so coing say nothing rew, rhar “arr is imitarior,
expression, and participation.” At the same time we cannot help asking:
What, :f anvthing, has been added to our understanding of art in modern
tim=s? We rather presume that something has been deducted. Our term
“aesthetics” and conviction that art is essentially an affair of the sensi-
bilities and emorions rank us with the ignorant, if we admit Quinrilian’s
“Docti ratonem componendi intelligunt, ctiam indoct: voluptatem!™#

otker is also the opinien o wiich Socrawes asseuts in Parmerides 1326, “That by
parnicipation in which (;,L(?E’xov‘ra) like' things ase liks (duoia), will be dheir redl
‘farm,” 1 suppose? Most assurcdly.” [t is not, however, by their “likeness™ that diegs
partcipate in their form, but (as we learn elsewhere) Ly their propuriion or ade-
quacy (iedrye), Le, ruth of the analogy; a visual likeness of anything 1o s form
nr arcketype being impessidle because the model is invisible; so that, for example,
in theology, while it can be said that man is “like” God, it cannot be said that God
18 “like” man.

Aristorle alse says that “thought thinks :tself through participation {perdAsing)
in its alject” (Metaphysics x1.7.8). “For participetion is only a special case of the
problem af communicn, of the symbolizing of one thing with anocher, of mimicry”
(R. (. ‘Tahaferro, foreword to Thomas Taylor, Timaeas and Crirdas, New York,
044, D T4)-

Far the sa<e of Indian readers ir may he added thar “imiration™ is Skr. anwkarana
('making according to”), and “participation” (prafilebha or Hhaki); and thac
like Greek 1n the time of Platc and Aristotle, Sanskrit Las no exact equivalent for
Vexpression’’y for Greelo and Sznskeit both, an idea is rather “manifested” (Sphoo,
frea-kas, wy-anj, vy.a-khya) than Vexpressed”: in both languages words that mean
to “speak” and to “shine” have common roows (cf. our “shining wit,” “flustratian,”
“clarity,” “declars)” and “argument”). Form (eidoe 25 ibéa) and preszntation (pae-
voperor) are nama (name, quiddity) and rapa (shape, zppearance, body); or in the
special case of verbal expressions, arthe (meaning, value), prayopana (use), and
fabda (sound): the former being the intelleciual (minasy, voyrds) and the later
the rzngble or aes:hetic (spriya, driva, alefyricos, dpatds) apprehensions.

*Quintlian 12.4.117, based on Plato, Timaens 8o3, where the “compesition” is of
shrill and deep scund, and this “furnishes pleasurs to the unintelligent. and o the
intelligent that intellectual delight which iz caused by the imitztion of the divine
harmony manifested in mortal motions” (R, G. Bury’s translation, LCL).
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Primitive Mentality

The myth is not my own, | had it from my moather.
Euripides, fr. 488

There is, perhaps, no subject that has been more extensively investigated
and more prejudicially misunderstood by the modern scientist then that
of folklore. By “folklore” we mean that whele and consistent body of
culrare which has besn handed down, not in books but by word of moiah
and in practice, trom time bevond the rezch of historical rescarch, in the
forra of lagends, fairy rzles, ballads, games, toys, crafts, medicine, agri-
culture, and other rites, and forms of social crganization, especially those
that we call “tribal.” ‘T'his is a cultuzal complex independent of naticral
and even racial houndaries, and of remerkable similarity throughour the
world:' in other words, a culture of extraordinary vitality. The material
of folklore differs from that of exoteric “religion,” v which it may be in
a kind of opposition—as it is in a quite different way to “science”?—by

[First published in French by Ezudes readitionelles, X1.VI {1030), this essay ap-
peared in English in the Quarterly Journal of the Muthiz Society, XX (1240), and
was later included in Figures of Spesch or Figuves of I howght —¥n.]

1 %“The metaphysical notions of man mey he reduced to a few types whicl are of
universal distribution” (Franz Boas, The Mind of Primitive Man, New York,
1927, p. 156); “Ths great myths of mankind are almast menotorcusly alike o their
fundemental aspecs” (D. C. Helwom, The Naifonal Faith of Japar, Londow, 1938,
p. go), The pattern of the lives of heroes is universal (Lord Raglan, The Hero,
Lotdan, 1936). Frem eIl over the world more than rhree hundred versions of =
single tale hac already been collectec fifty years agn (M. R. Cox, Cinderella. Low-
den, 1833). All peoples have legends of the original unity of Sky and Earta. theb
scparation, and their marriage. “Clapping Rocks” ar= Wavzjo and Eskimo as well
as Greck, The patterns of Himmeljahrten znd the types of the active Wunderthor
are everywhers alike.

2 The opposition of religion to folklore 1s often a kind of rivalry set up as be-
tween a new dispensation and an older radition, the gods of the older cult be-
coming she evil spiris of the newer. The apposition of science to the conweat of
both folklore and religion is based upon the view that “such kncwledge as is not
empirical is meaningless.” The most ludicrons, snd pathetic, situation appears when,
as happened not long ago n England, rhe Church joins hands wili science in
proposing t¢ withhald fairy tzles from children as being untrue; it might havs
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its more intellectual and less morzlistic conrent, and more ohviously and
essentially by its adaptation to vernacular transmission:® on the one hand,
as cited above, “the myth is not my own, [ had it from my mother,”
and on the other, “the passage from a traditional mythology o ‘religion’
is 1 humanistic decadence.”™

The content of folklore is metaphysical. Our failure rn recognize rhis is
primarily due w vur own zbysmal ignorance of metaphysics and of its
technical terms. We observe, for example, that the priminve craftsman
leaves in his work something unfinished, and rhar rhe primitive mother
dislikes to hear the beauty of her child unduly praiscd; it is “tempting
Providence,” and may lezd to disaster. ‘That seems like nonsense to us.
And vet there survives in our vernacular the explanation of the principle
involved : the craftsman leaves somcthing undone in his werk for the
same reason thas the words “to be finished” may mean either to be per-
fected or to die” Perfectinn is death: when a thing has been altogether

reflectec that those who can make of mythelegy and fairy lore nothing but literzture
will do the same with seripture, “Men live by myths . . . they are no mere poetic
invent:en” (Fritz Marti, “Religion, Philosophy, and the College” in Rezfer of
Religion, VI, 1042, 41). “La mémoire collective comserve . . . des symboles ar.
cha’cues ¢'essernce purement métaphysique” (M. Eliade in Zaimoxis, 11, 193¢, 78).
“Religicus philosophy is alweys bound up with rayths end cannot break free from
them without destroying itself and abandonirg its task”™ (N. Berdyaev, Freedom
and {fze Spérit, Lendon, 1925, p. 69). Cf, E. Dacqué, Das verlorene Paradies (Munich,
1940).

8 The words “adaptation to vernacular transmission” should bz noted, Scripture
recorded in a sacred language is ret thus adapted; and a totally different result is
obtained when scristures originally writter in such a sacred language are made
accessible to the “untaught manyfolk™ by translatior, and subjected to an incom-
petent “frec examination.” Ir the first case, there is a faithful transmission of ma-
terial that is always intelligible, althougl no. necessarily lways completely under-
stood; in the second, misunderstandings are incvitable. In this conncetion it may
be remurked chat “lireracy,” mowsdays thought of 4o wlmost synonymous with
“educaticn,” is acwually of far greater imparance from an industial thau frorr a
cultural point of view. Wtat an illiterate Tndian or American Indian peasant knows
and understands would he entirely beyond the comprehension of the compulsorily
educated product oF the American pnblic scheols.

.1]-'_ !EVEJ];}, Rivolts contra il monda moderno, Milan, 1934, p. 354, n. 12, “For the
primitives, the mythical world really exisied. Or rather it snll exists” (lacien
Lévy-Bruhl, L'Exgédrience mystique et les symboles chex les primitifs. Paris, 193¥,
P- 35"5)- One might add that it will exist forever in the eternal now of the Trth,
::aﬁecmd by the truth or error of history. A myth i5 true now, or was never trus
at all.

? Just ag Sanskrit perindredna is both “te be completely despireted” and "o be
perfected“ (cf. Coomaraswamy, “Some Pili Words” [in Vel 2z of this selection—
in.]). The Buddha's parinibbina is a “finish” in both senses,
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fulflled, when all has been done thar was to be done, potentiality alto-
gether reduced to act (krtakreyah), that is the ernd: those wham the gods
love die young. This is not what the workman cesired for his work,
nor the mother for her child. It can very well be that the workman or
the peasant mother is no longer conscious of the mzaning aof a precaution
that may have hecome a mere superstition; but assurccly we, who cal
ourselves anthropologists, should have been eble to understand what was
the idea which alane could have given risz to such a superstition, and
ought to have asked ourselves whether or not the pcasant by his acrual
observance of the precaution is not defending himself from a dangerous
suggestion to which we, who have made of our exisience a more tightly
closed system, may be immune,

As a matwer of fact, the dest-uction of superstitions invariahly involves,
in one sense or another, the premature death of the folk, or in any casc
the impoverishment of their lives.” To take a typical case, thet of the
Australian aborigines, . 5. Thompson, who has recently studied their
remarkable initiatory symbols, observes that their “mythology supperts
the helief in « ritual or supernatural visitation that comes upon those who
disregard or disobey the law of the old men. When rhis helief in the old
men ard their power—which, under tribal conditicns, 1 have never
known to be abused—dies, or declines, as it does with ‘civilization,’ chaos
and racial death follow immediately.”” The world's muscums are (illed

8 The life of “civilized” pecple has alrcady been impoverisheds its infuence can
only ten:d o impoverish these whom iz reaches. The ‘white man’s burden,” of
which he speaks with so much unction, is the burden of death. For the poverty of
“civilized” peoples, cf. [. Jenkins, “The Postulate of an Impoverished Realuy,”
[aurnal of Philosophy, XXXIX, 1942, 533 fl.; Eric Meissner, Germany i Peril (Lon-
don, 1c42), pp. 21, 42; Floryan Znaniecki, as quoted by A. T Krzesinski, s Modera
Culture Doomed? (New York, 1gaz), p. 54, 0. 85 W. Andrae, Die 1ontsche Séule:
Baujorm oder Symbol? (Berlin, 1433), v, G5=—"mehr und mchr cntleert” [The text
from which this citation is taken is ;eviewed, with a trenslation of key passages,
in the present volume; of. “Walter Andrac's Dic fonische Séwls: Bauform oder
Symbol?r A Roview."—:z0.]

T llustrated London News, February 25, 1930, A tradizional civil:zatlon presup-
pnses a correspoadence of the man's most intimale nature with his particular voza
fion (see René Guénon, “Initiation znd the Cralls,” JISOA, VI, 1938, 16:-168).
‘I'he forcinle disruption of this harmony poisons the very springs of lifc and creates
innumerable maladjustments and saferings. The represenative of “civilizetion”
cannot realize this, becanse the very idea of vocation hes lost its mearing and be-
come for him a “superstition™; the “civilized” man, being himsell a kind of coo-
nomic sleve, can be pur, or purs himself, to any kind of work that waterial ad-
vantage seems to demand or that social ambilion suggests, n total disrzgard [or
hit individual chzracter, and cannot undesstanc thet to rob a man of his heredivay
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with the traditional arts of innumerable peoples whose culture has been
destroved by the sinister power of our induasuial civilization: peoples who
have been forced to abandon their own highly developed and beautiful
techniques and significant des'gns in arder to preserve their very lives by
working as hired laborers at the praduction of raw mazerials.® At the same
time, modern scholers, with some honorable exceptions,” have as lirtle
understond the content of folklore as did the early missivnaries under-
stand what they thought of only as the “beastly devices of the heathen™;
Sir J. G. Frazer, for example, whose life has been devoted to the study
of all the ramifications of folk belief and popular rites, hus ouly w say
al the end of it all, in a tore of lofty superiority, that he was “led on, step
by step, 1nto surveying, as from some spectacuar height, some Pisgah
of the mind. a great part ol the human race; I was beguiled, as by some
subtle enchanter, into indicting what [ cannot but regard as a dark, a
tragic chronicle of human error and folly, of fruitless endeavor, wasted

time and blighted hopes™ "—worcs that sound much more like an indict-

vocation is precisely to take away his “living” in a far more profound than merely
economic sense.

8 Gee Coomaraswamy, “Notzs on Savage A+t 1946, and “Symptom, Diagnasis, and
Regimen” [in this volume—zr.]; cf. Thomas Harrissan, Savage Ciedlization (New
York, 1337).

9E.g., Paul Radin, Primitive Man as Fhitosopher (New York, 1027); Wilhelm
Sckmidt, Owigin and Growth of Religion, and ed. [New York, 1935), and High
-_i;os!: in North America (Oxlord, 1933) 3y Karl von Spiess, Marksteine der Volkckunst
(1937), and Vom Wesen der Volkskunst (1926); Konrad 1. Preuss, Lekrbuch der
.Vﬁfﬁ'_ﬂ‘f(xmdc (Swuttgast, 1930), to mention only those best known to me. . G Jiung
s put out of court by his interpretation of symbols as psychological phennmena,
an avowed and deliberate exclusion of all metaphysical significance.

‘“Al’frsrmaxh (London, 1936), preface. Olivier Leray, La Rarson primifive, sciat
de #éjutation de la théoriz de prélogisme (Paris, 1927), n. o, remarks that Lévy-
Bruhl “fur aiguillé sur les recherches ethnclogiques par la lecture du Goiden Bough.
Aucun ethnologue, aucan historien des religions, me contredira si je dis que ¢’élalt
4n p:fril'_eux début” Agan, “la notion qua LévyBruhl ee fait du ‘primitf’ a eté
fcartée par toas les ethnographes . . . son peu ce curlosité des sauvages a scandalisé
les ethnographes” (], Mannerer, La Poésie moderne et le sacré, Paris, 1945, pp-
103, 195). The very ttle of his book, Hoiw Natives Think, betrzys him. If he had
known swhat “netives” think (ie., aboat Europeans), he might aave been surprised.

Another exhibition of the superiority complex will be found in the corcluding
pages of Sidney Hartland, Primstive Patersizy (London, 1gog-1910); his view that
when “the -clics of primeval ignorance and archaie 5pecu}urion"’have been dis-
carrded, the world’s “great stories” will survive, is both absurd and sentimentzl, and
rests on the assumption that beauty can be divorced from the tuth in which it
originates, and a notion taat the only end of “literature” is to amuse. The Golden
Bough 15 a glorified doctor’s thesis, Frazer's only survival value will be documen-
tary; his lucubrations will be forgoten.
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ment of modern European civilization than a critcism of any savage
society!

The distinctive characteristic of a tradizional society is order™ The
life of the community as a whole and that of the individual, whatever his
special function may be, conforms to recognized pattsrns, of which no
one questions the validity: the criminal is the man who dogs not fnow
how to behave, rather than a man who is unwilling to behave’® But
aich an unwillingness is very rare, where education and public opinion
tend to maks whatever ought no: to be done simply ridiculous, and where,
also, the concepr af vocation involves a corresponding professional honor.
Relief is xn aristocratic virtue: “unbelief is for the moh.” Tn other words,
the traditional saciety is a unanimous sociely, and as sach unlike a prole-
carian and individualistic sccicty, in which the major problems oI con-
duct are decided by the tyranay of a majority and the minor problems
by each individuzl for himself, and there is no real agreernent, but only
conformiry or nonconformity.

1. is often supposed that in 2 traditional snciety, or under tribal or
clan cenditions, which are those in which a culture of the folk flourished
most, the individual is arbitrarily compelled to conferm to the parrerns of
lile that he actually follows. It would be rruer to say that under these
conditions the individual is devoid of social ambition. It is very far from
trie that in traditional socicties the individual is regimerred: it is only
in democracies, soviets, and dicratorships that a way of life is imposed

11 oYWhat we mean by a nommal civilization is one that rests on principles, in the
true seqse o° this wore, =nd onc in which all is erdered and in 2 hierarchy con-
sistent with these principles, so that everything is seen to be the applicztion and
extension of a purely and essentially in-ellectual or metaphysical doctrine: that is
whar wa mean when we speak of ¢ ‘raditional cvilizagor’” (René Guinor,
(wient et occiden:, Paris, 1930, p. 233)-

12 Sin, Skr, aparaddie, “russing the marz” anv ceparture trom “rthe order
the end,” is a sort of clumsiness due to want of skill. There is 2 ritual of life, and
what raatters in the performauce of a ritc is that whetever is dene should he done
correctly, in “good ferm.” What is not .mportant is how one jeels about the work
to he done nr life to be lived: all sucl ‘eclings being tendentious and self-referent.
But if, over and aove the correcs perlormance of the rize or any action, one alsn
understands its farr, if all one’s actions are comscious and not merely insincuve
reactions provoked hy plezsure or pain, whethe anticipated or felt, this awareness
of the underlying princples is immediately dispositive 1o spiritaal freedom. In
other words, wherever the action itself is correct, the action izsclf is symbolic and
provides a discipling, or path, by fcllowing which the final goal must be reached;
on the other hand, whoever acts informally has opinions ol his own and, “knowing
what he Likes,” is limiting his persan to the measure of Lis individuality.
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upon the indivicuzl from withaut.*® Tn the uranimous sociery the way of
life is seli-imposed in the sense that “fate lics in the created causes them-
selves,” and this is ene of the many ways in which the order of the tradi-
tional society corforms t the order of nature: it is in the unanimous
wocieties that the possibility of self-realization—that is, the possibility of
transcending the limitations of individuality—is hes: provided far. Tr is,
in fact, for the sake of such u sell-realization that the tracition itself is
perpetuated. It is here, as Jules Romzins has said, that we find “the
richest possible variety of individual states of consciousness, 'n a harmeny
made valuable by its richness and density,™* words that are peculiarly
applicable, for example, to Hindu society. In the various kinds of prole-
tarian government, on the other ha nd, we meet always with the intention
to achieve a rigid and inflex:ble uniformity; all the forces of “educa-
tion,™® for cxample, are directed to this end. It is a national, rather than
a cultural type that is construcred, and ro this ene type everyoue is ex-
pected o conform, at the price of being considered a peculiar person or
even a traitor. It is of England that the Earl of Portsmouth remarks, “it

13 4 democrary is a government of all by a majority of pruletrians; a sovies, a
government by a small group of proletzrizns; and a dictawrship, @ government by
a single proletarian. In rhe traditional and unanimous society there is a government
by a hereditary aristccracy, the function of which is to mainain an existing order,
based nn eternal principles, rather than to impose the views or arbirrary will (in the
rmost technical sense of the words, a fyrannical will) of any “party™ or “interest.”

The “liberal” theory of class warfare rakes it for granted tha: there can be no
common intersst of differrnt classes, which must oppress or be oppressec by uue
another; the classical cheories of government are based on a concept of impartial
justice. What majority ruls means in preetice is a governmen: in terms of an un-
srzhle “balance of power”; and <his invalves 1 kind of internal warfare that cor-
respands exactly to the internationzl wars -hat resulr from ke effort to maintain
balarces of power on a still larger scale,

L5 “I'he stronger and more intense the secial i3, the less it ‘s oppressive and ex-
ternal” (G, Gurvitch, “Mass, Community, Communion,” Journal of Phifoiaphy,
XXT)I(\«'HI, 1041, 4¥8). “In a medizeval feudalism and impericlism, ar any other
Cl\-'l.[li':ltion of the traditional zype, unity and hierarchy car co-oxist with o maximnm
of individual independencs, liberty, affirmation, and constitution” (Evala, Rivelia,
p. 112). But: “Heraditary service is quite incompatible with the induserialism nf
today, and that is why the syst=m of caste is alwavs oainted in such dark colors”
(A M. Hoeart, Lee Carter, Paris, 1938, p. 23%). h

¥ “Compulsory education, whatsver its practical use may be, cannot be raized
among_ the civilizing forces of this world” (Meissaer, Germany in Peril, p. 73).
Educghnn in a primitive society is not compulsary, but inevitgbl'r’; st b?c:ausetéhe
past is thers “present, experienced and felt as an effsctive part of daily lifs, nor
!;mt taught by schnolmasters”™ (idem). For the typically modern m:ar;, to have
broken with the past” is an end in itself; any change is a meliorative “progress,”
and education is typically iconnclastic. '
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is the wealth and gerius of variaty amongst our people, both in character
anc hand, that needs w be rescucd now” " what could a0t be said of
the United States! The explanation of this difference is o be [ound in
the fect that the crder thar is imposed on the individual from without
in any form ol prolctaran government is a systematic crder, not a
“[orm” but a cut and dried “formula,” and generally speaking a pattern
of life that has heen conceived by a single individual or seme schocl of
academic thinkers (“Marxists,” for example); while the pattern to which
the traditional socisty is conformed by its own nature, being a meta-
physical pattern, is a consistent but a0t a systematic form, and can there-
fare orovide for the realization of many more possibilities and for the
functioning of maay more kinds of individual character than can be
‘ncluded within the limits of any system.

The actual unity of folklore represents on the popular level preciscly
what the orthodoxv cf an elit= reprasents in a relatively learncd cnviron-
ment. The relativn between the popular and the learned metaphysics is,
morcover, analogous to anc partly icentical with that of the lesser 1o Lac
greater mysteries. To a very large extent both employ one and the seme
symbols, which are weken more literally in the one casz. and in the other
understood parabolically; for example, the “giants” and “herves” of popu-
lar legend are the firzns and gods o’ the more learned mythology, the
seven-league bects of the hero correspond to the stridss of an Agni or a
Puddha, and “Tom Thumb” is no orher rthan the Son whom Lckhart
Cescribes as “small, but so puissant.” So long as the material of folklore is
transmittsd, so long is the ground available on which the superitructure
of fuil initiatory understanding can he Builr.

Let us now consider the “primitive mentality” that so many anthrupol-
ogists have stadied: the menality, that is, which manifests itsclf in such
normal types of society as we have been considering, and to which we
have referred as “traditional.”™ "T'wo clesely connected questions mus. first
be disposed of. In the first place, is there such a thing as a “primitive”
or “alogica’” mentality distinct from that of civilized and scienfific man?
Tt has been taken for graated by the alder “animists” that human nature
is a constant, so that “if we were in the position of the primitives, our
mind being what it is now, we should think and acr as they do.” " On

18 GV.W, Portsrnomth, Alternasive 12 Deuth (Loadon, 1943), p. 30

17 G, Davy, ‘Psychologie das primitifs d’aprés Lévy-Truhl,” [ournal de psychologic
normale et patholngigue, XXVII (1y31), 112

L2

PRIMITIVE MENTALITY

the other hand, for antaropolegists wnd psyciologists of the type of Lévy-
Bruhl, there can be recognized an almost specific dictinction between the
primitive mentality and ours.® The explanation ol the possibility of
disagreement 1 such a matter has much to do with the belief in progress,
by which, in fact, all our conceptions of the history of civiizaton are
distort=d *® Tr *s roo readily raken for granted thar we have progressed,
and that any contemporary savage society :n all respects fairly represents
the so-called primitive mentality, and overlooked that many characrer's-
tics of this menrality can be studied ut home as well as or better than
in any African jungle: the point of view of :he Christian or Hinduy, for
cxample, is 1n many ways nearer ta that of the “savage” than to that of
the modern bourgeoisie. What real distinction of two mentalitics can be
made s, in fact, the distincetion of a modern from a mediaeval or oriental
mertality: and this is not a specific digiincrion, but one of sickness [rum

12 For a general refutadon of “orélgisme,” see Leroy, La Rafson prinutive, and
W, Schmidr, The Qrigin and Growth of Religion, pp. 133, 134. Leroy, for example,
in discussing the “perticipazion”™ ol kingship in divinity, retarks thet all chat
TAvy-Arubl and Frazer have done is to call Wiis rotion “primitive” becausc it oceurs
in primitive sccietics, and these socicties “primitive” beeause they entertain this
primifive idea Lévy-Brual's theorics are now quite generally discredited, and most
anthropalogists and psychologists held that the mental equipment ol primilve man
was exactly the same as our own, Cf. Radin, Primidiive Man as Fhilosopher, p. 373
“in capacity for legical and symbolicsl thoughe, therz is a0 difference between
c_ivilizecl and primitive man,” and as cited by Schmide. Orrgrn and Grow!h ol Re-
ligiom, pp 209, 203: srd Roas, The Mind of Frimitive Man, p. 150,

CPCE I B Zema on “Progress,” in the Dictionary of Werld Literwiure (New
\fn-k? 1a43): and René Guénnn, East and Wesr [London, 1ug1), che 1, “Cuviliza-
fin arc Progress.” Uae larter remarks: “The civilizaton of the modern West
appears m history as a vesitzble anomaly: among all these which are known w us
more or less eompletely, this civilization is the only one which has developed
Fl'|r_'-n__:r, purely materia. lines, and this monstrous developmen:, whose beginning
coincides with the so.ealled Henaissanee, has been accompanied. as in-:leed-it WEL:
fated to be, by a eorrespanding intellretual regrese.” Cf. Meissnes, Germany in Peiil,
op. to-11: “Lhe shertest way of stating the case is this: during the last centuries
a vast majority of Chrisdan men have lost their homes in cvery senss of the worc,
The number of those cast out inte the wildernzss o a dehumanized society is
steadily incressing . . . the time might com= and bz nearer :han we think, when
the antheap of society, worksd out to full perfecrinn, recerves only one verdict:
:d"zﬁi for men Cf Gerald Heard, Ma» the Master (Wew Yark, rg4rr) n. 25. "By
civilized m=n we now mean industrialized men, mechanical socieries. . .7. Any o-her
CDP(’.I{Ct . . - is the bekaviar of an ignorant, simple savagz. To have arrived at
this picture of rea ity is to he tr1y advanced, progressive, civilized.” “In our present
generation of primary znel almaosr exclisive emplasis on mechanics and engireering
or ecomn}ics, understanding of people no longer exists, or at best only in very rare
caszs. In facr we dn not want to know each ocher as men. . . . That is just what
goL us into this monstrous war” (W. F. Sands in Commonweal, April io_. 1045).
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tealth. It has been said of Lévy-Bruhl that he is a past master in opening
up what 1s te us “an almost inconceivable” world: as if there were none
amongst us tv whom the mentality reflected in our own immediate en-
vironment were not equally “inconceivable.”

We shall cous.der, then. the “primitive mentality” as described, very

often accurately enough, by Lévy-Bruhl and other psychologist-anthro-

polngists. It is characterized in the first place by a “collective ideation™;’

ideas are held in common, whereas in a civilized group, everyone enver-
tains ideas of his owr.” Infinitely varied as it may be in detail, the folk
litcrature, for example, has to do with the Lves of heroes, all of whom
meet with essentizlly the same adventures and exhibit the same qualities.
It is not for onc moment real:zed that a possession of ideas in common
does not necessarily imply the “collective crigination” ol these idezs. It
is argucd that what is true for the primitive mentality is unrelated
to experience, 1., to such “logical” experience as ours. Yet it is “true” wo
what the primizive “expericnces.” The criticism implied, for such it 1s, 1s
exactly oarallel to the art historizn’s who criticizes primitive art as not
being “true Lo nature”; and to that of the historian of literature who

20 Tha antarepologists “collective id=avon™ is nuthing bul the unznimism of
traditional societies that has been discussed above; but with this importane dis-
tinction, that the anthropologist means w imply by his “collective ideation” not
merely the common pussessicn of ideas, but alse the “eollective crigination™ of these
ideas: the assumption being that there reelly arc such things as popular creations
and spontancous invertions of the masses (and as Rene Guénon has remarkezd,
“(ie connection of this point of view with the cemccrztic prejudice s obvious”).
Actually, “the literaerz of the folk s not their own production, bu: comss drvan
o them from zbove . . . the folktale is never of popular origin™ (Lord Raglan,
The Hero, p. 145}

21 [n a normal socisty one no rore “thicks for aneself” than one has a private
arithmetic [cf. Augustine, De ordine 1.48]. In a proletarian culture one does not
tkink at all, but an'y entertains a variety of prejudicss, for the most part of jour-
aalisti= znd propagandistic origin, though treasured as one’s “own uvphmuus.” A
rraditional enlrure presurnes an entertainment of ideas, in which a privete property
is impossible. “Where the God (sc. Eros) is our teacher, we all come to think alike”
(Xenophon, Oeconcmicis xving): “What rcally binds men together is their cul-
ture—the iceas and sandards they have in common” (Ruth Benedict, Patterns of
Culture, Bosion, 1934, p. 16). In other werds, religion and caltare are normally
indivisible: and where cveryene thinks for himself, there is no society (sahitya)
but only an aggrcgate, The common and divine Reason is the criterion of truth,
“but most men live as though they possessed a private intelligence of their own”
(Heracleitus, Fragment 9z). “Insofar as we partieipate in the memory of thal
[common znd divine] Reason, we speak truth, but whenever we are thinking for
ourselves (iSdooper) we lie” (Sextus Empiricus, on Heracleimus, in Adversus
dogmatices 1131-134).
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demands from literature a psychoanalysis of indivicual characrer, The
primirive was not interested in such trivialities, but thought in types.
This, moreaver, wzs nis means of “educaton™; [or the type can be imi-
tated, whereas the individual can only be m:micked.

The next and most famous characteristic of the primitive mentality
las been called “participation,” or more specifically, “mystical participa-
gon.” A thing is not enly whar i is visidly, but also what it represents.
Natural or artificial cbjects are not for the primitive, as they can be for
us, arbitrary symbols of same erher and higher reality, but actual mauniles-
tations of this reality 2? the cagle or the lion, for example, is not so much
a symbol or image of the Sun as it is the Sun in a likeness (the Lot
being more importan: than the naturc in which it may be manifested);
and in the same way every house 7s the wor'd in a likeness, and every
altar sicuated at the center of the earth; it is only because we cre more
interested in what things are than in what they mean, more inrerested in
particular facts than in universal ideas, that this is inconccivable to us.
Descent from a totem animal is not, then, wha: it appears to the an-
thropniogist, a literal absurdity, but a descent from the Sun, the Pro-
genitor and Prajapasi of all, in that form in which he revealed himself,
whether in vison ar in dream, to the founder of the clan. The samc
reasoning validates the Eucharistic meal; tae Father-Progenitor is sacr'-
ficed and partaken of by his descendants, in the fesh of the sacred ani-
mal: “This is my body, take and ear.”™ So that, as Lévy-Bruhl says of

22 (0f, “The Inst of -he goat is the bounty of God. . . . When thou seest an Lagle,
thou seest a portion of Genius” (William Blake), “The sacrificial horse is a symbol
(1@3p) of Prajapati, and consudstantial with Prajapat (préjapatya),” so that what
is said to the horse is said w0 Prajipati “face to face” (szhsir), and so “verily he
wins Him visibly” (saksaz, TS v.7.1.2). “One day T witaessed a Ramlila performance.
I sav the perlonners o be actual S'ta, Rama, Laksmana, Hanuman, anc Bikhigana
Then T worshiped ke actors and actresses, who played those parts” (&1 Rama-
krishna). “The child lives in the reality of his imagery, as did the men of early
orehistaric ime” (R. R. Schmidy, Dawrn of the Human Mind, Toncon, 1036, p. 7).
Sut the aesthete in the actuality of the ferish!

23 Tn the statement, “in soms= cases we cannnt eas'ly rell whether the native thinks
that he i¢ in the actunal presence of seme (usually invisible) being, or that of a sym-
hol” (1évy-Kruhl, L'Expérience mystigue, p. 206), “we" can orly reler w such
profane mentalities as are intended by our authors when they speak of “civilizec”
or “emancipated” man or cf themselves. It would not be tue fur a Jearned Catholic
or Hindu to szy that “this pecaliarity of the symbols of the primitives ercares a great
difficulty for us” and ons worders why our authoers are so much puzzled by the
“savage,” and not by the contemporary metaphysician. More truly, one does not
wonder: it is beeause it is assumed that wisdom was born with #y, and that the
savage does not distinguich between appearance and reality: it is because we choose
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such symbals, “very often it 1s not their purpose to ‘represent’ their proto-
type to the eye, but wo [acilitate a participation,” and that “if it is their
essential function to ‘represent,” mn the full sense of the word, invisidle
beings or objects, and tw muke their preseuce effective, it Lollows that
they are not necessarily reproductions or likenesses of these beings or
objects.™* The purpuse ol primitive art, beng cotirely different from
‘artist” (for whom

u

the aesthetic or decorative intentions ol the modern
the ancient morifs survive only as meaningless “art forms™), explains
its abstract character. “We civilized men have lost the Paracise of the
‘Soul of primitive imegery [Urbildseele].” We no longer live among the
shapes which we had fashioned within: we have become mere spactators,
reflecting them from withour,”®?

The suscrior intellectuality of primitive and "Zolk™ art is often con
fessed, even by thase whe regard rhe “emancipation™ of zrr from its lin-
nglSL‘lL J.J'[d. CUJTII'HUIIIICEL“VC fL'lf'lCliOﬂS as a dCSirﬂbic pl‘OgI’CSS. Thus \R‘r. I)e'
onna wr:tes, “Le primitivisme exprime par I'art les idées,” hut “I'art évnlue
... vers un raturalisme progressif,” no longer representing things “telles
quon les concoit” [I would rather say, “r=lles qu’on les comprend”], bur
“telles qu'on les voit”; thus sabstituting “la réal:eé” for “'abstraction”; and
that evoluticn, “‘de I'idéalisms vers un naturalisme” in which “la forme [se.
la figure] tend & prédominer sur Iidée,” is what the Greek genius, “plus
artiste que tous les autres,” finally accomplished.®

To have lost the art of thinking in inages is preciszly o have lost the
proper linguistic of metaphysics ard to have descended to the verbal logic

to deseribe the primitive religious cults as a “worskip of nature”—we who are
rature worshipers indeed, and to whom the words of Plutarch cre preeminently
applicable, viz. that men have been so blinded by their powers of observation that
they can no longer distiaguish between Apollo and the Sun, the reality and tae
phenom=non.

22 Lévy.Bruhl, L' Fepévience mystigue, pp. 174, 180, Lévy-RBruhl appears to have
bern quite ignaraat of the Plaranic-Aristotelian-Christian doctrine of the “participa-
tion” of rhings in their formal causes. His own words, “not necessarily . . . like-
nesses,” are notably illogical, since he is speaking of “invisible™ protorypes, and L is
evident that these invisibles have no appearance tha: could be visually imitaeed,
but ouly a charecter of which there can be a reoresentation by means of adequats
({ros) symbols; cf. Rom. 1:20, “invisible things . . . being understood by the
things that are made”

20 Schmidt, Daeen of the Human Mind, p. 7.

W, Deonna, “Primitivisme =t classicisme,” BAHA, IV, no. 1o (r1a3y). For
the same facts but a contrary conclusion see A. Gleizes, Vere mune Conscience
plasttque: la jorme et Uhistoive (Paris, 1032).
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of “philosophy.” The truth is that the content of such an “abstract,” or
rather “principial,” form as the Neolithic sun-wheel (In which we sec oaly
an evidence of the “worsh:p of natural forces,’

E i

or at most a “personifi-
culion” of these [01‘655), ar Lh’d.-; ol the UJ:ICSPUJld_l].g circle willl center and
radil or rays, is sc rich that it could only be fully expounded in many
volumes, and embodies implications which caa oaly with difficuley if
at all be expressed in words; the very nature of primitive and folk art
is the immediate proof of its essentally intellectual content. Nor does
this only apply to the diagrammatic representations: there was actually
nothing made for use that had not a meaning as well as an application;
“The needs of the body and the spirit are satished together”;*™ “le phy-
sique et le spirituel ne sonr pas encore séparés,”™ “meaningful form, in
which the physical and metaphysical originally formed a counterbalanc-
ing polaricy, is increasingly depleted in its transmission o us; we say then
that it 15 ‘crnament”™* What we call “Inventions” are notaing but the
application of knnwn metaphysical principles to practical ends; and that
is why tradition zlways refers the fundamental inventions to an ancsstral
cu'ture hern (always, in the lasr analvsis, a descent of the Sun), that is
to say, to a primordial revelation.

In these applications, however utilitariar their purpose, there was no
need whatever to sacrifice the clarity of the original significance of the
svmbolic form: on the contrary, the cptitude and beauty of the artifact
al the same time express and depend upon the form that underlies it. We
can see this very clearly, for example, in the case of such an ancient in-
vention as that of the “safety pin,” which is simply an adzptation of a
still older invention, that of the straight pin cr neecle having at one end
a head, ring, or eye and at the other a point; a form that as a “pin” di-
rectly penetrates and fastens materizls together, and as a “needle” fastens
them together by leaving behind it as its “trace” a thread that originates
frem its eye. In the safety pin, the originally straight stem of the pin or

™ Schmict, Dawn of the Huwman Mind, p. 165, Was “primitive man” already
a Flatonist, or was Plato a primitive man when he spoke of those arts as legitimate
“thar will at the same time care for the bodies and the souls of your citizens”
(Repuiblic go0s-4104), and said that “the cne me=ans of salvation from these evils
is neither to exercise the scul without the bady nor the bady without the soul”
( Timaens 883c)?

¥ Hoeart, Les Castee, p. 63, Under these condicans, “Chaque occupanon érait
nn sacerdace” (p. 2%).

2 Andrae, Die fonische Saule, p. 65,
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needle is bent upen itself so that its peint passes back again through the
“eve” and is held there securely, at the same tine that it fastens whatever
material it has penerrated.™

Whoaever is acquainted with the technical language of initiatory sym-
bolism (in the present case, the language of the “lesser mysteries” of the
crafts) will recognize at once that the suaight pin or needle is a symbel
of gencration, and the satety pin a symbol of regeneration. The safety pin
is, morenver, the equivalent of the button, which fastcus things together
and is attached to them by mezns of a thread which passes through and
agzin retirns ta its perforations, which correspond o the eye of the
needle. The significance of the metal pin, and that of the thread left be-
hind by the needle (wherher or not secured to a button that correspouds
w the cye of the ncedle) is the same: it is that of the “thread-spirit”
(saitratman) by which the Sun connects all things to himself and fastens
thern; bLe is the primordial embroicerer and tailor, by whom the tissue
of the unwerse, to which our garments are aralogous, is woven on a
living thread."

For the metaphysicizn it is inconceivadle that forms such as this, which
express a given doctrine with mathemarical precision, could have been
“invented” without a knowledge of their significance. The anthropalogist,
it is true, will believe that such meanings arc mercly “read into” the
forms by the soohisticated symbelist (one might as well prezenc that a
mathemarical formula could have been discovered by chance). Dut that
a safcty oin ar button is meaningless, and merely a convenience for us,
is simply the evidence of our profane ignorance and of the fact that such
forrms have been “more and more voided of content [entleert] on their
wzy down to us” (Andrae); the scholar of art is not “reading into” these
intelligible forms an arbitrary meaning, but simply reading their mean-

07 iy notewerhy that the word fibede (fbula) in French surgical language
means swiere,

#1 “The Sun is the fastening (Fsafjaram, one might even say “buron”) o whom
these warlds are licked by means of the guarters. . . . He strings taess worlds ro
Himself by a thread; the thread is :he Gale of the Spirit” (SB vrr.I.17 anc
wiz.3.1n). Cf AV 1838, and BG vy, “All ‘this’ is strung on Me like a row of
gems on a thread.” For the “thread-spirit” doctrine, cof. also Homer, Miad viri8 £,
Plato, Theatetue 153 and Laws 644; Plutarch, Moralia 303 fi.; Hermes, Libeilu:
xv15.7; John r2:32; Dante, Paradiso 11167 Rami, Diwan, Oce xaviu, “He gave me
the end of a thread . . .7 Blake, “T give you the end of a golden string. . . "
We wiill speak of living substznces as “tissucs.” Sce also Coomaraswamy, '“The
Iconography of Direr’s ‘Knoten’ and Leonardo’s '‘Concatenation,’” 1944, and
“Spiritual Paterrity and the Pupper-Complex,” 1945
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ing, for this is their “form™ or “life,” and present in them regerdless of
whether or not the individual artists of a given period. or we, have known
it or not. In the present case the proof that the meaning of the safety pin
had beern understood can be pointed to in the fact that the heads or syes
of prehistoric fibulae are regularly decorated with a reperwire of dis-
tinctly solar symbols.*

Inzsmuch zs the symbolic arrs of the folk do not propese to tell us
what things arc like but, by their allusions, intend tc refer to the ideas
implied by these things, we may describe them as having an algebraic
(rather (han “adstract”) quality, and in this respect as differing essen-
tially from rhe vericical and realistic purposes of a profane and arith-
metical art, of which the intentions are to tcll us what things are like,
to express the artist’s personzlity, and to evoke an emarinnal reaction. We
do not call folk art “ubstrac” because the forms arc not arrived at by a
process of omission; nor do we call it “conventioral,” sirce irs forms
have not been zrrived at by experiment and agreement; nor do we call
it “decorative” in the modern sense of the word, since it is not meaning-
less;® it is properly speaking a principial art, and supernarural rather
than naturalistic. The nature of folk art is, then, itself the sufficient
demonstration of its intellectualicy: it is, indeed, a “divine inheritance.”
We illustrate in Tigurcs 5 and 6 two examples of folk art and one of
bourgeois art. The charzcteristic informality, insignilicauce, and ugliness
of he luter will be obvious. Figure 5 is a Sarmatian “ornament,™*
probably a horse trapping. There is a central six-spoked wleel, arcund
which revolve [oar equine protomas, also wheel marked, Zorming a
whorl or swastikay and it is abundantly clear thar this is a represcutation
of the divine “procession,” the revolution of the Supernal Sun in a four-
horsed and four-wheeled chariot; a represenration such as this has a con-
tent evidently far exceeding that of later pictorial representations of an
anthropomorphic “Sun,” or human athlere, riding in a chariot actually
cdrawn by four prancing horses. The two other illustrations are of modern
Indian wooden toys: in the first case we recognize a meraphysical and
formal art, and a tvpe that can be oarallcled throughout a millennial
tradition, while in the latter the effect of Furopean influence has led

825ce Christopher Blinkenberg, Fibules grécques et orfentales, Copenhagen,
1926, The ornamentation of these fibulae forms a veritablz encyclopedia of solar
symbols.

32 §ee Coomaraswamy, “Ornament” [0 this volume—en.].

# Reproduced by permission of the “I'misters of the Brirish Muscum.
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the artist not to “imitate nature in her manner of operation,” but simply
to imitate narure in her eppearances; il cither ol these kinds of art can
be called “naive,” it is certainly not the traditional art of the folk!

The characteristic pronouncements of anthrcpologists on the “primi-
tive mentality,” of which a few may be cited, are often very remarkable,
and may be said o represent no: what the writers have intended, the de-
scription of an inferior type of consciousness and experience, bul one
intrinsically superior to that of “civilized” man, and approximating to
that which we are accustorned to think of as “primordial.” For example,
“The primitive mind experienced life as a whole. . . . Art was not for
the delectation of the senses.™® Dr. Macalister actually compares what
he cells the “Ascent of Man” to Wordsworth's Ode on the Intimations
of Immortality, not realizing that the poem is the description of the
descent or materialization of cansciousness.®® Schmid: remarks that “In
‘heathenish’ popular custors, in the ‘superstitions’ of our folk, the spiritaal
adventures of prehistoric times, the imagery of orimit:ve insight are
living still; @ divine inheritance. . . . Origina'ly every type o< soul anc
mind corresponds to the physiological organism proper to it. . . . The
world is corceived as being partner with the living heing, which is un-
conscious of its individuality: as being an cssential portion of the Ego;
and it is represented zs being affected by human exert'on and suffer-
ings....1 ature-man Lves his Life in images. 1le gresps it in his concop-
tion as a series of realities. His visions are :herefore not cnly real; they
form his objective insighl into a higher world. . . . The talent, in the
man of understanding, is only obstructed, more or less. Artistic natures,
poets, painters, sculptors, musicians, seers, who see God face w0 face, re-
main all their lives eidetically rooted in their creations. Ir them there

45 Earl Baldwia Smith, Egyptian Avchitecture (New York, 1938}, p. 27 “Tt was
a1 tremerdous discoverv—how to excite emotione Zor their owr sake” (A, N, White.
head). Was it rsal'y? “Nao, not even if all the cxen and horses in the world, 5y their
pursuit of pleasure, proclaim that sush ic the eriterion™ (Plate, Phiiehus 7))

# Preface to Schmidt, Dawn of the Human Mind. The customary virual icenri-
fieation of the “childhaad of humanity” with the childhcod of the individual, tha:
of the mind nf Cro-Magnon man with his “fully developed Zorehea:d” (Schmidr,
. 200), with that of the sill suhhuman child, s illogical. "Since we are forced to
believe thar the race of man 15 of one species, it follows that man cverywhere has
an equally long history behind him” (Bensdict, Patterns o Culturve, p. 18). Tha:
the child can in certain -espects be used as an adequate symbol of the primordial
state, in the sense thar “of such is the Kingdom of Heaven,” is quite another
metrer,
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lives the folk-soul of dissolving imuges in their most perfect creative
form. . . . Netural man, to whom vision and thought are ideatical. . ..
The man of magic . . . is still standing in a present world which includes
the whole of primeval time. . .. [On the other hand] the emancipated
man, vehicle of a soul . . . dilferentiates the original magical somato-
psychic unity. . .. Outward and Inward, World and Ego, become 2 dual-
ity in the consciousness.”” Could one say more in support ol the late John
Lodge’s proposition, “From the Stone Age until now, guelle dégringo-
lade”?

If it is difficult for us to understand the primitive belieZ in the efficacy
of symbolic rites, it is largely because of our limited knowledge of the
prolongations o the personality, which torces us to think in terms of a
purely physical causality. We overlook that while we may belicve that
the anticipatory rite has no physical effect in the desired direction, the
rite itself is the formal expression of a will directed to this end, and that
this will, relcased by the performance of the rite, is also cn effective force,
by which the environment in its totality must be to some extent affected.
In any casc, the preliminary rite of “mimetic magic” 1s an enac:iment
of the “formal cause” of the suhsequent aperation, whether it he the art of
agriculture or that of war that is in question, and the artist has a right
to expect that the actual operarion, if carried nur on this plan, will be
successful. What scems strange to us, however, is that for the primitive
menzzlity the rite is 2 “prefiguration,” not merely in the sense of a pat-
tern of action to be followed, but in the sense of an anticipation in which
the future becomes a virtually already existent reality, so that “the primi-

87 Schmids, Dawa of the Human Mind, pp. 1, 13, 8g, 126, 212 £, italics mine.
The final sentence con:rasts poignantly with Plato's famous prayer, “grant to me
that [ may become beautiful within, anc that mv outward and my inner man may
be in fond accord™ {Phaedrus 2782); of. BG: vig and 6, on friendship or enmity
between the empirical and the essential “self.” Schmide is referring, of course,
the clear distinction of subject from object which ordinary “krowledge™ presup-
poses: it is precisely this kind of "krcwing™ that is, from the standpoint of tradi-
donal metaohysics, an {gnorance, and morelly an “original sin” of which the
wages are death (Gew. 3); ol Coomaraswamy, “The Intellectual Operatiorn in
Indian Ar:” [in this volume—en.], n, 20.

The remarkakle expressions of Schmidt are tantamount to the definition of the
modern, civilized “man of understanding” as an atrophied personality, out of touch
with his environment. That he also envisages this as an gscent of man can only
mear that he regards the ‘“seers, who see God face to face” and in whom the
tolk soul survives. as belonging to a strictly atavistic and inferior type of hnmaniry,
and rhinks of the “divine inherirance” as something to he gotten nd of as soon
a8 possinle,
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tives feel that the future event is actually present”: the action of the
force released is immediate, “and if its effects appear after some time
it is ncvertheless imagined—or, rather, in their case, felt &s immediately
produced.”™* Lévy-Bruhl goes on to point cut very justly that all this
implies a conception of time and space that is not in our sense of the word
“rarional”: one in which borh past and furure, cause and effect, coincide
in a present cxpericnee. 1f we choose to call this an “unpractical” posi-
tion, we must nat forget that ar the same time “the primitives constantly
make usc of the real connection between cause and effect . . . they often
display an ingenuity that implies a very accurate observarion of this
connection.”

Now it is impessihle not o he struck by the fact that it is precisely
2 state of bcing in which “everywhere and every when is focuszd”
(Danze), that is for the thenlagian znd the metaphysician “divine™: that
«L this level of reference “all states of being, scen in principle, are simul-
taneous in the eternal now,” and that “he who cannat escape from the
standpoint of temporal succession so as to sce all things in their simul-
taneity is incapable of the least conception of the meraphysical n-der.”*
We say that what seems to “us” irrational in the life of “savages,” and
may be unpractical, since it unfits them to campete with our material
force, represents the vestiges of a primordial state of mctaphysical un-
derstanding, anc that if the savage himself is, generally speaking, no
longer & comprehensor of his own “civine inheritance,” this ignorance
on his part is no more shameful than ours who do not recognize the
intrinsic nature of his “lore,” and understand it no betrer then he does.
We do not say that the modern savage exemplifies the “primordial stare”
itself, but that his beliels,-and the whole content of felklore, bear witness
to such a state. We say that the truly primitive man—"before the Fall"—
was not by any immeans a philosepher or scientist but, by all mcans, a
metaphysiczl being, 1n full possession of the forma humanitatis (as we
are only very partially); that, in che excellent phrase of Baldwin Smith,
he “experienced lifz as a whole.”

Nor can it be said that the “primitives” arc always unconscious of the
sources of their heritage. For example, “Dr. Malinowski has insisted nn

38 Lucien Lévy-Druhl, Le Mentalité primitive (Paris, 1922), pp. 88, 290, The
problem of the use of apparently ineffectual rites for the attoinment of pursly
practical ends is reasonably discussed by Radin, Primrtive Man as Philosoplier, pp.
1e—18.

a9 [ AvyBruhl, [.2 Mentalité primitive, p. 02,

40 René Cuénon, La Métaphysigue ovientale (Paris, 1030}, pp. 15, 17
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the fact that, in the native Trobriand way of thinking, magic, agrarian
or other, 1s not a human invention. From time immemaorial, it forms a
part of the inheriteuce which is handed down from gencration to genera-
tion. Like the social instituticns proper, it was created in the age of the
myth, by the heroes who were the founders of civilization, Hence its
sacred character. Hence also its efficacy.”** Far mare rarely, an archaecl-
ogist such as Andrae has the courage to express as his own belief that
“when we sound the archztype, the ultimate origin of the farm, then we
find that it is anchored in the highest, not the lowest,” and to affirm
that “the sensible forms [of art], in which there was at first a polar bal-
ance of ohysical und metaphysical, have beer. more and more voided of
content on their way dewn to us’™

The mention ol the Trobriand Islanders above leads us to refer to
one more type of whar appears at first sight to imply an almast incredible
want of observation. The Trebriand Islanders, ard some Australians, are
reported o be unawsre of the causal connection between sexual iner-
course and procreation; they are said o believe that spirit-children cnter
the wombs of women on appropriate occasicns, and that sexual inter-
course alcne is not a ceterminant of birtl,** It is, indeed, implausible that
the natives, “whose aboriginal endewment is quite as good as zny Euro-
pean’s, if not beteer,
sexual intercourse and pregnancy. On the ctaer hand, it 1s clear that their
interest is not in what may be called the mediate causes of pregnancy,
but in its first cause.” Their position 1s essentially identical with that of

LIRS

are unsware o any connect.cn whatever between

the universzl tradition for which reproduciion depends on the activating
presence of what the mythclogist calls a “fer:ility spirit” or “progeni-
tive deity,” and is in fact the Divine Eros, the Indian Kimadeva and
Gandharva, the spiritual Sun of RV r115.1, the Lfe of all and source of

1t Lévy-Bruhl, L'Expérience mystivue, p. 205.

s Andrae, Dis fonische Siwle, “Schlusswort” [cf, n, 6, sepra—szn.].

M. F. Askley Mentagu, Coming mto Deing among the Australian Aborigines
(Lendon, 1937); E. Malinowski, The Scrual Life of Sevages (London, 1g29). Cf
Coomaraswamy, "“Spiritval Paternity end the Puppet Complex,” 1945,

* Montagu, Coming into Being,

15 “God, the master of all generative powe:” (Hermes, Arelepius tiar)y “the
power of genesation belongs to God” (Sum. Theel. 1.45.5); “p¥ quUO 0MNis parerni-
tas in coelis =t rerra nominatur’” (Eph. 3:14). In Gaelic incantations (see A, Car-
michael, Carming padelica, Edinburgh, 1028), Christ and the Virgin Mary are
continually invoked as progenitive deides, givers of increase in caule or man; the
phuasings are almost verbally identical with those of RV viroz.z, “Who puts
the sced in the plants, the cows, the mares, the women, Pasjanya.” “Call ro man
your father uporn the carth: for one is your father, which is :n heaven” (Matt,

23:9).
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all beingi it 15 upon A5 “connection with the field™® that life 15 trans-

i

mirted, as it is by the human “sower” thar the elements of the corporeal
vehicle of life are planted in A7r “feld.” Sc that as the Majihima Nikava,
1.265—200, expresses it, three things zre required for conception. viz. con-
junction of father and mother, the mother’s period, and the presence of
the Gandharva:* of which the two first may be called dispositive and
the third an cssential cause, We sce row the mearing of the words of
BU 1g.28.35. “Say nnt ‘from semen,” hur ‘fram what is alive [in the
*?: “It is the Provident Spirit [prejdtman, le., the Sun| that
grasys and erects the desh™ (Kzus. Up. m3); “The power of the soul,
which is in the scmen through the spirit cnclosed thercin, fashions the
body™ (Sum. Theal. 11.32.71). Thus, in helieving with Schiller thar “ic
is the Spirit tha: fashions the body for itself” (Wallenstetn, m13), the
“ptimitive” is in agreement with a unanimous tradirion and with Chris-

scmen |

tian doctrine: “Spiritus est qui vivificat: caro non pro-d:st quicquam”
(“it is the spirit that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth nothing,” John
6i63). 48

43 *The Sun is the atmagnr of all that is motionless er mobile,” RV rni15.1,
“Whatsoever living thing is bern, whether motionless or mobile, znow that it is
from the union of the Knowsr of the Field and ke Field iwself,” BG xunab, “lt
s mnasmuch as He ‘kisses' (breathes on) all his childrea tha:r each can say ‘1
cm, " SE w23y “Light is the progenitive sower” TS vint.ar; of John 1oy,
“the life was the l:ght of men”: “when rhe father rhus actaally emits him as
seed intn the womb, it is really the son thar emis him as seed into the womd,”
JUB nLtog4. Further references 1o solar paternity will be found in $B 7211
{Sun and Ear:h parents of all born beings): Dante, Paradsso xxuarf (Sun “ihe
father of each mortal Ife”): St Boneaventura, De reducrions artinm cd theologium,
21; Marhnawi 1.3775; Placarch, Moralia 08¢, dds . . . vompor.

T connection with the “Xnower of the Field” it may be remarked that his “con-
junction” (sereyore) wildl the “Ficld” s not merely cognitive but crotic; Skr. jia
in it sense of “to recognize as one’s own,” or “possess,” corresponding to Latin
groseere and English “know™ in the Biblical expression “Jaceb Lnew his wife”
Now the solar manrer of “knowirg” (in any sense) is by means of his rays, which
are emitted by the “Eye”; and herce in the rizual in waich the priest represents
Prajipaii (the Sun as Father Progenitor), he formally “looked ar” the szcrificer’s
wite, “for insemination”; a metzphysical rite that the antkropologist wonld eall a
plece of “fertility magic.” See also Coomaraswamy, “he Sunkiss,” 1020

*" For "o be present,” the Pali ecuivelent of Skr. praty-upasthd, “to stand upon,”
15 emploved; znd this is the traditional expression, in zccordance with which the
Spirit is said w “take it stand wpon” the bedily vehicle, which is zccordingly rz-
ferred W as its adkisthanam, “standing ground” or “plationn.” Gandharva, criginaly
the Divine Cres, and Sun.

#% That 5t. John is speaking with reference to a regeneration by no means exeludes
application te any generation: for ¢ exegetical theory insists, the literal sensz of
the words of scripture is also always true, and 1s the vehicle of the transcendental
significanes.
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It will be szen tha: the Trobriander view that scxual intercourse alonc
is not « delerminant of conception but only its occasion, and that “spirit-
children” enter the womb, is essentially identical with the metaphysical
doctrine of the philosophess and theologians. The notion that “old folk-
lore ideas” are taken over into scriptural contexts, which are thus con-
taminated by the popular superstitions, reversss the order of evenrs; the
reality is that the folklore ideas are the form in which metaphysical doc-
trines are receved by the peaple anc transmitted by them. In its popular
form, a given coctrine may not always have been understood, but for so
long as the formula 1s Zzizhfully transmitted it remaing understandable;
“superstitions,” for the most part, are no mere delusions, but formulae
of which the meaning has been forgatten and are therefore called mezan-
ingless—often, indeed, because the doctrine itself has been forgotten.

Aristotle’s doctrine that “Man and the Sun generate man” (Physics
12), thet of JUB mog4 and thet of the Majiizma Nikiya, wmay e
said to combine the scientific and the metaphysical thecries ot the origin
of life: and this very well illustrates the “act that the scientific and meta-
physical points of view are by no mceans contradictery, but rather com-
plementary. The weakness of the scientific position is not that the em-
pirical facts are devoid of intersst or ulity, but thet these facts are
thought of s a refutation of the intellectual coctrine. Actually, our dis-
covery of chromosomes docs not in ary way account for the origin of
life, but only tells us more about its mechanism. The meraphysician may,
like the primitive, be incurious about the scicntific facts; he cannot be
disconcerted by them, for they can at the most shaw thar God moves “in
an even more mysterivus way than we had hitherto supposed.”

We have touched upon crly a very few of the “marifs” of folklore.
The main point that we have wished to bring out is that the whole body
of these motits represent a consistent tissue of interrelated intellectual
dactrines belonging Lo @ primordial wisdom rather than to & primitive
science; and that for this wisdom it would be almost impossidle to con-
ceive a popular, or even in any common sense of the term, a human

4 To which correspond also the words of 2 Guelic incantation, “from the bosem
of the God of life, and the courses wgztber,” ({Carmichacl, Carmina gadelice,
11, 110). In Egyp:, similarly, “Life was an ermanation of progenitive light and the
crective word. . . . The Sun, R4, was the creator wbove all others, and the means of
his creative power were his eye, e Ty of Tlorus,” and his voice, the *voice of
heaven, the bolt' *; the Pluraol was regarded as having been born, guite literallv,
of the Sun and a human mother (Alcxandre Moret, Dot Caraciére religicux de la
rovauté phavaornigue, Paris, 1902, pp. 40, g1).
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origin. 'L'he life of the pepular wisdom extends backward to a pont at
which it becornes indistinguishable from the primordial tradition itsclf,
the traces of which we are more familiar with in the sacerdotal and
royal arts; and it Is in tals sensc, and by no means with any “democratic”
implications, that the lore of the people, express=d in their culture, is
really the word of God—Veox populs vox De:™

W The misunderstanding af the folk is accidental rathes thar essential; hecause
they are not sceprical, nor moralistic, “by faith they understand.” On the other
hand, the literary artist { Andersen, Tennyson, £t¢.) who coes not scruple to modify
his narrative for aesthedc or moral reasons, often distorts it (cf Plutarch, Meraiia
358F, on “tae unsstaklishec Arst thoughts of poets and Ludratzurs); and so, in e
transition “from ritual 1o romance™ we olten have to ask, “how [ar did such aund
such an author really uederstand his material 27



Chinese Painting at Boston

This is 2 monumental art, informed by utlitarizn, political, morzl, and
religious ways of think'ng—ways which in the civilization of China are
nor (as they are [or us) independent oatterns, but parts of a whole rhat
. a total oresence to all its parts. These works of ar. are the charts of a
Way that men have followed. But our current training in the “apprecia-
tion” of works of art will not enable us to trace it; for cur “acsthetic”
approach can be cornpzred only to that of a traveler who, when l‘u: SeEs
a signpost, proczeds to adrire its elegance, then asks who made it, and
firally cuts it down and takes it home to be used as < mantelpiece arna-
ment.

Tn this exhibition we are not looking at a collection of curiosities, bur at
the evidence of a people’s inner life. Products in the first plzce of con-
templation, these works of art were “thecries,” ie., visions, before they
were made; and having been made, are not mere urilities or oroatments,
but “supports of contemplation.” In other words, the traditional Chinese
work of art is a signification; of what, we shall presently see.

Many are the stories of actists’ orevisions, The carpenter, tor example,
explains what “mystery” there is in his arr: “1 Arst reduce my wmind to
absolute quiescence. . . . [ culer some mountain forest, I search fer a
suiteble t=ee. It contains the form required, which is afterwards elaborated.
I see the thing in my mind’s eye, and then st to work.” Tae (,‘h'n}csr:
would have agreed with Socrates tha: “we cannof give the neme of ‘art’
to anything irrational’” What we might call spontancity in Chinese paint-
ing, the Chinese artist attributes to an undarstanding of “rears and
laughter and of the shapes of things” as they reveal themselves to one
whose heart is “natural, sincere, gentle, and honest.” It is nat the accident
of genius, but a pure humenity that is essential. Oce s reminded of the
saying of Mencius, that the right use of words 1s more a matter of up-

[This essay was published in The Maguzine of At XXXVII (1944), 2s a com-
mentary on an exhibition at tie Muscum of Fine Arts, Boston.—ED. |
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rightness than of the use of the dictionary; and of Plato’s say:ung, con-
versely, that the misuse of words is the symptom of a sickness in the soul.

These are paintings, but it must not be supposed that we are thinking
0111}-' of paintings. We shall not have 1'cally seen, but Onl}r “looked” at
the paintings, if we have beer so trained that we carnat also see the de-
sign of a garden or that of a pezsant embroidery. By “art,” as a Chi-
nese critic says, “is meant ritual, music, archery, charicteering, callig-
raphy, and numbers. . . . Learning to paint is no cifferent Zrom lzarning
te write.” No different, at aay rate, in China, where both are means of
communication 2y brushwork, and both are more or less pictorial.

The painter studies nature, wild or human, with infinite patience. This
is not in order to be able to tell us what naturs looks like, but what she
is like. He “watches” the landscape until its meaning, or idea, is clezr
(0 him; if he mercly paints the mountains as they are, the result will be
only a piece of topography. He does not draw his barmboo from “life,”
but studies the “uue outlines” of its shadows cast on a white wall by
mocnl:ght. An artist once painted a bamboo forest in red; when the
patron complzined that this was “unnatural,” the painter asked, “Did you
ever see a black bamboo?”

Ths Chinese artist dces not merely observe but idendfles himsell with
the lendscape or whatever i1t may be thar he will represent. "L'he story 1s
wld of u [umous painter of horses who was found one day in his studio
rolling on his back like a horse; reminded that he might really become a
horse, he ever afterwards puinted only Buddhas, Ax icon s made o be
imitated, not admired. In just the same way in India the imager is re-
quired to dentifly himself in detail with the lorm o be represented. Such
an idencification, indeed, is the final goal of any contemplation—reached
on'y when the original distinctien of subject from obiect breuks down
and there remains only the knowing, in which the knower and the
known ure merged. If this seerms at all strangs w us, whose concept of
knowledge is always objective, let us at least remember that an “:dentifi-
cation” was also presupposed in medizeval European procedure; in
Dante’s words, " He who would pain: a figure, if he cannot be it, cznnot
draw it.”

All this involves a concentration, on which the vitality of the finished
waork will depend—"when e artist is lazily [orcing himsell to work and
is failing to draw from: the very depthe of his rescurces, then his painting
i5 wweak and soft and lacking in decision.” Just as in India, the imager
must be a contemplative expert, and if he somehaw misses the mark, it
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is atributed not to want of sill but o the “laxity” of his contemplation.
When a Chinese swordsmith was asked if it was his skill, or some par-
ticular methad, which gave him eminence, he replied, “It was concentra-
tion. If a thing was not a sword, I did not notice it. 1 availed myself of
whatever cnergy [ did not use in other directions in gL‘dtl‘ to sccure
greater eficiency in the needed direction.” And as one }L‘l-:lg‘esl a sword
by its curting power, so in a good Chinese pzainting the incisiveness of
-he brush strokes impresses us. The painter’s brush is his sword; if we
arc not touché, it is either the fault of the painter’s stroke, or our own
insensibiliry and leck of intelligence. But the mere reaction to aesthetic
stimuli, 2 mercly animal “irritability” is nof enough. The blow must have
meaning for us. ‘

We read in a Jataka of a prince who drives out in the morning and
cees “on the ends of branches, on cvery spider’s web and taread, ard on
the points of the rushes, dewd-ops hanging like sn many strings ol }chl'ls.’
These are responsive words that might have been written by a (,hmese
poet, But later on the dew has vanished. The realizatio_n of l_.Ia.l]thl'fCC,
that nothirg lasts, applied to one’s own sclf, the shock of conviction that
“g1ch is the life of men,” that, and not the mere admizztion of an array
more exquisite than Solomon's in all his glory, is the real cxp.crience.
Su for the Chincse peinter, nature, of whirh our human nature is but a
part, is charged with meaning—Ligna ¢t lapides docebunt .:f.' quod a
mayistris wedive non posse; and from the work of a-r the critic expeets
no less than from natuce herself.

Of what Chincse painters put intc their work one can learn a great
dezl from the innumerable anecdotes, which form a kind of treasury of
Chinese “acsthetic.”” None is more famous than Ku K'ai-chi (of whom the
Brit:sh Museum “Admonitions” may be an authensic trace). Of a poem by
Chi K’ang hc said that “the line "My hand sweeps the ﬁ\if: strings’ is
quite ezsy ro illustrate; but the line My eye follows the wﬂcll geese on
+heir hemeward flight is difficult.”” Curiously enough, the subject of the
second line has often been rather successfully treated in India. It 1s said
that Ku K’ai-ch: made his studio at the top of a high pavilion, and was
hoth literally and metaphorically a “man of wide vision”; which reminds
us of the values implied in the Pali Buddhist word paiadika, the ‘ad—
jectival form of the word for “high templc” or “palace,” and meaning
“sublime.” That the man was a knower in the higher sensc is clear from
his comment on his escape from shipwreck near the island of “Break-
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tomb.” "Truly,” he says, “1 escaped from death by brcaking the hulk
that entombed me.” These are the accents of a Socrates.

The connection of perfection with death, implied in the word s
vina itsell, is brought out in the significant story of Wu Tao-tze's “es-
cape”: we are tcld that he had painted on a wall a veritable “world
picture,” {or a princely patren, and that when ic was done, and had beer
duly edmired, Wu ‘lao-tze invited the prince to follow him, for there
were wonders within greater than those without (cf. Rom. 1:20). He
opened a ccor in the smooth wall and entered; but the door closed on
his heels, and the prince could not even discover where it had been.
That is, of course, a piece of talklore; but folklore motives are meta-
physical formulae, and it will be, or should be, easy for the reader o
see what is meant.

In what sense is Chinese pain:ing religious? We must use the word
here, of courss, in a general way, not differentiating between metaphysics
(referred to by many writers as “mysticism™), religion, and philosophy.
The social pattern of Chinese life, dominated by the concept of “good
form,” is in the main Confucian, and mighr be called secular but for
the cssential element of “ancestor worship,” through which the ind:vidual
is to a large degres liherated from Himself and transformed by his sense
of conncction and unity with invisible powers. However, we are hardly
concerned in the present exhibition with the strictly Confucian art of
funcral portraiture. In Chinese culture, or any traditional culrure as a
whole, we rannot really distinguish hetween the culture and the re-
ligion; they arc as inscparably interwoven as is the shape of a work of
art wirh irs sign‘ficance. The aldest religinn of China was a sacrificial
cult of Sky and Earth, the universal progenitors; its traces survive in che
ritual hronzes and archaic ‘ades, in the agricultural rites in which the
last emperors still participared, and in some of the motifs of folk art. But
in connection with painting, and for present purposes, we need ta con-
sider only Taoism and Buddhism, the former of native, the latter of
Indizn origin.

The Buddhist paintings zrc casily recognizable. The oldest, and per-
haps the most important of those exhihited, is a representation of the
Buddha enthroned in glory on the summit of the Vulture Peak, preach-
g the Law, or Transcendent Norm, ro the assernbled Bodhisarrvas
and guardian deities of the entire universe, The earlier Buddhist sculp-
ture had been more intense; here the prevailing mood is one of grandeur
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and serenity; in much later Buddhist works the iconography becomes a
habit and loses ruch of its life, but here the aesthetic and religious ex-
periences are still indivisible, and the spectator’s heart is “broadened with
a migl"_ty understundiug," lu yuole :]igl‘;tly carlier lnacriptlou.

In the sixth century, when Budchism had already become an institu-
tional and court religion, there came to Chira an Indian Buddhist master
who taught the funlty of external practices and founded a school of
“abstract contemnplativi.” For Budhidbarma the Buddha is ot a person
but a orinciple, immanent within you, where alone it can be found.
Bodhidharma’s Way is that o] the old Indian yoga. and [rom the Sanskirit
dhyina (contemplation) are derived Chinese Ch'an and Japanese Zen,
as the designations of a way that wes to exerchse a transforming influ-
ence not only upon Buddhism in China as a religion, but also on art and
literature. It was as il the Clund of Unknowing had become the dormi-
nart force in the giving of a rew direction to life, and in the creation
of a new conception of art, of which William Blake might be considered
the typical Western representative, Some idea of tais direction can oe
gathered from the saying of the Ch'an master Hsueng-Feng, who, see-
ing baby monkeys at play, remarked that “even those tinv creatures have
the'r littlle Buddha-mirrers in their hearts,” Had not the Bodhisattva
Avalokitesvara (the Chinese Kwanvin) vowed that he—or she—would
not abscond until the last blade of grass had been liberated? Can we
then wonder at the painting of a blade oZ grass with understanding? Was
it in vain that St. Francis of Assisi preached to a congregation of birds?

The Ch'an movement in China has been called “romantic.” In a Eu
ropean context, this might seem to imply a romanticism, a way of “es-
cape.” The concept of “freedom,” indezd, nccessarily involves the idea
of an “escape™; the literal serse heing rhar of “casting o 1 garment.”
In metaphysics the escape is from one’s self, the cloak in which our self
is hidden and by which it is confined; but this is in crder to find one’s
real Self, and it demands an asgeses rather than a life of greater comfort
or ease. The distinction of what migh: be called the classical ramanticism
of the East anc the sentimental romanticism of nineteenth century Eu
rope could hardly be better expressed than in the words of a Tibetan
Lama: “The only stirring adventure on which the heroes admired by
the crowd embark are those of a spiritual order.”

‘I'he modern concept of a “conquest of nature” (H. M. Kallen’s “con-
quest uf fate and deleat of God” by the emancipated zrtist) could never
have been formulated in Asia, There man has always felt the kinship
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of all lile, and sought to establish not s0o much & government of other
lives as a harmonious symbiesis. "|'ais does not connote the sentimentality
of the modern “nature lover,” but rather that of one who makes himself
at home with nature; he sympathizes with the lives of animals, trees,
mountainy, and rivers lor whet they are in themselves, rether than for
him. No more does his attitude reflect the supposedly Buddhist con-
sideration that whar is now the soul of the grasshopper may once have
inhabited the body of a king; in this Lteral senss the notion of a “rein-
carnation” Is a mistaken couceptive. For Buddhism as for Hinduisi
(aside from parabolic expressions and popular misunderstanding), just
as for Pluto or Plutarch, there 1s no individually constan: “soul,” the
same from cre moment to the next, but only a “becoming” that consists
in a succession ol experiences; still less could there be thought of a con-
stant individuality that could be reborn on this earth in selbidentity
after death. The conception of kinship s far more profound than this:
it 1s the “soul of the soul,” or “spirit,” that is ene and e same un-
divided life or light in all living things “dowr: to the ants.” It is this, and
not “my” Life that rexncarnates—ma non disiingue lun dall” altra ostello.
The whole creation is, then, a family; and wheever is unresponsive 1w
the innermost nature of an animal or tree is unresponsive to his own
Inner Man. Whoever despises another, despises himself. In the words of
John Donne: “No man 15 an lland, intire of it selfe; every man is a peece
of the Continznr, z part of the maine; if 2 Clod bee washed zwav hy the
Sea, Europe is the lesse, as well as if & Promontorie were, as well as if
a Mannor of thy friends or of thine owne were; any mars death dimin-
iches me, because [ am invelved in Mankinde.”

Bur we must nat suppaose that the Ch'an movencent, with all its con-
sequences, was of an exclusively Buddhist origin. China could absorb
Indian ideas because she already possessed them. Ch'an is ar least as
deeply rooted in the Taoism of Lao-tzu and Chuangtzu as it is in In-
dian yoga. China cauld assimilate Tndian “influence.”” as nur awn Middle
Ages could assimilate [slamic thought, becausc she already had its es-
sence In herself. I we ourselves cannot do so, or only with great difficulty,
finding it “exotic” or “mysterious,” it is not because cf i#zs inhumanity,
but because cur own traditions have heen cur off t the roots, leaving
s adrift,

The Taoist Immortals (Asien) are literally “men of the mountains,”
as the old Indizn rishis, to whom they correspond, were men ot the forest;
to botly, it scemed “impossible (or one t obtain salvetion, who lives in a
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city covered with dus:,” and that (in Blake’s words) “great things are
done when men and mountains meet.” “Dust,” 1n traditional contexts,
both denotes and connctes; the “city” and the “dust” have both a dowble
entendre; our eyes are blinded by “dust.” Let us not imagine that the
Chinese “world"”
“sassion, ill-will and delusion.” Their world may not have differed mor-
ally from ours; bur still it was a different world, just becaase all men in it
whatever their cwn character might be, accepted the validity of an other-
worldly iceal which we deny.

The spirit of Ch'en painting, peles apart from the sentimental romanti-
cism of the European nineteenth century, is essenticlly Tuaoist in its
avo.dance of pathetic fallacies. Chuang-tzu had said, “Horses have hoofs
to carry them over frost and snow; ha'r to prowct them from the wind
and cold, They eat grass and crink water and fling up their heels in the
meadows. Such is the eal nature of horses. Thus far only do their natural
dispositions carry them. Palatial stables are of no use to them.” A millen-
nium later the author of 2 treatise on animal painting wrote:

was so much better than our own; there too were

The horss is used as a symbol of the sky, its cven pace prefiguring
the even motion of the stars; the bull, mildly sustaining its heavy
yoke, is fit symbol of the carth’s submissive toleraace. But tigers,
leopards, deer, wild swine, fawns, and hares—creatures thar cannat
be inured to the will of man—these the painter chooscs for the sake
of their skittish gambols and swift, shy evasions, loves them as things
that seck tie desolation of great plains and wintry snows, as crea-
tures that wil. not be haltered with a bridle nor tethered by the foot.
He would commit to brushwork the gallant splendour of their stride;
this he would do, and no more.

The “Six Canons of Hsieh Ho" (ca. 500), (Hsich Ho was himsell a
painter), have since the:r formulation remained the foundation of Chi-
nese criticism and appreciation. Of these the first and most essential,
ch't-yiin shéng-tung, translated as literally as possible by “spirit-reverbera-
tion (or operation), (in) lLfe-motion,” implies that it is not the mere
appearance that a true painter seeks to represent, bu: its animating form
thar he revezls, We are told accordingly that the grear painters of old
“painted the idea (i) and not merely the shape (4sing) of things,” while
in adverse critcism it is said thac “the appearance (Asing) was like, but
the reverberation weak.” ‘Lhe intention is to “dep:ct what is divine (shen)
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in things by means cf the appearance” and “if you concentrate your own
(shén), then it perfects the work.”

The word ¢h's we rendered above by “spirit.” Asked :n what did he
excel, the Chinese philusuplier Mencius replied, “I know worcs, I am
an expert in cultivating my vast ¢h’2.” To the question, “What is that *”
he answered, “Hard 0 say; .ts nature 1s, that being cultivated with sin-
cerity and without viclence, it 1s ther most great, most adamant, and
fills all this twixt heaven and carth.” Ch'% corresponds to the Indian
prara, immanent Breath—"Verily, it is the Breath tha: shines forth in
¢10 things"—"This Brahuna thet shines forth when we sce or hear or
think, and is then ‘alive’ in us,” being “the only seer, hearer, thinker, etc,
itself unseen, unheard, unthought within you.”

The world s a theophany, an epiphany of things themselves unseen:
and so ought to be every work of art, an imitation of naturc in her
manncr of operation, “wherein are united the earthly and the heavenly,
the human ané divine,” as the misszl expresses it, In the words of the
Assyrien archaeologist Walter Andrae, “to make the primordial truth
intelligible, o make the nnheard audivle, to enunciate the primordial
word, such is the task of art, or it is not art.”” 1t 1s by cuch standards as
these that the visitor to zn exhibition of Chinese paintings should be
guided; he should ask himself not so much, “how do 1 .ike this or that
work > or “is the attribution correct?™ but “what is the painter saying?
have I heard him?"

L
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Symptom, Diagnosis, and Regimen

Outstanding characteristics of our world in a state of chaos are disorder,
uncertainty, sentimenta’icy, and despeir. Our comlortable faith in progress
has bcen shaken, and we are no longer quite sure that man can live by
bread alone. Tt is 2 world of “impoverished real'ty,” one in which we
go on living es if life were an end in itself and had no mearing. As
artists and students of art, and as museum curators, we are 4 part of
this world and partly responsible for it. Our point ot view is one cf its
symptoms—a sinister word, for symptoms imply disease. Nevertheless,
they previde a basis for diagnosis, our anly resort when prognosis has
beea neglected. Tet ns describe the symotoms, ask of what morbid con-
dition they are an index, and prescribe a remedy,

Symptomatic abnormalities in cur enllegiate point of view include
the assumption that art is esscntially an acsthetic, that is, sensational and
emotional, behaviar, a passion suffered rather than an act performed; our
dominating interest in style, and indiffercnce to the truth and meaning
of works of art; the importance we attach to the artist’s personality; the
notion that the artist is a special kind of man, rather then that every
man is a special kind of artist; the distinction we mzke berween fine
art and applied art; and the idea that the nature to which art must be
true is not Creative Nature, but our own immediaze enviranment, and
more especially, ourselves,

Within and outside the classzoams, we misuse terms, such as “form,”
“ornamert,” “inspiration,” aad even “art.”” Our naturalistic oreoccupations
anc historical prejudice make it :mpossible for us to penetrate the arts
of the folk and of primitive man, whose designs we admire but whaose
meanings we ignore hecanse the ahstract terms of the myth are enig-
mazic to our empirical apprcach. Our artists arc “emancipated” from
any obligation ta the eternal verities, znd have abandoned to wadesmen
the satisfaction of present needs. Qur abstract art is not an iconography

[This essay was first published in the Coflege At Jowrnal, 11 (1943), and reprinted
in Figures of Speech or Figures of Thought—rcu.]
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of transcendental forms, but the realistic picture of a disintegrated men-
tality. Our boasted standard of living is qualitatively deneath contempt,
howsver quantitatively magnificent. And what is, serhaps, the most sig-
nifican: sytoplom and evidence of our malady is the fact that we have
destrcyed the vocational and artistic foundations of whatever traditicnal
cultures our touch has infected.

We call these symotoms abnormal because, when seen in their his-
torical and worldwide perspective, the assumptions of which they arc a
consequence are actually peculiar, and in almost every detail apposed
those of other cultures, and notably those whose works we most admire.
That we can admire Romanesque building—an “architecture without
drainage”—a: the same time thet we despise the mind of the “Dark
Ages” is anomalous; we do not see that it may be the fault of our mental-
ity that ours is 4 “drainage without architecture.”

All these symptoms point to a deep-scated sickness: primarily, the
diagnosis must be that of ignorance. By that, of course, we do not mean
an ignorance of the facts, with which ocur minds are cluttered, but an
ignorance of the principles w which all operations can be reduced, and
must be reduced if they are to be understood, Ours is a nominalist cul-
wure; nothing is “real” for us that we caunot grasp with our hands or
otherwise “observe.” We train the artist, not to think, but to chserve; aurs
is “a rancour contemptuous of immortality.” In the train of this furde-
mental ignorance ftollow egotism (cogito ergo sum, ahamkhdra, olnos),
greed, irresponsibility, and the notion that work is an evil and culture a
fruit of idleness, miscalled “leisure.” The Greeks very properly distin-
guished “leisure” (oyoht) from a “cessation” (madous); but we, who
confuse these twa, end find the notioa of a “work of leisure,” 1.c., one
requiring our undivided atrention (Plato, Republic 37u8), very strange,
are also right in calling our holidays “vacations,” vecances, Le., times of
cmpriness.

Our malady, moreover, 's one o schizophrenia. We are apt to ask
about a work of arr two separate questions, “What is it for 7 and “What
does it mean?” That is to divide shape from form, symbol from recerence,
and agriculrure from culture. Primitive man, whose handiwork displays
a “polar balance of physical and metaphysical,” could not have askec these
separate questions. Even today the American Indian cannot understand
why his songs and ritual should interest us, if we caano: use their spiritual
content. Plato considered unworthy of free men, and would have excluded
from his ideal state, the practice of any art thar served only the needs of
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the body. And until we demand of the artist and the manufacturer, who
are naturally one and the same man, products designed to serve the
needs of the bady and the soul at one and the same time, the artst will
remain a playboy, the manufacturer a caterer, and the workman a snob
wanting rothing better than a larger share of the crumbs that &l from
the rich man's table.

Now fer the regimen. To administer a medicine may take courage
when the dactor’s business depends on the partient’s good will. Te gues-
tion the validity of the distinction of fine from applied art, or of the artist
fram the craftsman, is to question the validity of “that monster of modern
growth, the financial-commercial state” on which both artist and teacher
now depend for their livelihood. Nevertheless, in addressing a body ol
educators and curators, one must insist upon their responsibility for the
teaching of truth about the narure of arr and the sccial function of the
artist.

This will involve, among other things, a repudiation of the view that
art is in any spccial scnsc an acsthetic experience. Aesthetic reactions
are nothing more than the bislogist’s “irritanvlity,” which we share with
the amocba. Tor so long as we make of art a merely zesthetic experience
or can speak seriously of a “disinterested aesthetic contermplation,” it will
be absurd to think of ar: as pertaining to the “higher things of life.”
The artist’s function is not simply o plezse, but fo present an ought-to-
be-known in such a marner as to pleasc when seen or heard, and sc
exoressed as to be convinring. We must make it clear that it is not the
artist, but the man, who has both the right and the duty to choose the
theme; that the artist has no license to say anything not in itself worth
saying, however eloquently; that it is only by his wisdom as a man that
he can know what is worth saying or making. Art is a kind of knowl-
cdge by which we know Aow to do our work (Sum. Theol. 12573),
hut it does not tell us what we need, and therefare ought, o make. So
there must be a censorship of manufacture; and if we repudiate & cen-
sorship hy “guerdians” it remains for us to teach our pupils, whether
manufacturers or consumers, that it is their resoonsibility to exercise a
collective censorship, nor anly of qualities, bur of kinds of manufacrure
as well*

' “The crucial crror is that of holding that nothing is any rore impertant than
anything else, that there car be no order of goods, and no order in the intellecrual
realm,” R, M. Huxchins, Education for Freedom (Baton Rouge, La., 1342), p. 26-
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Our obligation demands at the same time a radical charge ot method
in our interpretation of the language of ast. No one will deny that art
is a means of communication by signs or symbols. Our current methods
of analysis are interpretztions of these signs in their inverted sense, thal
is, as psychclogical expressions, as if the artist had nothing better to do
than o make an exhibition of himself ¢ his neighbor or ol his neighbor
to himsclf. But pcrsonalities are interesting only to their owners, or, a:
most, to # narrow circle of friends; and it is not the voice ol the aris.
but the veice of the monument, the cemonstration of a quod erat dermon-
strandum, that we want to hear.

The art historian is lcss of a whole man than the anthropologist. The
former is all too often indifferent ro themes, while the larer is looking
{ur something that is neither in the work of art as if in a place, nor in the
artist as a private praperty, but to which the work of art is a pointer.
For him, the signs, constituting the language of a signihcant art, are full
of meanings; ir the frst place, injunctive, moving us to do this or that,
aud in the second place, speculative, that is, referen: of the activity to
its principle. To expect any less than this of the artist is to build him an
ivory twer, Such a habitazion may suit him for the moment; but in
times cf stress we may no longer be able to afford such luxuries; and if
lic stays in his tower, enjoying his irrcsponsibility, and should even die
of neglect, he may be unlamented end vrsung. For if the artist cannot
be interested in sornething greater than himsclf er his arg if the patron
does not demanc of him products well and truly made for the good use
of the whole man, there is little prospect that ar: will ever again affect
the lives of more than that infinitesimal fraction of rhe population that
cares abou. the sort ol art we have, aad no coubt, deserve. There can be
no restoration of art o its rightful position as the principle of order
governing the production of utilities short of a change o mind on the
part of both artist and consumer, sufficient to h=ing about a recrganize-
tion ol society on the basis of vocation, that form in which, as Plate said,
“more will be done, and better done, and more easilv than in any other
\-VQ’].Y-”

Z“Une pensée a gnidé 1z main de Uartisan ou de l'artiste; pensée durilié . . .
pensée religieuse . . . ce que Parchéologus cherche dans le monument, cest I'ex-

pressicn d'une pensée,” G, ce Jerphanion, La Vorr des monuments (Paris, 19300,
pr. 1o-16.
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Lo! Allah discaineth not to coia the similitude even of a gnat.
Koran 1.25.

Words are never meaningless by nature, though they can be used irra-
tionally for mercly aesthetic and nenartistic purpases: all words are by
first intention signs or symbols of specific refercats. However, in any
anelysis of meaning, we must distinguish the literal and categorical ur
historical significance of words from the allegorical mcaning that inheres
in their primary referents: for while words are signs of things, they can
also be heard or read as symbols of what these things themselves imply.
For what arc called “practical” (shopkeeping) ourposes the primary
reference suffices; but when we are dealing with theory, the second reif-
erence becomes the important one. Thus, we all know what is meant
when we are ordered, “raise ynur hand”; but when Dante writes “and
‘herefore dotlh the scripturc condescend to your capacity, assigning hand
and foot to God, with other meaning . . ." (Paradisc 1v.43, cf. Thilo, De
somniis 1.235), we perceive that in certain contexts “hand” means “power.”
In this way language becomes nat merely indicative, but also cxpressive,
and we realize that, as St. Bonaventura says, “it never expresses except
by means of a likeness (nist mediante pecie, De reductione artium ad
theologiam 18). Su Aristotle, “even when one thinks speculatively, one
must have some mental picture with which o think” (De anima 18).
Such pictures are not themselves the objects of contemplation, buz “si-
ports of contemplation.”

“Likeness,” however, need not imply any visual resemblance; for in
representing abstract ideas, the symbol is “imitating,” in the sense that
all art is “mimeric.” something invisible. Just as when we say “the young
man is a lion,” so in all fgures of thought, the validity of the image is onc
of truc analogy, rather than verisimilitudes it is, as Plato says, not a mere

[First published in the Distionary of World Literature (New York, 1043), this ex-
position was later included in Figures of Speech or Figures of T hought —ED.]
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reseriblance (Opousins) but a real nghtness or adequacy (adrd 76 toor)
that effectively reminds us of the intended referent (Phaedo 74 1. the
Pythagorcan position being that truth, rightness (kurdpfwus, recia ratv)
in a work of art is a matter of propertien (drahoyta, Sexrus Empiricus,
Adversus dogmaticos 1.106); in other werds, true “imitaticn” I» not an
arithmetical reproduction, “on the contrary, an image, i it is to be in fact
an ‘image’ of its model, must not be alogether ‘like’ 10” (Crazyins 4328).

Adequate symbolista may be defined as the representation of a reality
un a certan level of reference by a corresponding reality on another:
as, for example, in Dante, “No cbjact of sense in the whele world is more
worthy o be made a type of God than the sun” (Convizo n1.12). No one
will suppose that Dante was the first to regard the sun as an adequate sym-
Lol of God. But there is no more comnon error than to atrribuce to an
ind:vidual “poetic imagination” the use of what arc really the traditional
symbels and technical terms of a spiritual language tha: wanscends all
confusion of tongues and is not peculiar to any one time or place, For
example, “a rose by any name (eg., English or Chinese) will smell as
sweet,” or considered as a symbol may have a constant sense; but that it
should be so depends upon the assumption that -here are really analogous
realities on different levels of reference, ie, that the world is an explicit
theophany, “as above, 50 below.™ The traditional symbols, in ather worcs,
are not “conventicnal” but “given” with the ideas to which they corre-
spond; cne makes, accordingly, = distinction hetwesn le cymbolisme qui
szt and le symbolisme qui cherche, the former being the universal lan-
guage of tradition, and the latter that of the individnal and self-expres-
sive poets who are sometimes called “Symbolists.”* Hence also the primary
necessity of accuracy (opfirys, integritas) ir. our iconography, whether
in verbal or visual imagery.

It follows that if we are to understand what the expressive writing in-
tends to communicate, we cannot take it only lizcrally or histerically, but

LCf Mathnarwi 13454 ]

#A distincrion “of the subjective symbo! of psychclogical zssociation from the
objective symbol o preciss meanirg . . . implies some understanding of :Le doctrine
vl analogy” (Walter Shewring in the Weehly Keview:, Avgust 13, 1944). Whet is -
pied by “the docrrine of analegy” (or, ‘n the Platonie sense, “sreqnacy,” lodrgs)
is that “une réalieé d'un certein ordre peur fire représentée par uns réalité d'un aurre
ordre, ct cellei est alurs un rymbele d= celledd,™ René Guénon, “Mythss, mystérss
et symboles,” Le Vorle &'lsis, XL (1935), 380, Iu (his sense a symbol is = “mystery,”
.., something to be understood (Clement of Alexandria, Miscellenies 1.6.15). “Olne
Symbole und Symbclik gibt es keine Religion” (H. Prinz, Altovicnialische Synsbolik,
Berlin, 1518, p. 1).
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must be ready to interpret it “hermeneutcally” How often it Eupp;ns
that ‘n some sequence of traditionzl books onc reaches the point at wh&ch
oue gucstions whetker such and such an aurhor, '\-'.-'hcsc. account of a
given episade is confused, has uncerstood his material or is merely plzfy-
'1;1;; with it, somewhat as madern lizerary men play wirth their material
when they write what are called “fairy tales,” and to whom may be
applied the worcs of Guice d’Arezzo, “Nam rllui' canit quod non sapit,
diffinitur hestia.” For as Plato long ago asked, “Abour what does the
Sophist make one so eloquen:i” (FProtagoras 312‘3]'. . .

The problem presents itsell o the hiscorian of literature in conaection
with the stvlistic sequences of myth, epic, romance, and nl-;)r_lcr‘u nov;l
and poetry whenever, as so often happens, he mcets with recurring epi-
sodes or phrases, and similarly in connection with folklore. r}n EIH'IK_JL'
common error is to suppose that the “truc” or “original” form ol a
given story caa be reconstructed by an elimination of ‘s miraculgus. ill]..d
suppesedy “fanciful” or “poetic” elements. It is, however, preciscy 11
thiese “marvels,” for example in the miracles of Scriprure, rthar the dc:p_v:sL
truths of the legend inhere; philusophy, as Plato—whom Aristatle fol-
lowed in this respcc—affirms, beginring in wonder. The reader who
has learned to think in terms of the traditional symbolisms will find him-
«l’ furn'shed with unsuspected means of uncerstanding, criticism, and
delight, and wita a standzrd by which he can distinguish the individual
fancy of a lité-ateur from the knewing use of traditionel formnlnle by a
learned singer. He may come to relize that there is no conasction of
novelty with profundity; that when en author has made an idea his own
he can employ it quite originally and inevitably, and withltl?e same
right as the man to whem it first presented itself, perhaps defar= rthe
dawn of history.

Thus when Blake writes, “1 give you the end of 1 golden string, Only
wind it into a ball; It will lead you in at heaven's gate Built in Jerusa-
ler’s well,” Le is using not a private terminology but cne that can be
traced back in Europe throngh Darte (quest la terru in sé siringe, Para-
diso tr16), the Gospels (“No man can come to me, except the Farher . ..
draw him,” Joha 6:44. of. 12:32), Philo, and Plato (with h's “onc golden
cord” that we human puppets should hold on to and be guided by, Laws
644) to Homer, wher= it is Zeus that can craw all things to bin'fsclf by
mcans of a golden cord ([%ad vuri8 ff, cf. Plato, Theatetus 153). And
i is not merely in Eurcpe that the symbol of the “thread” has been
current ‘or mere than two millennia; it is te be found in Islamic, Hindu,
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and Chinese contexts, 'Thus we read in Shamsi-Tabriz, “He gave me
the end ol a tuead. . .. ‘Pull,” he said ‘that I may pull; and break it not
in the pulling’” and in Hafiz, “Keep thy end of the thread, that he
may keep his end”; in the Swtupatha Brihmana, that the Sun is the fasten-
ing to which all things are attached by the thread o the spirit, while in
the Maitri Upunisad the exaltation of the contemplative is compared o
the ascent of a spider on 15 thread; Chuang-tzu tells us that cur life is
suspended from Gud as il by a thread, cur off when we die. All this is
bound up wita the symbolism of weaving and embroidery, the “rope
trick.” rope walking, fshing with a line and lasscing; and tha: of the
rosary cnd the necklace, for, as the Bhagavad Giti reminds us, “all things
are strung on Him like rows of gems upon a thread.™

We can say with Blake, too, that “if the spectator cou'd enter into these
images, approaching them on the fiery chariot of conterplative thought
... then he would be happy.” No onc will supposc that Blake invented
the “fiery chariot” or found it anywhere else than in the Old Testament:
but some may not have remembered that the symbolism of the chariot
1s also used by Plato, and in thz Indian and Chiness hooks. The horses
are the sensitive powers of the soul, the body of the chariot our bedily
vehicle, the rider the spirit. The symhel can therefore be regarded from
two points of view; :f the untamed horses are allowed to go where they
will, no one can say where this wil' he; but if they zre curbed by the
driver, his intended destination will be reached. Thus, just as there are
two “minds,” divine and human, so there is a fery chariot of the gods,
and a humar vehicle, onc bound for heaven, the other for the attain-
ment of human ends, “wharever these may 5e” (TS v.410.1). In other
words, from onc point of view, embodiment is a humiliation, wnd [rom
another a royal procession. Let us consider only the first case here, ‘I'radi-
tional punishments (c.g.. crucifixion, mpalement, flaying) are based o
cosmic analagies. One of these punishments is that of the tumbril: who-
ever is, as a criminal, carted about the streets of a city luses his honor and
all legal rights; the “cart” is a moving prison, the “carted man” (ratiita,
MU 1v.4) a prisoner. That is why, in Chréten’s Lanceloz, the Chevalier
de I+ Charette shrinks from and delzys to step into the cart, although it
1s to take him on the way to the fulfilment of his quest. In vther words,
the Solar Hero shrinks from his task, which is that of the liberation of

#Tor a summary account of the “threadspiric” (sizrazmaen) doctrine and some of
its implications, see Coomaraswamy, “The Iconography of Diirer's ‘Knoten' and
Leonarde’s ‘Concatenation,’” 1944,
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-he Psyche (Guénévere), who is imorisoned by a magician in a ‘castli
that lies beyond a river thar can only be crossed by the “sword br’l-:lge.
This bridge izsclf is another traditional symkbol, by no means an inven-
tion of the staryteller, but the “Brig of Dread” and “razor-cdged way” of
Western [olklore and Eastern scripture.” The “hesitazion” corresponds to
that of Agni to become the charioteer of the gods (RV x51), the Bud-
dha’s well-known hesitation to set in motion the Whee! of the Law, {and
Christ's “may this cup he raken from me™; it is cvery man’s hesitation,
who will ot take up his cross. And that is why Guénévere, even whrfn
Lancelot has crosszd the sword bridge bareloot and has st her {ree, bit-
rerly reproaches him Zor his short and ceemingly trivial delay to mount
the cart. _
Such is the “understanding” of a traditional episode, which 1 knowing
author has retold, not primarily to amuse but originally to il:!SZIUC[; the
telling of stories only to emuse belongs to later ages i1.1 which the life
of pleasure is preferred to that of activity or contemglation. In the same
w:ﬁ', avery genuine folk and fairy tale can be “understood,” fnr lhe; ref-
crences are always metaphysical; the type of “The Two Magicians,” for
example, is a creation myth (cf. BU 1.4.4, “she became 2 cow, }?E hecame
a bull,” etc.); John Barlevcorn is the “Cying god”; Sncw-white’s apple
is “the fruit of the ee™; it is only with seven-league boots that one can
traverse the seven worlds (like Agni and the Buddha); it is Psyche that
the Hero rescues [rom the Dragon, and so forth, Later on, all rhese
motifs fall into the hands of the writers of “romances,” littérateurs, and
in the end historians, and are no longer understood. That thase formnlae
have been employed in the same way all over the world i£1 the telling
of whar are really only variants and fragments of the one L.]rrn.ythnf: of
humanity implies the presence in certa’n kinds o_f ‘;itc‘r.u.;un': of imagina-
tive (iconographic) values far excceding those of the aclle-}ettrlsF's fan-
tasies, or the kinds of literature that are based on “observation™; if only
hecause the myth is always truc (or else is no true myth), while the
“facts” are cnly true eventfully.®

¢ 3ce D. L. Coomaraswamy, “The Perilons Bridge nf Welfare,” HJAS, '\T’III ( 1_:}44).

50n the understanding of myths, of. Coomaraswamy, 'Sir Gewsin anc the
Green Knight: Indra and Namuei,” 104c. Sce also Fdgar Ducgué, Das werlorene
Bavadies (Munich, 1038), argivng that myths represent the decpest ki'.owlcrllgc that
man has;'and Murray Fowler, s.v. “Myth,” in the Diciivnary of World Literaure
(h‘gﬁa:ron k "gééﬂﬂws the light of reason in myth and figure when the dialectic
sturables” (W, M. Uiban, The Iniclligible Werld, New York, 12¢, p. I71).
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We have pointed our that words have meaning simultanccusly on
more than one level of reference. All interpretation of scripture (in Eu-
rope notably from Philo to $t. Thomas Aquinas) has rest=d upon this
assumpticn : our mistake in the study of literature is to have overlooked
that far more of this literaturc and these comses are really scriptural, end
can only be criticized as such, than we suaoosed; an oversight that im-
plies what is really an incorrect stylistic diagnosis. The twofold signifi-
cance of words, literal and spiritual, can be cited in the word “Jerusalem”
as used by Blake, above: “Jerusalem” being (1) an actual <ity in Palestine
and (2) in its spiritual sense, Jervsalem the “golden,” a heavenly ciry
of the “imagination.” And in this conncction, teo, as in Lie case of the
“golden” thread, it must he remembered that the traditional language is
precise: “gold” is not mercly the element 4w but the recognized symbol
of light, life, immortality, and truzh.

Meny of the terms of traditional thinking survive as clichés in our
everyday speech and contemporary literature, where, like other “supersti-
tions,” they have no longer eny real meaning [or us. Thus we speak of a
“brilliant saying” or “shining wit,” without awareness that such phrases
rest upon &n original conception of the coincidznce of light and sound,
and of an “inrellectual light” that shines in all adequate imagery; we can
hardly grasp what St. Bonaventura mzant by “the light of a mechznical
art” We ignore what is still the “dictionary meaning” ot the word “in-
spired,” and say “inspired by” when we mean “stimulated by” some con-
crete object. We use the ons word “beam” in its rwo senses of “ray” and
“timber” without realizing that these are related senses, ccincident in the
expression rubus igneys, and that we are here “on the track of (tais
itself is another cxpression whick, like “hitting the mark,” is of prehis-
toric anticuity) an original conception of the immanence of Fire in the
“wood” of which the world is made. We say that “a little bird rold me”
aot reflecting that the “language of birds” is a reference to “angelic com-
munications.” We say “sclf-possessed” and spcak of “self-government,”

“Myth . .. is an emential clement of Plato’s philosoplical siyle; and his philosophy
cannot be understood apart from it” (John A. Stewart, T/e Myths of Plato, New
York, 1005, p. 3). “Behind the myth are concealed the greatest realitics, the origl-
nal phenomena of the spirivual life. . . . Tt is high ime that we stopped idertifying
myth with inventinn” (N. Berdyaev, Freedorm and the Spirit, London, 1933, p.
76). “Men live by myths . . they sre ne mere peetic invention” (F. Mart in
Rewiew of Religion, VII, 1042). It is unfortunate that nowaclays we employ the
word “myth” almost exclusively in the pejorative sense, which shonld praperly
be reserved for suck pseudo-myths as those of “race.”
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without realizing that (as was long ago oointed out by Plato) all such
expressions imply that “there are two in us” and that in such cases the
question still arises, which selt shall be possessed or governed by which,
he better by the worse, or vice versa. In order to comprehend the older
lizeratures we must not cverlook the precision w:th which all such
expressions arc employed; or, if we write ourselves, may lzarn to do so
more clearly (again we find ourselves confronted by the coincidence
of “light” with “1caning”—to “argue™ being etymolegically to “clarify”)
and intelligibly.

It is sometimes objected that the amribution of abstract meanings is
only a later and subjective reading of meanings into svmbols that were
originally employed either only for purposes of facrual communication
or only for decorative and aesthetic reasons. Those who take up such
a pos.tion may Orst of all be asked to prove thet the “primitives,” from
whom we inherit so many of the forms of our highest thought (the
symbolisrn of the Eucharist, for example, be'ng cannibalistic), were really
interested only in factual meanings or ever influenced only by aestheric
consideratious. The anthropalogists tell us otherwiss, that in their lives
“needs of the soul and body were satisficd together.” They may be asked
 consider such surviving cultures as that of the Amerindians, whese
myths and art are certainly far more abstract than ary form of story
telliug or painting of modern Europeans. They may he asked, Why was
“primitive” or “geometric” art formelly abstract, if not because it was
required to express an abstract sense? They may be asked, Why, if not
because it is speaking of something other than mere facts, is the scrip-
tural style always (as Clement of Alexandria remarks) “parabolic™?

We agree, indeed, that nothing can be more dangerous than a sub-
jective interpretation of the rraditinnal symhals, whether verbal or visual.
But it is no more suggest=d that the interprezation of symbols skeuld be
left w0 guesswork :han thar we should trv to read Minoan script by
guesswork. The stucy of the traditional language of symbols Is not au
casy discipline, primerily because we are no longer familiar with, or even
interested in, the metaphysical contert they arc used to express; again,
because the symibolic phrases, like individua' words, can have more than
one meaning, according to the context in which they are employed,
though this does not imply that they can be given any meaning a: random
or arbitrarily. Negative symbols in particular bear contrasted values, one
“bad,” the other “good”; “nuabeing,” for example, may represent the
stare of privation of that which hes not yet attained to being, or, on the
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other hand, the [recdom from limiting affirmations of that which tran-
scends being, Whoever wishes fo undsrstand the real meaning ol these
figures of thought that are not mercly figures of speech must have studied
the very cxtensive literatures of many countries in which the meunings of
symbofs arc explained, and must himzelf have learnec to think in these
rerme. Only when it is found that a given symbol—for iustance, the
number “seven” (scas, heavens, worlds, motions, gifts, rays, breaths, etc.),
or the notions “dust,” “husk,” “knot,” “eye,” “mirror,” “bridge,” shin”
“rape,” “needle,” “ladder,” cte.—has a generically consistent series of values
in a series of intelligible contexts widely distributed in time and space,
can one safely “read” its meaning clscwhere, and recognize the stratfi-
cation of literary sequences by means of the figures used in them. It i
in this universal, and uaiversally iatcllizible, language that the highest
truths have been expressed.® But apart from this interest, alien w 2
majority of modern writers and critics, without this kind ot knowledge,
the historian and critic of literature and literzry styles can only by guess-
work distinguish between what, in a given author’s work, is individual,
and what is inherited and universal.

+*The metaphysical lamguage of the Great Traditon is the only language that
is really inwelligible” (Urban, The [ntelligiéle World, p. 471). [Jacob Bochme,
Signutwre verens, Preface: “a parabolical cr magical phrase or dialect 1s the best
and plairest habit or deess that mysteries can have to travel ir up and down

tais wickad world.”]
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The Rape of a Nagi:
An Indian Gupta Seal

The Mussum has recently acquired an Indizn clay sealing of considerable
interest (Figure 7). Impressions of scals bearing personal names (ndma-
mudra) were used in Indiz either as tokens by which the bearer could
be identified, or were affixed to letzers or parcels; in the former case the
sealing was fired, in the latter allowed to harden naturally, or only heated
so far as this could be done without injuring the sealed package. The
present example is of the latter type, and clearly shows at the back
grooves corresponding o the overlapping swings with which the letier
or parcel had been tied. The seal:ng has in its nght field an inscription
of four letters in northern Gupta characters of about the fifth century awn.,
and in the left field cn unrecognizable symbol superficially suggesting a
perched bird. The inscription ends with the letter 5, forming the geuilive
case of the owner’s name, which | read with some hesitation as Jam bhara.

The principal interest of the seal, however, is providec by the device of
an eagle carrying off a womaen, which occupies the central field; or to
speak mure precisely, that of a Suparna or Garuda carrying off a Nigi,
or again in other words, of the rape or rapture by the Sunbird of a
feminine serpent in human form. In purely Indian representations of
this motit the Garuda is usually represented as bearing off an actual ser-
pert held in its beak (Figure 8); and the motif illustrates what may be
termed the fundamental opposition of Sun and Serpent, according to
which the serpents are represented as the natural prey of the solar eagle.
On the other hand, the present example exactly reproduces the icone-
graphic peculiarities of several sculptured representations that occur in
the Greco-Buddhist art of Gandhdra! Here the type at Grst sight sug-
gests that of the wellknown Greek formula of the Rape of Ganymede,
[First published in the Bulletin of the Muscum sf Fine Ares {Doston), XXXV
(1937).—en.]

' See A. Foucher, [ Art gréca-banddhique de Candhara, 11 (Paris, 1918), 3240
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RAPE OF A NAGI

as represented, for example, by Leochares (ca. 350 5.c.): and in fact a
distant relationship, not necsssarily one of derivation, is far from im-
possible, altaough in this Indian type the iconcgraphy is specifically and
minutely Indian, and has o siictly Incian mytholegical reference.

The iconography may be better understood by relerence to the accom-
panying cut representing a sculptured treatment of the same subject from
Sangheo (Figure 9). In our example the roval eagle is crowned instead of
turbaned, but otherwise similar, except that the claws that grasp the
woman’s waist can hardly be distinguished. The woman’s pose is slightly
different, her left arm being raised o grasp the eagle’s breast, her right
arm resting on her waist; except for a girdle (mekhala) she is appar-
entl}' nude. An importﬂnt feature in the sealing, which cculd easily be
over.coked at first sight, is the line that extends from the woman's head
to the Garuda’s beak, bevond which it expands into some rather shape-
less elevations: this is in fact precisely the serpentins element in the char-
acter of the Nagi, Whenever a Niga or Nagi is represented in human
form, the ophidian nature is always indicated in just this way, by the
form of a serpent which rises from the spine and appears abave the head
ancd shoulders of the human form;* and ir is this serpentine element that
the ezgle holds in his beak, while he embraces the human form in his
claws. It would nor be roo much o say thar it is really rhe serpentine,
and not the human form of the Nigi that the cagle is rending: and this
is supported by the fact that the Nagi herself, in her human aspect, seems
rather to cling to than to shrirk from her raptor, who supports her in
his grasp. Tn these respects the motif presents a certain and hy no means
ﬂltc-gethcr accidental resemblance to that of certain modern and Very seati-
mental Christian representations of the “scul's ascent,” in which the
“soul” is represented by a feminine figure borne aloft by a wirged angel.

Another striking example (Figure 10) of cur motif occurs in one of
the four medallions of the famous golden treasure of Nagyszentmiklés,
now in the Kunsthistarisches Museum, Vienna, in which, as justly re-
marked by Zoltin de Takdcs, who assumes an Indien derivation, “Nous
rerrouvons le Garuda . .. ol il est figuré enlevent une Nagi dans ses
serres.” In this example i may be chserved that on the onc hand the
uphidian quality of the Nagi is not in any way indicated, and an the
other that the cxpression of the human form is manifestly cestatic.

ESee, for cxample, Dedlesin of the Mascwm of Uine Aris {April 1920), . 21,
three lower figures to right.
FYL’Art des grandes migrations,” Revwe dec arts asiatiques, VI, 335, and PL xv,

fig. 15
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In order to naderstand the actual coaient and raison détre of the
iconography it will be needful as usual to go back to much older and
pre-Buddhist literary sources, in which the antithesis of the winged (an-
gelic) and ophidian (titanic) powers of light and powers of darkness is
developed at length. We shall find thac in the same scnse that we spcak
of the “old man” or the “cloven hoof,” so in the olcer Indian onfalngy
whazever is evil is represented by the “snake skin” or other reptilian in-
tegument; and that the procession of any individual principle, whether
that of a human or divine “person,” is thought vl as a “casting of the
wnake-skin,” from which the purified being emerges, “just as a blade of
grass is pulled from its sheath.” A familier equivalent of this wansforma-
tion in LCuropean folklore (which here, as invariably, represents some-
thing much mare than merely the “lore of the folk”) may be cited in the
cuse of the mermaid (cquivalent of the Indian Nagi, sometimes repre-
sented accordingly)® who exchanges her scaly tail for human [eet and
acquires a “soul” when she emerges from the waters onto the dry land
and weds a mortal.

The primordial serpent or dragon —really the Godhead, as distin-
guished from the proceeding God—is described as “omniform,” or “pro-
rean,” in accordance with the excmplarist doctrine of the first principle
as being of a single form that is the form of very different things. There
is accordingly somcthing more than a simple cpposition of the solar-
angelic and lunar-tizanic powers o light and darkness. 3eyond the con-
cept of an alternate procession and reecssion, beyond the conmast of
exterior and interior operations, there lies the “Supreme Identity” (rad
ekam) of both divine natures, of mortal Love and deathless Death, of
Mitrzvarunau, apara and para brahman; as well-known texts exoress it,
“T and my Father are one” “the Scrpents ars the Suns”; “now Soma
was Vrtra”; Agni ss outwarcly the household altar Fire, and inwardly
the Chthonic Serpent. Because of the temperal form of cur understand-
ing, we think and speak of the one as proceeding from the other, and
of an eventful divisior: of “the light from the darkness” (Genesis), or of
Heaven from Karth (Vedas, passim); and thus regarding the Supernal
Sun, Elernal Avaidr, or Messiah, as having most cffectively cast off all
adherent potentiality and as wholly in act, it is inferred by analogy that
it lies within the competence of every scparated creature to effect in the
same way a riddance of evil, “just as the serpent sheds its skin.””

4Scc, for cxample, Coomaraswamy, Rajput Painting, 1916, Pl L
® [Cf. fycna, etc. as psychopomp in T8 mrz.1.]
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We are now in a position to consicer what may be called ke type of
the separated creature or private principle, individuzlly proceeding from
potentiality to act, darkness to light. The act of “crcation,” as we have
seen, implies a separation of Nature from Essence. Nature or Earth,
thus “receding from likeness to God™ is then, as it were, “fallen” into
a state of passive notentiality (prakrti, kriya),” complemertary to the
{urmative actuality of the solar Creator (artr);® or in the technical terms
of the symbolism explained above, Mother Nature or Moather Farth,
although the destined bride of the Sun, as merely bride-cleet is literally
“in the coils of” evil, and clothed in the flchy rentilian integument of
nonentity,® whence her designetion zs Sasarpari, nowadays represented
in the serpentine form of the goddess Manzsa Devi* The purification
of the Bride of the Sun is describ=d in RV x.85.28 {,, where she 1s di-
vested of “adherent potentiality” and robed in other and “sunny” gar-
ments, becoming literally “.he woman clothed with the san” (fukravisab,
RV 11135): and more explctly :n RV virgr and relazed Brahmana
texts, where Apdld (the “Unwed”),” being thrice drawn through the
hub of the solar wheel, cr in other words, by means of three successive
“deaths™ and “births,” is stripped of her reptilian aspects, and acquiring
thus a “sun-skin,” becomes the fitting bride of the solar Indra, The in-

#[n this phrase trom St. Thamas Aquinzs, “from likeness” is said with reference
o the identty of nature and essence fn divinds, which is replaced by their scpara-
non ah evira.

" Prakri, opf of prakr, to co, make, or form, also to marry; Arfyd futpass.p.
(gerundive) of kr, with the sam= meanings. Conmrasted with these expressions we
find in :he Upanisads Zstakrivah, “One who has done wlat was w be done,” ic,
“Oue who s all in acl,” descriptive of a perfect being, in whem all potenaality
has been reduced 1w act

® Creation involving the differentiztion of the “Three Worlds,” sézredk, rajasi,
and tamasik; as in Dante, Paradiso xxix. 32fl, “cima nel mendo in che puro
atto fu produtto; pura potenza tenre la parte ima; nel mezzc strinse poienza con
atto tal vime,” ete,

Y Ens et bonum comvertuntur, and vice versa, Ct BU rz.a¥, "Lead us from
nenentity te being, darkress to light”

19 For these identifications ard the following matter, see Coomaraswamy, “The
Darker Side of Dawn,” 1035.

11 Anila, described as “hating her husband” (paridvisah, RV virorg), and
being  in fact id=ntcal with Sirva, previously wedded o Soma, is in effect the
wowan t whom Christ says, “Thou hest well said I have no Lusband’; [ur thou
hast had five husbands; and e wham thoa now hast is not thy husband: in
that saidst theu truly” (John g:15-18, of. Eckhart’s commentary, Evans ed, I,
205). With the strong expression “hating her husband” cf. Luke 14:26, “If any
man come unto me, and hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and chil-
dren, and sisters, yea, and his own life also, he cannot be my disciple.”
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evitable coincidence of a regensration unto light with a death unro dark-
ness (i.e, a death to all selfhood, a rejection of all privare sssence]} is very
clearly brought out in RV x.189.2, where it is said of Sasarpari, Mother
Farth, and Dawn, united to the risen Sun, that “with his spiration, she
expires” (asya pranad apanati), cf. Eckhart, Evans cd, I, 292, “The soul,
in hot pursuit of God, becomes absorbed in Him, just as the sun will
swzllow up and put out the dawn”:** and in the same sensc numerons
Vedic texts describe the solar Indra as beth the destrover and the bride-
groom of the Dawu. It may be called a law of metaphysics that a divinely
inflicted “death” is alse an “assurincion.’™*

We see, then, in what sense 1 death at the hands of Ged is also a
felicity and consummation mes: to be desired. If the Ezgle, noster Deus
consumens, really “devours” the Nagi (“ne 'enléve que pour la manger,”
¢s Foucher expresses it, L' Ar¢ gréco-bouddhique, p. 37), this is not merely
& consumpticr, but also an assimilativn and incorporation; if the act of
solar violence is a rape, it is also 2 “rapture” and a “transport” in both
possible senses of both words. And inasinuch s it is Mother Larth, the
Vedic “Eve” (who was alsc beguiled by the serpent) that is the type of
whosver hecomes a bride of the Sun (we need hardly say that in [Hin-
duism and Christianity alike, “all creation is feminine to God™), it may be
addec (1) tha: Cunningham, quored by Foucher (who does not supply a
reference) was by no means altogether wrong in identifying the Nagi
with Miva Devi, the Mother of Buddha, and (2) that cur Nagi by the
same token znswers to the Virgin, beta as the Thectokos whose Dormi-
tion (death) and Assumption are followed by her Coronation as the
Queen of Heaven (the Magnz Mater), and to the Virgin as the type
of the Church (Ecclesia), the betrothed (elecza mea) of the Sun ol Men
and Light of the World,"* whom Christ *having loved in her baseness

12 Cf, Song of Songs 16, “black but comely,” and conversely Dante, Paradisv
xxving36, “So blackeneth the skin, white at the Crst aspect, of his fair daughter,
who (the Sun) bringeth morn and leavely cvening,—these oppositens of con-
trary qualitics corresponding to the contrary characteristics of the Vedic sister
Dawns—black Night and radiant Morn—who are at once the mothers of the
twy-born Fire and brides of the Sun, himself the risen Fire. For the detailed
references see “The Darker Side of Dawn,” 1935, and “Two Passages in Dane's
Puradiso” [:n Vol. z of this selecton—en.]. |Ch. John of Ruysbroeck, The Adorn-
ment of the Spivitnal Marriage, trans. C. A, Wynschenk (Londan, 1916], Prologus,
0.4t “He was married tn this hrice, our nature, . . . the glorious Virgin.”']

18 [Cf. St. John of the Cross, Llema de amor wive, “And, slaying, dost from
death to lifs trenslate.”]

14 The sxpressions “Sun ol mew” and “Ligh: of lighs” are common to the
Cliristizr: and Sauskrit scriptures, Song of Songs 6:10, “Who is she thar riseth as
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end all her foulucss, will present as his Bride, glorious with his own
glory, without spot er wrinkle,” in che words of St. Bernard. Further
equivalents and parallels could be developed at great length.

Tus analysis and explanation of the iconogranhy of our sealing rzises a
problem familiar encugh in aesthetic discussions, although often reglected
because of the aesthetician’s precccupation with stylistic rather than
iconographic interpretation. We conceive, on the concrary, that the most
significant elemnent in a given work is preciscly that aspect of it that
may and often does persist threughout millennia, and the least signifi-
cart, those accidental variutions of style by which we arc cnadled t
date a given work, or even 11 some cases to attribute it to a given artist.
No explanation of a work ol art caa be called complete which does not
account for its actual composition, which we may czll its “constant,” as
disringuished from :ts “varizble.” In cther words, no art history can be
celled complete which merely considers the decorative usage of a given
motif, and ignores the raisons d'ézre of e elements of which iz is built
up and the logic of the relationship of its parts. It is begging the question
to attribute the precise and minuze particulars of a traditional iconog-
rephy merely to the operation of an “aesthetic instinct”; we have still to
explain why the formal cause has been imagined as it was. and for this we
cannot supply the znswer until we have understood the final cause in
response tn which the formal image arose in a given mentality.

The expert iconographer and symbolist has often been accused of “read-

the morning” (guast aursra = Skr. wgar éva), has been read as applying to the
Assunption of the Virgin, There is a reprosenration (Museum of Fine Arts, photo
36561) of he riser Virgin as the Bride of Christ in 8. Meria in Trastevere
(Rome), where the Virgin is seated with the Son on one and the szme throne,
“aliogether as his equal . . . and embraced, not crowned, by him” [A. Jemeson,
Legends of the Madonna, London, 1g02, pp. 15-16); Christ holding the text Feni,
electa mea, et ponam te in thronum menm, anc the Virgin che text (Song of
Songs 2:6) Leva ejus sub capite meo, et dextera dlius amplesabitnr me. [Anm-
plesabituy me: of. striprmansay samparijeakiay in BU 1.4.3, samparisvakiah in
BU w.3.21, dyaviprihivi amsiiiyaiah in TUB 15.5, dpid samilisika in $B, quoted
by Sayara on RV vmnor; Darte, Comeére nriz, “Ske [Suphial exists in Him ip
true and perfect fashion, as if eternally wedded to Hin™; Eckhari, Trans ed.,
I, 371, “In this embrace is consummated . . . beatitude,” and many siniler texis.
The earlier Clristian nadvities clearly show the Vigin as the Zarth, and iv is
with perfect accuracy that Wolfram (Parsivel x.549 1.} says that “the Farth was
Adam’s mother . . . ver sill was Je Sath a maid, . . . Two men have been born
of maidens. and God lLuiy (he likeness ta'en of the son of the first Harth Maiden
. since He willed w be Son of Adam.”]
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ing meanings into” given emblems. It would be truer o say that the pure
acsthetician and anthropologist “read meanings out of” them and thus
denature them. Tt is perfectly true that at any given moment any given
patron or artist or both may in fact be unaware of the significant content
of a matif, which is then for one or both no longer the visible formule of
¢ traditionally transm:tted doctrine, but merely an art form; and perfectly
true that in the course of the “history of art™ innumerable svmbols have
thus been sccularized.'® For the sake of argument we shall sssume (what
is not hy any means necessarily true) that the Gupta artist and patron
had no unde-standing of the intrinsic significarice of the motif employed
on our seal as a personal device, but only recognized izs decorarive values.
We kave still to enquire how the particular symbol, which the Gupta
artist inherited, actually originated.

We have provec by repeated anzlyses that what may be called “prescrip-
tions” for, and are in fact explanations of, the later iconography can be
found in the antecedens literature belonging to the same tradition, or often
also, as has been shown above, ir other analogous liceratures farther re-
moved in space or timc. It must be understood that, as Mile remarked in
the case of Christian art, svmhalism is a caleulus; we may say that the
semantics of visual symbels is at lcast as much an exact science as the
semantics of verbal symbols, or words. And admitting the possibility and
the actual frequency of a degeneration from a significant to a merely
decerative and ornamental use of symbals, we must point out thar simply
t state the problent in these terms is to conirm the dictum of a great
Assyriolcgist, that “when we sound the archerype, the ultimate origin of
‘he Zorm, then we find that it is anchored ia the highest, not the lowest.™®

15 The question of how fer an author Las “undersiood his material” can always
arise, In many cases, however, the supposedly “sceular”™ character of a given “orna-
ment” is the product of a modern rather than a contemporary ignorance. The
sechnicalitics, for cxample, of such authors as Homer, Dante, or Welfram are
sometimes thought of @s “literary ornaments,” to be accredited to en individual
“poetic imaginaton,” laudable or otherwise in the measure of their “appeal”
From the point of view of an olcer and more learned aesthetic, however, “Reanty
has to do with cognition,” that of thase ornaments depeading directly upen their
truth (:n the same sense that a mathematizian speaks of an equation as “elegant™):
their “appez]” heing not m the serses, but through the sensss o the intellect.

However unintelligently a symbol may have been used, it can never, so loug
as it remains recognizable, be celled uninrelligible: intelligitility is essential iu the
symibol, by definidon, while intelligence in the cbserver is accidensal,

W, Ancrac, Dic fonischs Siule, p. 65 [scc Coomaraswamy's review of his
work in the next essay—en.]. Cf, Luc Benoist, La Cuisine des Anges (Paris, 1932),
pp- 7475, “L'intérét proford de toutes les traditions dites populaires réside sur-
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Our own infatuation with the icea of “progress” and conception of aur-
selves as civilized and of former ages or other cultures as barbarous has
made it exceedingly diffhcult for the historian of art—despite his recogni-
fion of the fact that all “zrt cycles” are in fact descents from the levels
attained by the “primitives”—to accept the proposition that an “art form”
is alzeady a defuncr and derelict form, and strictly spcaking a “supersti-
ton,” i.c. litcrally a stand-over trom a more “primitive” humanity than
ours; it is, in nther words, exceedingly diflicult for him to zccept the
proposition that an “art form” or “decorative motif” is the vestige of a
more shstract ané more trenchant mentality than our own, a mentality
(hat used less mcans to mean more, and that made use of symbols pri-
mar:ly for their intellectual values, and not s we do, sentimentally.””

Archacologists arc nowadays beginnirg to recogmize the truth of whar
has been indiczred above. Strzygowski, for exarple, discussing the con-
servation of ancient motifs in Chinese peasant embroidery, endorses the
dictum that “the thought of many so-called primitive pecples is far morc
spiritualized than that of many so-called civilized peoples,” adding that
“in any case it is clezr that in matters of religion we shall have to drop
the distinction between primitive and civilized peoples.”® The art his-
torian is being left behind by the archaeologist, who is nowadays in a
[uir way to offer a far more complete explanation of the work cf art than
+he assthetician, who, far more than the archaeologist, judges all things
by his own standerds. If a given form has a “merely decorative” value for
oureelves, it is far easier, and more comfortable, to assume that its value
must always have been of this scnsitive kind than it is to admit our ig-
norance of its original necessity or to underteke the self-denying task of
entering intw and cousenting to the mentality in which the form was first
conceived.

The aesthetician will object that we arc ignoring both the question of

tout dans le fait quelles ne sont pas populuires d'origine. . . . Aristote y voyait
avec reiscn les restes de lancienne philesophic. IL faudrait dirc les formes an-
ciennes de I'¢rernelle philosophic,”

1715 the literal meening of tieir clymology, “sentimental” and “aestheric” are
idenrical, and both equivalent o “materialisic”; acsthede being feeling, sense the
means of fecling, and matter what is [ell. To spcak of acsthetic experience as
“Jisinterested” properly ‘nvolves an antinomny: it is rether a noctic or cognirve
experience thet can be disinterested. CE A, Gleizes, La Forme ci Phistoire (Paris,
1932), po Gz

18], Suzygowski, Spiren indogermanischen Glaubens in der bildenden Kunst
{Heidelberg, 1936), p. 344
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artistic quality and that of the distinction of a noble from a decadent style.
By no means. We merely take it for granted that every szrious student is
cquipped by temperament and traning to distinguish gocd trom bad
warkmanship. And if there are noble and decadent periods of are, despite
the fact that workmanship may be as skilful or even more skiltul 1n the
decadent than in the noble pericd, we say that the decadence is by no
mcans the fault of the artist as such, the maker by art, but or the man
who in tae decadent period has so much more w0 say and means so much
lcss. More to say and less to mean—this 1s a matter, not of Zormal, but of
final causes, implying defect not in the artist, but in the patron. We say
then that the art historian, whose standards of explenation are altogether
too facile and too merely psychological, need feel no qualms abour the
“rcading of meanings into” given formulac, When meanings, which are
also rafsons d'érve, have been forgotten, it is indispensable that those who
can remember them, and can demonstrate by reference to chapter and
verse the validity of their “memaory,” sheuld reread maanings into forms
from which the mecaning has been ignorant'y read cut. For :n no ocher
way can the art historian he said 0 have fulfilled his task of fully zccount-
ing for and cxplaining the form which he has not invented himself and
only knows of as an inherited “superstition.” It is not as such that the
rceding of mcanings into works of art can be criticized, but only as re-
gards the precision with which the work is dane; the schnlar heing always,
of course, subject ro the possibility of a subsequent sclf-correction or of
correction by his peers, in matters of detail. For the rest, with such “aes-
thetic” mentalities as ours, we are in little danger of proposing over-
intellectval interpretstions of ancient works o art.
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Walter Andrae's
Die ionische Siaule: Bauform oder Symbol?:

A Review

Irdications of a new orientation ir archaecological research have ap-
peared in recent years in widely separated ficlds ol investigation. In
connection with the Rz Veda, for example, it has been realized that
nearly all that can he expected from a purely philological or wnthropo-
logical analysis kas already been accomplished, and yet that we are
still very far from understanding whar the Vedas are. Again, in the
picturc-puzzlc game (the history of art in terms of personal style and
attribution) it is heginning tn he realized that something I'ke an end
is in sight, that it may not be long before we may be in a position to
label all our musenm specimens with as much aceuracy as is attainable,
and vet that when all is said and done, very little progress has been
made tewards the humane end of assisting the student to relive for him-
self the intuitions expressed in ancient art. The study of mediaevel art
is still almost entirely a problem af unraveling “influences”; neverthe-
less, it has occurred to a fow minds that it might be enlightening to in-
quire what values were actually attached to the art by those by and for
whom it was made. And as regards contemporary art, it has been rec-
ognized again and again that its private character znd the indifference
of its subject matter have so cflcctually separated the art from real living,
the artist from the man, that we hardly nnwsadays expect to meet with
the workman who is both an artist and a man. Because of its tunda-
mental unreality, the study of ast has hegun to be a bere,

[This review was first published in the Arz Bulletin, ZVII (1935). Coomaraswamy's
ranslacion of the coaclusion of Andrac's study was later published as the final
chapter of Figures of Thoughi vr Figures of Speeck: he often quoted it in writings
after 1¢35. The Andrac volume appeared in Berlin, rg33—tn.]

10 Ohto Rank, A#f and Artise (New York, 1o32), po 428, “Since Renajssance
days, there can bhe no daubr thar the great works of art were bougl at the cost
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Here and there within the last fow years a disconcerting wind has
strred the dry bones, to the alarm of orthodox schelarship, which fears
nothicg so muck as a strring up of life amongst the rclics that have
been so neatly catalogued and pur awzy in our archaeological mortuaries.
It has begun to be realized that whatever may be the case with con-
temporary art, art in the world by and large has been thought of not
as a spectecle for tired businessmen, but as a language for the com-
munication of ideas; and that the shape and color of an icon, rhe re-
lationships of masses in a biting aphorism, the how of what has been
said, hzve depended nor on vague and indefinable “aesthatic urges,” but
directly upon what was to be said. This was the mediacval point of
view, which judged the “truth” of a work of art sclely according o
the degree of correspondence between the work irsclf and its cssential
form as it existec in the mirror of the artist’s intellest. Over against our
detand for novelty stands again the medizeval point of view, which
asserrs that the notion of a property in 1deas represents a contradiction
i]] Leris; al]d WEC ()urst_:[vcs ]'l.'l""C ngLlD to scc thdt '\r’Vhi.l.C EhCI'C cannot
be and never has been a private property in ideas, it is only when the
individual has [ully possessed an idea that he cau express it well and
truly, that “to be properly expressed, a thing must proceed from within,
moved by its form,” and that, as [ollows, we cannot judge of any work
unless we too possess its form and raison d'étre. And although amongst
us today, it is no longer true that the “play’s the thing,” bur rather the
“star,” so that we buy names rataer than pictures, we are forced w0

admit that the ferther we go back wwards the “priitives” (whom we
affect to admire the most), the less cign:ficance car be artached to the
“name,” if names, indeed, can be found at all. We suspect thar our
proposal to stucy the Diving commedia as “literature,” notwithstanding
that the zuthor (who should xnow best) so plainly asserted the purely
practiczl purpose of his work, may be a little ridiculous,

In other words, 1t has begun w be realized that problems of com-
position and color cannot be understcod if we abstract them from their
determining reasons, viz. the meanings or content w be expressed. To
study the forms of art in and for themselves alone, and not in connec-
tior with (he determining ends in relation w which they functioned as
means, is simply to indulge in a parlor game of arranging mental

of ordinary living. Whatever our attitude toward this fact and interpretation ol
this fact, it is at least cerrain that the modern ndividualise must give up this kind
of artistic creancn if he is to live as vigorously as iz apparently necessary.”
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bric-a-brac. The “history of design,” for example, remains an adsolurely
sterile exercise when abstracted from the intellectual life that can alone
explain and account for the facts of design. If we are satisfied only with
the facts, and our “reactions” to themn. it 15 because we have come to
think of art sclely in terms of upholstery {(“decoration™}; but ir is, to
szy the least, a naive and unsdentific procedure to carry over any such
bias into a discipline that deals with the arts of other and less sentimenral
ages than our own. If anyone doubts the sentimeazzlity of our modern
approach to works of art, it will suffice to cite the recent dictim of a
orofessar of the history of art in the University of Chicago, “It 1s in-
cvitable that the artist should be un:ntelligible because his sensizive na-
ture, inspired by fascination, bewilderment, and exciterent, expresses it-
wlIf in the profound and intuitive terms of ineffeble wonder™ The
mediaevel or Asiatic patron of art would have regarded the workman
who thus “babbled of green felds™ as a simple idiot.

I'he new tendency of which we spoke above finds u clear and definire
expression in Andrac’s work, which treats of the lonic capital and the
development of the volure form. Much of the book is vccupied with a
strictly archacological investigation of the protatypes, the Western Asiatic
origia of which, befere the mat'f s adopted into Greek art as an “archi-
tectural [orm,” is definitely cstablished® The whole ffe of the motif
belongs to this prehistory, the “orm irself as it occurs in Greek art being,
however elegant, alrcady dead; and as it accurs in modern pseudo-Greek,
viz. in contemporary public building, not merely dead but actually offeu-
sive. We ourselves have oftea shown that the same applies to classical
“ezz and dart,” which is really a lotus petal form (standing fur Lhe

25, F. Rotuchild, The Meaning of Unintelligidaiity in Modern Ar¢ (Chizago,
1932), p. ¢8. o o

37t is now realized that the origns of Greek scierce, the heroic age o which
w2s up to the middle of the Afth century m.o., are likewise of Western Asiatic
origin: se= Abel Ray, Ta [euncsse de la science grecgue (Paris, 1933), and roview
by George Scrien in Isis. The Western Asiatic sources of Graek J'nytnolog}rlarc
also becoming more and more apparent; Herri Frankfost, for cxampls, regarding
the orientl crigins of Heracles as Leyond possibility of doubt (ireq Excacations
of the Oriental Insiiuize, 1932/33, Chicago, 1934, p. 55); of. Clark Hopking,
“Assyrian Clements in the Derscus-Gargon Story,” American [oznal of Archac
dlogy, XXXVIIL {1934), 241-358. If the same is not admited for philosaphy [ser
T. Hopfner, Grient und griechicche Philosophie, Leipzig, 1925) it is mainly be-
cause the nature of early Oriental “philosophy™ has been misundesstoad; a cif-
terent conclusion may be expected when tie problem is posed not with respect
o systematic philosophy in the modern sense, but with reference to the begir-
nings of Greek metaphysics.
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chthonic basis of cxistenee, and retaining this significence in Indian art
until the presens day) which, entering into the Greek repertoire (probably
by the same route as the Ionic canital itself) became there a mere orna-
menz, and has survived as such in Furopean architectural upholstery un-
til now.

More specifically, Andras traces the prehistary of the veluce capital in
its two perallel courses: on the one hand, in use as a constructive clement
in architecture, anc on the other, in its hieroglyphic aspect. In architec-
turc we meet first with a simple reed bundle, the top of which is soon
bent aver to form a spiral “head,” and then to this there is added a
“sheaf”; two such forms function as gate-oosts, a jeining up of the
“sheaves” forming a lintel or architrave; a repetition. of the form then
establishing the use of the preto-lonic column in colonnades, alike in
Greek and Achaemenid art. Side by side with this development runs the
usc of the mouf as a symbol in script and iconography; first of all, the
paired uprights of the gateway are united so as to represent “a combina-
tion of the polar, viz. male and female, elements of humau nature” (cor-
responding to the principium comjunctivam whence the generation and
nativity of the Exemplar, Sum. Theol. |27.2¢, and to cthe Indian ardhg-
mari concept in all its ramufications); then the volutes are doublad or
trebled, and finally surmounted by o singls terminal circle, four distinct
levels of reference being thus represented; then this terminal circle breaks
1o o Jower (“palmetie™) which opers below and towards the winged
imzge of the Supernal Sun thar 1z shown as poised in the zenith above
i3 and in this last Lorm, ic is clearly seen that the voluce pillar and the
Assyrian Iree of Life, with its symbols of Heaven above and FEarth
below, ure cognate in form and ceincident in reference. It is very certain
that developments such as this are not to be explained away by the artist’s
“sensitive nature” or any blind “aesthetic urge,” bur rather that, as the
Scholastic aesthetic expresses it, it is by the power of his :ntellect and wll
that the artist becomes the cause of the becoming of things made hy art;
the artist (whether individual or race) “operating by a word conceived in
his intellect (per verbum in intellecen conceprum) and moved by the
direction oZ his will towards the specific object to be made” (Sum. Theol.
1.45.6¢),

Thus, as indicated in the preface, the intention of the book is not so
much to assemble the facts (which is done with all requisite learning,
as might be expected from so accomplished an archaeologist as Andrae,
already well known for his work in the Assyrian Geld) as w find a clue
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to their s:gnificance, without which they must remain no more than 4
collection of dasa, connected only by an observed :ime szquence, rather
than by any inherent logic. It is in the conclusion thar Andrae sxpounds
more [ully the requisitc approach, and it is indeed remarkable with wha:
insight he has thers set forth the idea of the symbol as a living thing,
having a power in itself that can survive no matter what vicissitudes: the
rctior is, indeed, familizr enough in metaphysicz] exegesis, but never
hefore, so [ar as we know, has it been so uncompramisingly set down
by a professional archaeologist. As case in point, we might take that of
the Stetn of Jesse, a motif already found and used inzelligibly in the Rg
Veda, and surviving in Incdian ornament and iccrography up till now,
bhut first appearing in Christian art only in the cleventh century, where
we need not necessarily assume an Indian crigin, but may rather regard
it as spontancous; the [act being in such cases that the actual connections
by which a met:f may be transmitted across great intervals of time or
space can never become the subject of historical demonstration, for the
simple reason that the transmission 1s zccomplished by oral and nat by
published means. Let us cile the author’s thesis in his own words:

Humanity . . . atrempts to embody in u tangible or otherwise per-
ceprible form, we may say to materialize, what 15 1n itself intangible
and imperceptible. It makes symbols, wrilten characters, and cult
images of earthly substance, and sees in and through them the
spiritual and d'vine substance taat has no likeuess and could not
otherwise be scen. It is anly when one has acquired the habit of this
way of Innking ar things that symbols and images can be understood;
not when we arc habituated to the narrower way which always brings
us back to an investigation of the outward and formal aspects of
symbols and imeges and makes us value them the more, the more
complicated or fully evolved they are. This formalistic method leads
always into & vacuum. Here we are dealing only with the end, not
with the beginning, and what we find in this end is always some-
thing hard and opaque, which throws no further light on the path.
And 't is only hy such a glimpse of the spiritual that the ultimare
goal can be rcached, whatever means or methods of research may be
resorted to. When we sound the zrchetype, then we find that it is
anchored in the highest, not the lowest.* This does not mean that

4Cf René Guénon, “Du Prétendu ‘Empirisme’ des enciens,” Le Voile d'las,
CLXXV (1932).
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we moderns must needs lose ourselves in irrelevant speculation, for
everyone of us can experience microcosmically in his own life and
body the fact that he has wandered from the highest and that the
longer he learns to feel a hunger and thirst for symbol and likeness,
the more deeply he feels it; that is, if he only retains the power to
guard himself against the inner hardening and perrifaction, in which
we all, alas, are in danger of being lost.

The formalistic method can ndeed only be justified in proportion
as we move awey from the archetypes to the present cay. The sen-
sible forms, in which there was once a polar balance of physical and
mctaphysical, have been more and more emptied of centznt on their
way dnwn to us. So we say, th's is an “orrament”; and as such it
can indeed be treated and investigated in the formelistic manner.
And this is what has constantly happened as regards 21l t-aditional
ornament, not exccpting the “ornament” so-called that is represented
in the beautiful pattern of the Ionic capital. . . . He for whom this
concept of the origin of ormamcnt scems strange, should study for
once the representations of the whole fourth and third millennia s.c.
in Egypt and Mesopotamia, contrasting them with such “ornaments”
as are properly s called in our moderr: sense. It will be found that
scarcely cven a single cxemple can be given there, Whatever may
seem to be such, is a drastically indispenszble tachnical form, or it is
an expressive [oru the picture of a spiritual ruth. Even the so-called
ornament of the pottery painting end engraving that ranges back to
the neolithic period in Mesopotarnia and elsewhere is {or the most
part controlled by technical and symbolic necessity. . . .°

He who marvels thut a formal symbol can remain alive, not only
for millennia, but that, as we shall yet learn, that it can spring into
life again alter an interruption of thousands of vears, should remind
himself that the power from the spiritual world, which forms one
part of the symbol, is erernal; [and that only] the other part is ma-
terial, earthly, and impermanent. . . . It becomes then, an ind:fferent
problem whether the ancients, in our case the early Ionians, were
0L C. G Jung, Modern Man 1n Search of a Sced (London, 1933), p. 189,

“the socalled sun-wheel . . . as it dat=s from a time when no one had thought
of wheels as a mechanical deviee . . . cannar have had its source in any ex-
perience of the external world. It is rather a symbal thar stands for = psychic

happening; it covers an experience of the inner world, and is no doubt as lifelike
a reoresentation as the fwnous rhinocervs with the oek-birds on s back.”
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aware of the whole content of the ancient symbol of humanity which
the East had bestowed upon them. or whether or not they wanted
to carry over only some part of that content into their formula. . ..

From tha: moment whea the deep symbclic meaning of the Ionic
column was forgotten, when it was changed into architecture and
art, its truthfulness was at an end. . . . Was the Tonic column there-
fore dead, because its living meaning had been Inst, because it was
denied that it was the image of a spiritual truth? 1 think not. . ..
Someday humanity, hungry for a concise and integrzl expression of
itself, will again take hold of this inviclate and hely form, and
therewith attain to those powers of which it is in need, ro rhe biunity
and its own supersiructure, w the perfecting of the all-too-earthly in
the freedom of the spiritual worlds. . . .

What is the significance for our day of all the investigations of
the noble forms of antiquity znd of all their identificarion in our
mussnms, if not as guides, indispensable to life, on the road threugh
oursclves and onward into the future? . . . Agzin the call is uttered o
formative men in general and the creative artist in particular: main-
tain the transparency of the material, that it may be saturated with
the spirit. H= can obey this command ounly f he maintains his own
transparcncy—and this is the rock on which most of us are apt to
hreak. Fach and every cne reaches a point in his life when he begins
to stiffen, and—cither congeals in fact, or must by a superhuman
effort recaver for himself what he possessed undiminished in his
childhood but has been more ard more taken away from him in
youth: so that the doors of the spiritual woild may open to him, and
the spirit find its way into body and soul.®

As we have spoken of a tendency in archaeology, we may be permitred
to allude in eonclusion to some other recent works in which the meaning
or inner lifc of formal motifs has been studied as affording the effective
clue to their “history.” Mus, “or example, in discussing the origin of the
“Crowned Buddha” type, found it necessary to make an intensive study
of Mahayana ontology, and in u magisterial treatment of the scheme of

A [A: tids point a discussion of A. Roes, Greck Geometree Ari, Its Symbolism
and Its Origin (Oxford, 1933), is deleted from our version of the ext. AKC much
appreciazed that study, but hic discussion of it is largely concern=d with art-hisrorical
detail and adds little to the argument derived from Andrae.—Ep.]
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the Barabudur, to discuss at length the traditional metaphysic of space
and the docrine of the axis of the universe.” Carl Hentze, Myzhes et
symboles lunaires (Anvers, 1932), discusses the origins of script from a
similar point cf view, remarking with respect to the earliest symbols that
“their meaning is always to be found in one and the same ambient of
ideas, that of a cult, and thar is the distant source of writing”; and when
he proceeds to say “the sign may be regarded as a rendition of the idea
‘tor evoke the soecies and ensure its multiplication,” ™ this is of the greatest
interest secause of the analogy presented with the later, neo-Platonic and
Scholastic, notion cf the form, species, or idea as equally in naturs and
art the cfficient cause of the becoming of the thing itself; the prehistoric
symbal being in fact the picture, not immediately of the thing irferred,
but rather of the idea of the thing which is its form or raison d'étre. Or
consider the Tripitaka in Chinese, Ficture Section, ed. Takakusu and Ono
(Tokyo, 1933); how little could we sprak of a history of the art that is
here sa richly repressnted, in the sense of explinatior (and ‘s it not the
funczion of history to “explain” cvenzs?), were not the reproductions
“documented” by very lengrhy extracrs fram the Shingon and ather
Buddhist texts that are their transcendent context, We ourselves have
followed the same course in our Elements of Buddhist Ieonography.
Thosc who, irdced, zttempt to deal with the unsclved problems of
archaealogy by an analysis and exegesis of meanings and contexts may
expect to be accused of “reading into” their marericl meanings that are
not in it. They will reply that the zrchaeologist or philologist whe is not
also a metaphysician must inevitably, sooner or lazer, find himszlf before
a blank wall, which he cannot penetrate; and as Ogden and Richards

TCE Paul Mus, “Le Bucdha Paré: son origine indienne,” BEFFK() XXV
(1528), and “Barabudur, les crigines du stiipa et Ja lransmigration, essal d’arché-
ulogie religiense comparée,” BEFEC XXXII (rg3a). Regarding the lawer dde,
the awhor reaks looa foomole, “T gues witiout saying thar the bearing of the
present work is suictly archaeclogicel. . ., Architeciurally, e Barabudur is
simple cnough to be grasped at a first glance. . .. The whele diflicully, far [ran
depencing on subtle principles of construction, depends, on the contrary, upon
the fact that therz is no way of making use of these principles in interpretaticn.
The ordering of the part; is determined by abstract ideas ard has magical ends
in view, and these, which arc the essential theme of our investigalion, are foreign
to the acwal technique of building. We ought rather to say that these ideas and
ends are the eontext of (comtnwrnent) and surpsss it (Pefudent). and this is ao
exaggeraticn, for the design remains uaintelligible to whomever has nor studisd
the Muahiyana twexts where the explanatons of i peculiarities can be found.”
L'eludent in the foregoing passage correspowds exacly tw sasconde in Dante, In-
ferno 1x6z, and varfitam in Lankdvetire Sétra 11,118,
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have so well expressed it, that “symbels cannot be studied apart from
the references which they symbolize.” A word of warning may be given
here: the study of symbolism has been discredited, precisely because
working from a profane point of view, rhe internretation of symbals by
guesswork has become a méticr of the pseudoarchaeologist. Let us rather
recognize that, as M#lz sn well expressed it ir connzcton with Christiun
art, symbolism is a calcalus; the scholar in this field needs be rataer a
mathematician thzn zn aesthete, nor can his equations be expounded
without the most exact and far-rcaching decumentations, for which an
acquaintance with the mast widely diversifed forms of the commun
symbolic tradition may be required.

If now archaeology has been regarded as a dry-as-dust science, and
the museum as a mausoleurn (and these are feelings widely diffused
amongst the younger students of the hisrary of art, the interest of which
is often only kept alive by a substitution of the historics of zrtists for the
history of art, or by masses ol verbiage in which it is given them t un-
derstand that the appreciation of ar: must be rather a functional reaction
than an intellectual act), what else could have heen expected? What 1s
required is an intellecteal reanimation of our discipling, so that those
academic courses on the history of ar: which are now clased systems of
thetoric may be informed with a human value and significance, and that
the student may be given, over and above the mechanical rasks that are
prerecuisite to scholarship, but are not the last end of scholarship, a sense
of living forces operazing in the materials before him, and may realize
that the true end of scholarship is uct attained with information, but
must be accomplished within himself, n a reintegretion of himself in
modes of rhythm. This was precisely the purpose of those ancient inita-
tions and mysteries with which there originated all those symbal'c “orme
of art which sill survive in “design” and “ornament,” but are no longer
for us supports of contemplation and means of regeneration, but only the
frills and furbelows of comforweble living.
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On the Loathly Bride

Nigra suwm, ted formosa . . . nolite me consderare quod
fusca sum Song of Songs 1:3

The episode of the Marriage of Sir Gawain, and more gencrally that of
the Loathly Lady Trznsformed, well known to all students of Arrhurian
Romance, hzs often been discussed.” The correct interpretation is, no
doubt, the one that is given by R. S. Loomis,” who identifies her with the
Farth Goddess and therefore with the Sovereignty—the kingdem, the
power, and the glery which he who possesses the Earth enjoys—which,
in the Ceitic sources is, of course, the Sovereignty of Ircland (Eriu).
Maost of all is Loomis right in recognizing that the archetypal pattern is
the mythologizal theme of the marrizge of the Sun god (Lug) with the
Earth (Eriu, Ire-land); and in the Hne passage in which he puts forward
the metaphysica basis of Gawzin’s (and o:her solar heroes’) multiple
marriages—his many loves being but “different manifestations, different
names for the same primeval divinity” who is also “Isis* Luropa, Arte-

[First published in Speculeam, XX (1945 ).—€D.]

LKg., (i 1. Maynadier, The Wife of Bath’s Tale (London, ryui; Grim
Library XY Lanra Snmner, The Weddynge of St Gawen and Dame Rugrnell
(Northampton, Mass., 1324; Smith College Studies in Mudern Languages, V, no.
4); Margaret Schlauch, “The Marital Dilemma in the ‘Wife of Bath's Tale™”
PMLA, XLI (1046), 416-330; G. B. Saul, The Wedding of Sir Gawain and Dame
Ragnedl (New York, 1934); A.CL. Trown, The Origin of the Grail Legend (Carn-
bridge, Mass., 1933; ¢l 7, “The [lawcfal I'ée Who Reprasents the Sovereignty” )}
J. W. Beach, “The Loathly Lady” (Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard, 1907 ).

2R. S. Loomis, Ccltte Myth and Artharian Romance (New York, 1097), ESp.
pp. 221-222 and ch. 2q.

8 Who “is adored throughout the warld in divers manners, in variable customs
and by tany names” {Apuleius, Golden se, Bk, XT). Cf. AL Jeremias, “Dir eine
Madanna,” Der Alte Orieat, XXX (1932), 12, 13; M. Durand-Lefebure, Erude
i Torigine des vierges noires (Paris, 1037). The identity of the Virgin with e
Earth Goddess is asserted iconographically in the older Christian Nativitics (c.g,
at Palermo, and in many Russian icons), where the more familiar “roined stable”
15 represented by an opened mountain, or “grotto”; cf. B. Rowland, in Bulletin
of the Fogg Art Museurn, VIIL (1939), 63: “The original reason for the ‘choice”
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mis, Rhea, Demeter, Hecate, Persephore, Diana; one might go on in-
definizely.” Accordingly, “Gawain was no light of love, for in spite of his
many marriages, it was the same goddess he loved.” In almost the same
words A. B. Cook justifies the many loves of Zeus—Dion ol Prousa’s
“common Father anc Saviour and Kecper of Mankind.™ In the same
connection there might have been cited Indre, Krishna—and Christ,
for as the “Platonist and Puritan” Peter Sterry said, “the Lord Jesus
hath his cancubines, his Queenes, his Virgines; Saints . . . who kept themw-
selves single “or the immediaze imbraces of their Love.” The Solar Spurit,
Divine Fros, Amor, is inevitably and necessarily “polyganous,” botr in
himself and in all his descents, because all creation is ferminine to Ged,
and every soul is his destined bride.®

The tale of the Lozthly Lady occurs in several Irish contexts, amongst
which that of the Five Sons of Eochaidh related in the Temarr Breg
and Echtra mac Echdach Mugmeddin may be regarded as typical” ‘Lhe

of the mountzin cave—or rather the ‘mecessity’ for i—lies deac and buried in
the mircs of the creators of the Christdan legend who had ke memories cf the
cosmological foundations of all tie great religions uf e Semitc world cating
from Sumer dchind them.”

4 Arthur Bernard Cook, Zews, A Study in Ancient Religion, 3 vols, (Cambridge,
Ly1g=10g0), 1, 9v0: “Feus as sky-fatber is in esscntial relation to an earth-mother.
1ler name varies from place to place and from time to time . . . everywhere and
always cither patent or latent, the earth-mother is there as the necessary carrelative
anc. consort of the skv-father™ For Dion, see i&id., 111, g5z, "Cf. Hera, sister of
Zevs, Tlad, XVIIL336.]

5For so longz as men sill understoed the true rature of their myths, they were
not shocked by their “immorality.” The mytas are never, in fact, immoral, but
like every cther torm ot henry (visinn), amoral. In rhis respect also they must be
distinguished from invented allegaries; their parrorn may he “imitated” riwally,
where many things zre dane which might be, Fumarly speaking, improper, The
content of the myths is intellectual, rather than moral; they must be underswod—
“Without such z consciousness it would have been evil and impious [or later
generations to inven: such baseness about their lighest god and the father of
their ideal liero, The old nawre myths are not inventions, however, but the articu-
lated acknowledginent of events which were perccived and cherefore not to be
denicd” (E. Siccxe, Drachenkampfs, Leipzig, 1907, p. 64), Just as the injuncticn
to “hate” father and mcther, brother and sisrer (Luke 14:26) was never meant to
be a rule for the active life, so when King Paciksit cannet understanc $ri Krisa-
na's behavior Sl Sukadeva saye, “Listen, King! you do not understand the dis-
tnztion, but are ‘udging the Lord as though he wers a man” (Prema Sagara.
ch. 34). Myths and fairy tales are nor moral freatises, but supports of contempla-
tion; and whoever deprecates the hero's “morals” has alrsady misconceived the
genre,

£ For the stories referred w in this paragiaph sce AJCL. DBrown, Origin of tie
Gral Legend, ¢ 5, and other references cited in ne 13 8. Ho O'Grady, Silva
Gadelica (Edinburgh, 1892), I, 327-330, and 11, 369 373 and 480-548.
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five brothers in turn go to a fountain to obtain a drink of its “water of
virtues,” but it is guarded by a most hideous hag who cemands a kiss
as the price of a drink.” Only the youngest brother, Niall, whe liks many
another hero has been reared in exile, throws his arms about her “as if
she were forever his wife”; thereupon she becomes a beautiful maiden
and foretells Niall's rule in Tara. “As at first thou hast seen me ugly,” she
says. “but in the end beautiful, even so is royal rule. Without battles :t
may not be won, but in the end, to anyons, it s comely and handsome.”
Similarly, in the story of Lughaid Laighe, only he who dares and con-
sents to sleep with the Louthly Lady is the destined king; asked who she
is, she says that High Kings sleep with her, and that she 7 “the kingship
of Alba and Eriu.”

In just the same way the Incdian goddess Sr7 (-Laksmi) is “the personifi-
cation cf the right to rule . . . (the) Spirit of Sovereignty . . . and cer-
tainly so when the relationship is . . . a marital one.”™ But this is to an-
ticipate; my intention in the presen: article is to call attention to certain
aspects of the story of the transtormation of the “Lozthly Lady” that have
hithesto heen averlooked, and, ia particular, (1) to adduce a number of
Oricntal parallels, (2) to point out that the Loathly Lady must be identi-
Sed with the D-agon ar Snake whom the hero diseachants by the Fier
Baiscr, and (3) to point out that the Loathly Lady or Dragon-Woman is
the Undine, mermaid soul, the Psyche, whose disenchantment and trans-
formation are brought about by her marriage with the Hero,

To begin with the marriage of Indra. the “Great Hero" of the Rg Veda,
to Apili, the “Urprotected.” Apild is the wooer: thinking, “What if we

71 [ully agres with ACL. Prowu's suggested equation of the fairy guardian
of a “marvellovs water” with a damsel puacdian of the Grail I would add that
all thesc are, 50 to speak, “Ilesperides.” 1 also fully agrec with Brown's observa-
don that “it iz not ineredikle that all these personages [Perceval’s sister, and
cousin, end wife, and the Grail messenger, as equated by Miss Mallon] were
originally different manifestations of one supernaturcl earth-mother who con-
trolled the plot”; and so with the suggestion that Cundrie, the hideous Grail-
messenger, who in Wauchier “transforms herself into a keauty” is “a tée who
tcok an vgly shape in arder to test the greatest of all knighs” (Owigin af the
Grafl Legend, pp. 211, 217, nn. § and 24).

%1, C. De, “On the Hirdu Conception of Sovereignty,” The Cultural Heritage
v India (Calcuttz, n.d. [1037]), 111, 258. See also G. Hartmann, Beitiige zur
Geichichte der Géttin Laksmi (Wertheim, 1933).

#RY wvigr; see full detwils and references iv H. Oertel, “Brilimana Literature,
II: Indra curcs Apala” JAOQS XVII (1897), 26-31, and Coomaraswamy, “Tihe
Darker Side of Dawn,” 1033, p. 1. Apila is a pati-deis, “who hates her [former]
lord and master,” like the “all.generating” Earth who in AV =xm.1.37, “shaking
oft the snake, chooses not Vrtra but Indra’
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go and wed with Indra? Will he not furrher, yea, and work for us, en-
rich us?” Bringing Soma, which she preparcs by chewing, es her sacri-

ficial offering, <he addresses Indra as “Thou that movesr yonder, lirtde

hero, looking round abou: upon one house after another,”™” and asks

him to “replant her father’s [bzld] head, [hzrren] field, and ‘this below
ry belly.” ™ Iudra drinks the Soma from her lips; in the words of the
Brahmana, “He, ver:ly, drank the Soma from her mouth: and whoever,
heing a Comprehensor of this [myth, or doctrine], kisscs & women's
mouch, that becomes for him a Soma-draught,” that is to say, of the
Warer of Life, of which this was the “first drinking.” It is not explicit in
the brief Rg Veda text that Apila was loathsome, bus this is ‘mplied by
the statement that Indra purifies her thrice by drawing her chrough the

18 Viggke, cf. RV vire6a.15 where Indrz is “a lirde boy” {kwmarake); iz (aeme
cf the hero's precacity end swength out of all propoerton o his size (sf “Tem
Thumb') recurs throughou: th: traditioaal lierawre: o Cuchullain as “boy-
hero,” The designadon “mannikin® las further refersnce to the very usual idertifi-
cazion of Indra, as inunenent deity, with the ‘Terson in the Righ: Eye,” analogue
ol e greater Person in the Sun; the left eye pertainirg to Indrini, and their
beatific union being consummated in the “heart,” where also the draught of Sema
is really imbised, The “housss™ of the text are, of course, the badies of the living
beings in which the solar Indra is the vivifying and conscous principle—"Thee,
O Indra, we discern in evary birth” {BD ws73). CL Jaceb Boehme, "Of the
Supersensual Life,” Dialogue 1, p. 229, in The Signature of All T aings.

11 These are, at least in one sense, the “waste ands” thar Indra “fills” or “peo-
ples’ (RV 1vrrgs): Indra is the typical “Greilwinner” of rhe Vedas. Apald's
facher is Atri; in his case, the “hair” o oe resrored is probably rays of light. The
“feld” (wroard, fortile gronnd, earca) is, no doubt, Apdld's (Earth's) own womb:
of. AV wtvo.14, where the Brice is referred to as “an animate fleld” (d@rmanei
urvard); RV vin21.3, where Indra is “Lord of the Field" (wreardpard) as in w.sp7
(Esetrapat, in connecion with Sitd, the Furrow. “whose Lord s Indra,” PGS
w.17.0): BD 140 where Prina (ofter = Indra) is “the uvnly ‘Kuoower-ofthe-
Field, ™ (ksesra-fnid), ie., of the bocy with its puwers, For “hair” = vegetation,
cf. TS vingos.t, “This [carth] was bare and hairless; she desired, let me be propa-
gated with plants and trees”; 8B mx3.1.4 (board on chin analogous to plants on
carth); and V3§ =81, where “kair” is represented by sprouts of grass and barley
[see also BU w213 and Ovid, Metamorphoses w.660]. Apala's lack of hair is a
resule of her “skin-disease™: a perallel can be cited in Ferlesvans, where the Grail
Messenger hos lost her hair at the time of the Delorous Stroke, and foretells that
it will grow again when the Grail Herc asks the fazeful qnestion; and there can
he no doubt but that, as Loomus says (Celire Myth and Arthurign Romance, p.
2%2) by “hair” she means “the bursring buds and shooting stalks of reawalened
earth.” Similarly, the “Damsel of the Car,” whose head is bald and will be 0
“unt’l such time as the Grail be achieved™; see F. Muchnic, “The Coward Knight
and the Damsel of the Car,” PMLA XLIIT (1928), 323-343. [Sec also J. . Bachofen,
Mutterrecht wnd Urrcligion (Leipzig, 1926), pp. 76, 251.]
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naves nf his (evidently three-wheeled, c¢i. RV 11542, trindbhi) solar
chariot, making her “sunskinned” at last. The longer versions of the
Brzhmanas make it clea- rthar Apialz was originally “of evil hue” and
that the purifications are removals of her scaly reptilian skins, so that
from the third lustrarion she emerges in the fairest of all forms anc as
onc to be embraced. The same story is peraphrased in Jazake No. 31,
where the strory of Indra’s marriage with Sujiid (“Eugenie™) is essen-
tially the same, but the successive purifications are spoen of as “births.”
Bevond all question, Tndra’s drinking of Soma invclves a Fier Baiser.

As in the Celtic and Creek traditions Eriu Eurooa, so in the Indian
Apala-Sujzta bears many different names, and the story ‘s weld or implicd
in mary contexts. So we have s names of Indra’s consort, Indrant: Saci,
$r1, Viraj, Uma, Sitd,*® and many others, and all these in the last analysis
are forms of the Earth Goddess, anc of onc and the same Maya-Sakti,
and ag such represent Dominion; not the Ruler himself, bur rhe Power,
the Glory and the Tortune with which he operates. In the great hymn
to the Earth Mother (AV xn.:) she is described as “whose Bull is In-
dra,” “whose Lord is Parjanya” (Indra as Rain god); she is the Mother,
Parjanya the Father, “I her son”; “adorning herself, shaking off the Ser-
pent, choosing [in marriage | not Viwa but Indra, she keeps herself for
Sakra |Indra|, the virie Bull”; she is invoksd to “establish us in the first
drinking” (of Soma),"” and w besww uper us “force and strength, in
utmost rayalty (#éstram ) . .. and fertune (#7).” The expression, “shaking
off the serpent,”* i.e,, casting her slough, is in itsell 2 prouvl of Mother
Earth’s originally ophidian nature; this is, however, explicit in RV x.22.14,
of. 11852, where she is “footless” (apadi), ic. like Ahi-Vrma, a “ser-
pent,” while on the other hand in 1m1:55.14 as Agni's Mother, “she stands
erect, with feet (padyi), adorned with many beauties”; and again ex-

12 343, the “Furrow,” znd wife of Rima. Cf. in this connection . |. Bacholzn,
Urreligion und aniike Syméole, 11 (Leipzig, 19207, qu5 (“Was aus Cewn sprrcam
geboren wird, hat nur ene Mutwer, sei es die Frde, sei e das Welb™),

2 An allusion w the “Ford of Acquisition” wnd “:hat pathway whereby they
drink of the pressed juice” (RV xr114.7), and so the archetypal draught offered
by Apila, beside the river {RV vornor.s),

1+ The “casting of the sleugh” is the ever-recurring Indian eguivalent for che
“putting off of the old man” frem whom the new emerges; and tae “shaking off
ot bodies” [physical, mental, etc.) is essentizl 1o he ascent, beczuse “no one be-
comes immortal with a body.” |CL P. Radin, Raaed of 11je and eath, New York,

1045, p. Tr2, “From . . . here have we obtained this Rite. He alone know how
to secure the power of shedding our skins for us.”
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plicit, in that Earth is the “Serpent Queen™ (sarpardyai, $B wb.9.17) who
is now represented by the Bengali “Snaxe goddess,” Manasa Devi.™

Sri (“Splendor”)-Laksmi (“Insigne”) is the well-known Indian God-
dess of Fortune (Tyche), Prosperity (the personified “Luck™ ol western
folklore) and Beauty: she is the principle and source of al! nourishment,
kingship, empire, rayalty, strength, sacerdotal luster, dominion, wealth,
an:d specics, which arce appropriated from her by the gods whose d:stinc-
tive properties they are, when she abandons Prajapati, weakened by the
act of creation (8B xr1.4.3.1 fl.). She is :dentified with Vird),'® that ma-
ternal Nature (Narnra Naturans) from whom all beings “milk” their
characteristic qualities (AV virg): and “the Virdj, they say, is Lhis
[Earth], and he who passesses the most therzof becomes the most fortu-
nate” (dresthah, superlative of i), SB xmb6.1.4c. Sri-Laksmi (in Palj,
Siri, Lakkhi) has a contrary Alaksmi (in Pali, Alakkhi), Kali (Mil. 191)
or Kilakanni (“Black-car”), the Goddess of Misfortune o Ill-luck. These
contrasted powers, as distinguished from ore another, can be thoughr of
either us sisters, of whom Alaksmi is the “Elder” (Jyesthd), or as the
daughters respectively of the (originally ophidian) Regerts of the North
and West; but lixe Durga (with whom Alaksmi is somctimes identifizd)
and Umd, and Night and Day, they are also to be regarded as the polar
forms of a single princple” Tt is explicit, accordingly, that cither can
assume the other’s form; Laksmi assumes the form of Alaksmi for the
overcoming of the Titans (laksmir aluksmi-riapeniu dandvin vadhiya, Ha-
rivaméa 3279)1 taat under other circumstances a cenverse transformation
takes place is, of course, implied. The Markundeyuy Purdna 1xxxiv.g, says
that the Goddess (Candika, Durgi, etc., who is also the Earth and Magna
Mater) “is Sri herself in the homes of well-doers, but Alaksmi in those
of evil-doers.”

In other words, the form in which the Luck appears. whether that of
Good Luck or Bad Luck (the word itself is indetermirate) is that which
is appropriate to the given situation; the person of Dominion appears ia
her form of beauty only to those who deserve her; the expression “none

15 All of the zbove material is much more fully treated in Ccomaraswamy, “The
Darker Side of Dawn” (see n. g above), where the references will ke found. Manasa
Devi is so called because the hymns of the Serpent Quesn are erafiomes secretas,
mentally (manasa), ie, silently, recited.

18 “Shining about” or "Wide-ruling™ ~/+vaj, to “shine” or “rule)” in »3fa rex,
“royal,” “realm,” etc.

17 In this connecticn c¢f. Gerda Harwmann, Beirrige zur Geschichre, pp. 13-15
and 35-42,
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but the brave (or good) deserve the fair” takes on a fuller meaning, and
could never have been better said than of the hero of a Fier Baiser. It is
precisely in respect of her fundamental polarity and changeability or
fickleness thet we can so clearly recognize the principle tha: underlies
the transformations of the Lady of the Land in Celtic cuntexts, and realize
that even in stories that speak of Fortune and Misfertune as relatives, this
still means that they are interchangezble aspects ol one and the same
“fée” or Fata. We see, accordingly, a parallel to the story of Eochaidh’s
Five Sons in Jataka No. 332; here the Bodhisatta hero is a wealthy and
generous merchant; Kilakanni (Alaksmi) and Siri (Sri), still in heaven
abave, have each of them laid claim to precedence, eud it is adjudged that
they shall descend and appear to the Bodhicatta, whose decision shall de-
termine their dispute. Kalakanni appears first in a blue-black robe (the
color of darkness and ceath), and explains that she wanders about the
world, mislezding men o rheir undoing; the Bodhisatzz refuses her. Sit
then appcars in golden radiance and, in answer to the question who she
is, explains thar she presides over such conduct as gives Lordship (is-
sariya). The Bodhisatta mekes her welcome, and she spends the night
with him, sharing his couch.

We have seen that Sri is the “personification of the right to rule . . .
[the] Spirit of Sovereignty . . . and certainly so when such relationship
is . ..a marital one.”® This marital rclation of the Ruler to the Earth is
directly expressed in the word Bhapati, “Lord of the Farrh.” i, a king.
The notion that a king is “espoused unto his Kingdom” survives at least
as late as the seventeenth century in Europe.'” In this connection there

18 See n, 11. [ have shown in Spivitual Authority and Temporal Power tn the
Indian Theory of Government, 1942 (see eso. an. 26, 45). that the Ruling (as dis-
tinct from the Sacerdetal) function is essentially teminine. This is of inferes: in con-
nection with the transformatinon motive i1 1e Wedding of Sir Gawain, waere
Dame Ragnell tells us thar what women “desyren of men aboue alle manner thyng
[is] To haue the souereynte, withoute lesyng, Of alle, bothe hyghe and lowe”
(1. 422-424). So in India likewise; for we have scen above tha Sir (8:1) is the presid-
ing genius of lordship (frsariva), and in A 11963, where the ruling passions or func-
tions of human beings are listed, that of lordship (fssariya) is assigned o ssatriyas
{the ruling class) and to women. Alike in government and marriags, the womar’s s
the power, and the man's the authority. By a tyrant or virego the feminine “power”
is abused; by legitimate king or true wife, exercised in accordance with justice.
On Sarah as the “soverzignry” see Phile, references in the Leeb Library edition,
I, %xvii,

1% Peter Heylin, Cyprianus Angelicue (1 ondon, 1868), p. 145. [t might seem, at first
sight, that some contradiction is involved in the fact that in the Wedding of Sir
Guwain and Dame Ragnell the lauer’s disenchuntmen: and cransfonmation take
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can be cited the legeads of the tounders of Cambodia. Without going
into great derail, it will suffics to cite the Champa Inscription of ap. 658,
which records that the great braihman Kaundinya,* who came overseas

1

from Tndia, “plantec his spear” in the capital (Bhavapura), where there
lived a daughter of the King of the Nagas, whom he married. Nzgas, of
course, are Snakes or Dragons, connected with the Waters, and tc say
that the Lady of the Land was ot this race is as much as to call her a
mermaid: more than one Indien dynasty traces its descent from the union
of a human orince with such an Undine® As Aymonier® remarks, “In
all the legends, the leading role is the woman’s. She is the [oundress of
the royal race. She, and not the immigrant prince, is the protectress of
the realm.” The memory of the mythical founders long survived in Cam-
bodian folklorc and ritual, and notably in the requirement, binding on
the king, to <eep with rhe Lady of the Land every night, before ap-
proaching any of his human brides. A Chinese author records, in the
thirteenth cenrury, that there was a golden tower in the palace zr Angkor
Thom at the top of which the king sleeps “all the people say that in
this tower there dwells the spirit of a nine-headed Serpent, the Lord of
the Whole Land, and that every night he appears there in the form of
a woman. I is with him that the king first sleeps and cohahits. ... 1f ever
the spirit of the Serpent does not appear, the time has come for the king
to die; if ever the king fails to come, some disaster follows,™*

olace as a eonsequence nat only of Gawain's embrace hur inasmuch as he gives her
“the sovereignty of all his bocy and goocs.” Similarly in AV 1.35.3, we fird that a
rarried woman is to rule {#f #@jats): and in A 11363 that “lordship” is proper o
hoth the rulicg class and o women [cf. Aristotle, Ceconomice 1:11]. This does
not mean that the reins of all government are handed over o her, but that hers is
the execurive power in a joint government. Dume Ragrell, i facy, uncertakes
“neves to anger, disobey, o contend with” Sir Gaweain, while in the Atharve Veds,
in the same way, the wife will “never thwars” (wi-rddi) him, Sac is the source of
his Sovercignty in that without her ke would net be @ Sovercign; the King without
a Realm is no Kiag in the same sense that as Meister Eckhast says, “Before creatures
were, God was not ‘Goc’” [ci. RV x.bBs].

' Mateorymic from Kundini, perhaps “Son of the Well.” Kundina and Kaun-
dinya arc wellzttested ald Tndian names,

£l Niginis arc still represented in Indian art as womanly from the walst up, but
with a scaly fishtail below. For Nagas generally see [, Ph, Vogel, Indian Serpent-Love
(Londen, 1925); also G. Cocdes, “La Légende de la Nagi,” BEFEO XI (rg1r).
R. Guénon informs me that there erc European families, e.g the French Lurignan,
whose descent is traced from a mermazid.

2 E, Aymonier, Histoire de ancien Cambodge (Strasbourg, n.d. [rga4?]).

23 P, Pelliot, “Memoires sur les cofitumes du Cambodge,” BEFEC II {1go2}, 145.
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There may be sume confusion in this Chinese account, which should
be taken to mean that the Lady of the T.and is the daughter ol u nine-
headed Serpent or Dragon. but appears to the king in the form of a
beautiful womzn. ‘L'he connection of Niginis with the Waters is more
significant in the present context than might appear at first sight. For,
in the Hrst place, Sri-Laksmi is the Tndizn “Aphrodite,” born of the foam
at the Churning of the Ocean in the beginning;* she is otherwise krown
as Padmi, the “Lotus,” or “Lotus Lady,” and is represented iconographi-
colly seated or standing in the fower of a lotus; while, at the same tme,
the Earth is thought of as an island flnating on the surface of the primor-
dial sea and is regularly symbolized, accordingly, by the lotus lzaf or
Jower.2® All that is a¢ much as to say tha: S is “Flora,” and by the same
woken “Rosa Mundi”s®® in Puradiso xxm88, bel fior = Virgin Mary;
and this 's not without its dearing for us here, for as Leomis (Ceizic Myth
and Arthurian Romance, p. 222) says, “we shall do well to remember
the conception of a damsel, called the Sovereignty nf Treland, who by her
erbraces confers immorrality, who gives her cup to the hero, and whose
Aoral names have some significance”; in the same connection Loomis
ctes the names of other daughters of the gods, Blathnat {“Little Flow-
er”) and Scothniamh (“Flower-luster”), and we meet with other signifi-
cant names such as Blanchefleur, Flore de la luncl, and Rosa Espania,

M Rimiyane 1.45.40-43. In rhis connection it may be observed that just as in
classical sources Cnpid is the sor of Venns, so in Indian conlexts Kimadeva (Eros)
is the son of Laksmi (Harivaméz 11535, 12483; ¢f MLl xamnina £).

2 On the lotus symbolism see Coomaraswainy, Ilements of Buddhist lconcgraphy,
1035, pp. 17-22 and nr. 28-44. On “Floating Islands” scc A B. Cook, Zews, 11, ¢75-
1015; and Coomaraswamy, “Symplegades” [in this volume—en.]. Tt is emphasized,
eg., it the $# Sukia, that the beginnings of the loms are in ths slime of the
cepths; its development and blossoming are in respense to the light of the Sun
(Mbh xt228.21 ¢f passim), that of “che one lotus of the sky,” the Sur or Brahma
(BU 11.3.5, v1.3.6)—a transformation into the same imoge. I'hat the lots repre-
scnts cqually the Earth and §ri Lakeani reflects their essential identity.

26 Just as the Earch-otus in the Vedic tradition hlooms on the surface of the
primordial Ozean in response to the dawn-shining of the lights of heaven above,
0 in the Greek tradition the Sun perceives a fertile land, Rhodos, the Rese, rising
trom the depths of the Sea, “and thers it was that Helivs mingled with the Rose,
and begat seven sans who inherited frem him yer wiser winds than any of those
of the heroes of o'd” (Pindar, Qlymgpian Qdes, vi1.53 1), On Rose and Lotwus es
symbols of the Magna Matzr see also Coomarsswarry, “The Tree of Jessc end [n-
dian Parallels or Sources,” 1026. 1 do not zuwach hiere any importance to the pos-
sibility of Indian influence; all that concerns us is the universality of docrrines and
of the formulie in which they arc expressed. The Mother of God is alwaye a
“Flower.”
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Tue whole motif of the transfermation of the Leathly Lacy or Serpent
into the Perfect Bride is reflected in the lunar periodicity of a woman’s
life, and it is, perhaps, only from this point of view that the wadiional
menstrual taboos can be rightly interprezed. ‘Lhe menstruating woman
is regarded as dangerous and baleful, alike to men and crops, and she is
often secluded where the light of sun or moon cannot reach her (lighs
1s the progenitive power, and she must not beget at tais time), What this
seclusion implies is = temporary return tc her primordial state, which is
not, so to speak, human, but uacanny. Menstruation hes olten been re-
garded as a kind of infection or possession; the suhsequent purification
followed by intercourse is the regeneration of her humanity, and a rep=ti-
ticn of the nuptial #1¢*" by which she was first “*made 2 woman” who
had been a “nymph.”

Accordingly: “She is, assuredly, the very Sri of women |Fortuna
incarnate| when she removes the soiled garment; therefure, ler the man
approach this Glorious woman (yafasvi) then, uttering a blessing; or, if
she does not y.eld, strike her with @ rod or his hand, utering the curse,
‘I, by my power and by my glory, take thy glory to myself—and she
becomes inglorious. But if she yields, the blessing, ‘I, by my power and by
my glory, bestow upon thee'—and both are glorified” (BU vr.g.7-8). All
this reflects the archetypal marriage of Sirya, the Daughter of the Sun
and paradigm of the human bride. At her wedding: “Discarded is the
Potentiality (kriya, evil, spell, enchantment)® thar clung ahaut her; her

*T Rite, sacrifice, reenacunent of cosmic relatonships; cf. $F x1.6.2.10, BU VI4.2, 3,
CU nw17.5, and the marriagz formula, “T ata Sky, lwu art Eartly, I the Chant, thou
the Verses, let us be onc, and bring forth offspring” AV xvi2.91, Fucere = sucre
facere whan, and only when, the act of kind is referred to its paradigm in diefnis—
“he act of fecundation latent in cterity.”

2 Krtyd, personified gerundive (faciendum), as “potendality” is Evil, con.
trasted with the highest Goed cheracterized by a “deing all in act” (krtakseya).
So Artya, abstractly, is often “witcheraft, enchantment, necromancy,” ex, Krya in
RV corresponds o mala (defilemert) in BU: clinging, ie., ot once like the eoils of
a snake and the folds of a garment, It is to be borne in mind that in the traditenal
doctrine about iransformation or shapeshifring z1l changes nf apprarance are
thought of in terms of the putting o or tzking off of a skin or cicak, by which acts
a proper esseucs 1s concealed or revealed, as the case may be. A werewolf, for ex-
ample, is not a species, but @ wmn who knows how to wear a wolfskin as though it
were his own [cf. Mathpewi 11.4681], This conception underlies the well-known
motif of disenchantment by flaying (Abkautungsmotiv, f. C. G. Jung, Einige Be-
merkungen zu den Visionen des Zosimos, Zurich, 1938, p. 30, and G. L. Kittredge,
Ntr Gawain and the Green Knight, Cambridge, Mass., 1916, pp. 214 1), Cur real
Self, acenrcingly, appeats only when all its disguises have been shed; the bride is
unveiied hefore her hushand; and in the same way, “across Thy [Love’s| threshold
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[new] kinsmen prosper; her husband is sccured by obligations. ‘Cast away
the soiled garment, give largesse unto brahmans!” Now harh Potentiality
gotten her feet (padvati bhétvi), and as a wife associates with a husband"’
(RV x.85.28, 29). From this “gotten feet” it is clear that the wife’s arigi-
nzl form, that clung © her, was oplidian, and, if we collate the two con-
texts, that the monthly purification, after which the woman is no longer
dangernis but most zeceptable, is a regencration thought of as the cast-
ing of the slough and a gloricus emergence, aralogous on the one hand
to Apali's anc on the other to that ol every one who “puts off” the old
man and is renewed.

We have so ‘ar seen that the Lerolc motif of the transformation of a
Lidcous and uncanny bride into a beautiful woman cannot be regarded as
peculiarly Celric, bur rather represents a universal mythical pattern, un-
derlving all marriage, and one that is, in fact, the “mystery” of marriage.
I, more than one case i is emphasized that the discnchantment is cffected
by a kiss; so, for cxample, in the story of Eochzidh’s sons, and aga‘n in
the Wedding of Sir Gawain and Dame Ragnell where, when he is back-
ward, she begs him: “For Arthur’s sake, at least kiss me.” Surely these
are “Fiers Baisers”! Ia a typical version ol the Fier Baiser, the hero
reaches the Otaerworld, Underwave. The population is enchanted. He
enters a castle. A great snake enters, and begs him, “kiss me,” but he
cefuses. The next cvening he dreams of what would have followed had he
aven the kiss, and he resolves to do so. The snake comnes again, this tme
n 2 more wcrrible form, with two heads, and begs him, “kiss me,” but
he refuses, He dreams again, and hears a voice, “Thou wouldst, neverthe-
less, have ouly dene rightly hadst thou kissed the snake.” He makes up
his mind to do so; and this time, when rhe snake enters, now in a still
more awful form, witl threc heads, it coils about him and begs, “kiss
me.” He kisses it, and “as soon as he had kissed it, the snake turned into
a beautiful maiden, as beausiful as a maiden could be. The snake was the
enchanted daughter of the lard of the castle. After the kiss, all belonging

naked all must pass” ct. Philn, Legem allegoriae 155 fi. Every “property” (in the
thearrical and othsr senses of the word) must bz dispensed wili; and only the
thread of our existence, 25 Rami says, is suitable for the eye of the neodle. Tr the
last analysis even our own bocies {personalities) zre disguises, from which only a
(the) Prince Charming can extract us: and, as JUD 111.30.4 cxpresses it “hese same
gods above heve shaken off their bodies” Even “to disappear™ is th_ough: of s a
“sutting on” of invisibility: so we find aa acept escaping from l-u.s Eﬂ?ﬂ'\l-“s_h}"
“investing his body in the tarncloak of contemplation” (] v.ra7) [ie., “wearing
nothing.” Cf. Vis 300, 302393}
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to the castle, and the whele town, were disenchanted.” In this case the
actual marriage is posiponed by the hero’s human desire to revisit his
parents in this world, but when he recollects himself, it is to return to his
bride aud the kingdom that awaits him.*® Exactly the same princples arc
involved in what may be called the Fier Baiser mangué, of which an
example will be found in Willam Morris's “Lady of the Lend” (the
second story for June in The Earthly Paradise); the herc reaches an un-
populated island, enters a ceserted castle, and finds a beautiful woman,
who tells him that in her =nchanted form, from which she is releasad
on only une day of each vear, she is a Dragon, and that if he would win
both her and the kingdom, he must kiss her in the dragon ferm, in which
she will appear to hirn on the morrow. The hero's courage fails hin,
and he flees, leaving the Dragon wailing™

‘The mozif of the Fier Baiser is tco well known for it to be necessary
to cite any other exarmboles® Our main object has been to point cut that
the Loathly Lady ancd the Snake or Dragon, Mermaid or Undine ar Na-
gini, are one and the same “Lady of the Land.” We must, however, point
out that the motif appears in the story of Apil; for it is beyand question
that she was a reotile®™ when Indra drank the Warer of Life from her
lips; the purificarinn takes place afterwards. The words of the Brihmana

@A B Wrauslaw, Siety Folk-Tales, Exelusively from Slavanic Somwvees (London,
1889, ra. 58, As B Secke remarks inoa maore general cantext, “der Drache und dic
Jungfrau sind natiirlich icentiseh™ (Drachenkimpfe, Leipzig, 1007, p. 75).

3 The barren island is evidertly a Waste Tand, which would have been repopu-
lated had the hero achieved the quest. Morris's use of mythical or magical mo:iva-
tions in his romeznces is always accurate. In the present case I co not know his
immediatz source [bur cf. Sir John Mandeville, Voiage and Travaile (New York,
1928 | see also Brown, The Origin of the Grail Legend, p. 211, 0. 7 (“Ouly a per-
sistenly brave hero wins the ugly-appeasing fée,” e,

3 References will be found in W, H. Schoficld, Stadiey on the Libearss Desconus
{Beston, 1395) (“Discnchantment by Mcans of a Kiss,” pp. 51, 199-208). CE Axcl
Olrik, 4 Book of Danisk Ballads (Princeton, 1939), p. 271, ‘The Serpent Bride,”
The wording of the Cavdeine (I Cantart di Carduinoe in Rajna, Pocmetti Caval-
lereschi, Bologaa, 1873, pp. I—44, cited by Schofield, p. 51) is significant:

Che come quella serpe fu basciata
Ells si deventd una donzella
Legiadra e adorna ¢ wtta angiclicaa,

In several other versions of the story the donrella is explicitly Gaia Donzella, Pul-
zella Graia, the danghter of Mergan le Fay, and the hesn is Gawain (F. ;. Gardner,
The Avthurign Legend in Italian Literatere, Garden City, N.Y., 1020, pp. 167-241,
308, 300). See also Coomaraswzmy, “The Sunkiss,” Tgz0.

32CL also PB ix.z14 where, s AkfOpara (fem, of Akipira, “Infinit=,” “Ocean,”
prituordial “Tortwise™), Indra’s Lride 15 described as having a “skin like a lizard’s.”
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are well worth repeating: “He, verily, drark the Soma from her mouth:
and wheever, being a Comprehenser of this [myrh, or doctrine’, kisses a
woman's mouth, that becotes fo- him a Soma-craught” The Bride is
always in some sense a servant of the Living Waters, of which the Hero
rohs her, whethe: by force or [avor: and the principle remains the same
when (as in the story of Eochaidh’s Sons) it is a draught from the Well
(of Lif=) rhar the Hag gives ouly 1 him who kisscs her, or when (as in
many other versions of the story, and as reflected in custom) she offers
him the hridal cup. We have shown: elsewhere® that the t-ue Soma Sacri-
fice (“Interior Agnihotra,” the offering of “what the Brahmans under-
stand by Soma, of which noae tastes who dwells on carth™)™ is ane of
the life-blood of the draconian Psyche—macracosmucally “the Savereign-
ty of Erin, wha 2y her embraces confers immoztality, who gives her cup
w the hero™?

It is by this draught thar the “mortal” herv, Dying Ged, Divine Eros,
child of a suoernetural Father and an carthly Mother, who has assumed
a mortal and passible hady in order o rescue his destined Drice—and
in so doing “fetters himself by himself, like a bird in the net"**—is re-
stored to his otherworldly kingdom in which the Lover and Delovec live
together happily “ever afzerwards.” On the other hand, this is a consum-
mation that may be postooned; and in this case the brical cup is rather
10 be regarded as a pledge than as a fulfilment. For it happens all to
often that the Hero is not yet altogether liberated from the ties that bind
him to this world. He would, for example, return to earth to visit, con-
sole, and say farewell to his parents or companions. It is a dangerous
undertaking, te which his Feiry Bride consents unwillingly. She provides
him with a relisman, or sound advice; but the zlisman is stolen, or the
advice ignored, with the result that the Tary Bride is Zorgotten and the
Hero tricked into marriage with an evil bride, the antithesis of the im-
mortal Beloved by whom he is only rescued at the last moment. She, for
her part, undergoes innumerable trials and lives in disguise until, by
some ingenious device, or by meuwns of a token, she succeeds in reminding
the Hero of his forgotten adventure;™ = lerhe and an anammnesis that

# “Rrmavyajfia” [in Vol 2 of this edition—Ep.].

SRV w853, 4, ct. AV XTV.I5.

23 Loomis, Celtic Myth and Arthurian Romance, p. 222,

MU ma,

" For instance, in the Pulish story of “Prince Uncxpecred” (Wratislaw, Sixty
Folk-Tiles, vo. 17), when the Prince and the youngest Princess have 2luded pursint,
the forier sees a beautifal sown, and desires to visit it; the Princess tells him rhat
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are nol without relation to :he Platonic and Indian doctrine of Recol-
lection. Or again, if the Hera has not forgotten hut loses his immortal
Bride by the infringemert of a taboo {whether this infringement be the
result of his own though:lessness, or human weakness, or brought about
by an adversary), then it remains for him to seck her out in that Other-
world or unknown City wheanee she first came, and of which the very
name and place arc strange to all those of whem he asks the way, for
who knows “where” is Qverseas or Underwave, n- east of the sun or
west o” the moon, or “when” was oncc upon a time? The thems 1s in-
finitely varied, but always the same story of the Liebesgeschichte Himmels,
the story of a separation and a reunion, enchantment and disenchantment,
fall and redemption.®®

Hero and Heroine are our two selves—duwo runt in homine—immanent
Spirit (“Soul of the soul,” “this self's immortal Self”) and individual soul
or self: Eros and Psyche, These two, cohabitant Innzr anc Outer Man,
are at war with ane another, and there can be no peace between them until
the victory has been won and e soul, our self, this “1,” submits. It is not
without reason that the Heraine is so often described as haughty, dis-
dainful, “Orgelleuse.”™* Philo and Riri repratedly equate this soul, our

if he ranst ga, he must heware of 2 beautfal child whom he must not kiss. But the
heauriful child ruas into his arms, and he kisses him impulsively, and “‘hat moment
his riemory was carkened, and ke uuerly forgor the Princess. Bony's daughzer.”
Before cng, the Prince is to be married 1o the King's daughrer, bur the Princess
takes service in the rovel kircher, and obrains leave 1o make the wedding cake; wlen
it is cut, a pair of pigeors appzars; the [emale pursues (e male, her cooing restores
the Prince's memory, he finds the true Princess, and again they make their cscape,
and ir this case safely reach the Drince’s (heavenly) Father’s kingdom. The essen-
tial motif in this famibiar patierr (ef., for cxample, the King's forgetfulness in the
Epic and Kalidasa’s versions of the story of Sakuntald, and in MU 112 the deluded
soul's forgetfulress of “its immortal Soul”) is that of the loss and recovery of
memory. This is the mythical formulation of the well known Indian and Platonic
doctrine of lethe and anammnesisy and every such story has been told, a: least in the
beginning (however it mzy hzve been “voided of content on its way down t us”),
not metely for the amusernent of “children,” whether young or old, but also to
expound a doctrine for the sake of thoss who have zars to hear and to whom it is
given to understand the mysteries of the kingdom of God. Plawo and Aristotle were
profoundly right in calling thz marvzlous “the only beginning of philosoply,” and
i equating “the lover of myihs” with “the lever of wisdom!”

33 Cf, E. Sieche, Dis Licbesgeschichte des Himmels (Strashourg, =fg2), and notc
the equation of Indra and Vrtra with Sun and Moon (normelly Groom and Bride)
in §B 1.6.4.18, 19. See alse Coomaraswamy, “Atmavajfiz,” and “Two Passages from
Dante's Paradise” [in Vol 2 of thic edition—en.].

3 Typically, for exampole, in the well known story of Enid and Ceraint; and in
the Lzy of Graelent (W, H. Schoheld, “T'he Tays af Graelent and Lanval,” FMLA
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self, with the Dragon,” and it is tais soul that we are told to “haze” if we
would be disciples of the Sun of Men.

The myth of rhe Loathly Bride survives in St. Bonavenrura’s prediction
of Christ's Marriage to his Church: “Christ will present his Bride, whom
he loved in her baseness and all her loulness, glorious with his cwn glory,
without spot or wrinkle.™ “Nor ever chast, except thou ravish mee"™—
and it is by a true znalogy that a woman “ravished” is said to be in glorza.
We can scc no other and no less meanings than these in even the oldest
forms of the story of the Loathly Lady’s or Dragon-woman's sransforma-
tion. To suppose that “old tolklore motifs” (of which the origin is
left unexplained) are raken up into scriptural contexts, in which they
survive as forcign bodies, is to invert the order of nature: the fact is
that scriptural formulae survive in folklore, it may even be long after the

XV [1go0], 137! .. M. Grimes, The Lays o] Desire, Graclznz and Melion, New York,
1528, p. 23). The maiden of the fourtain is extremely scornful, but as soon as Grae
lent Fas had his way with her, submissive and devoted, There can be no doubt tha:
the contrast of pride and humility parallels that of reptilian h-.deopsnes:(s and the
height of womanly brauly; and ene may say that the motif survives in secnlar
contexis as @ “Taming of the Shrew.”

©01n slightly different ways, corrcsponding respectively to RV x¥528 where
Krzvé is described as clinging about Stryd, and 29, where Surya is spoken of as
huving been Kriyi—just as “Soma evas Vretea!” Thus tor Phile (De apificie mund:
44, Legum allegorias 121 fE, 150 ff, 221 f1), vads i the “Man” (raticnal, hca\'?nl‘,‘,
supcrior, artst), alofijous i the “Wemar™ (irrational, earthly, inferior, maresial);
the latter, carnal “soul” (yuyn — neferh), bringing o the former the realm of
things perceived, the former, “soul of th= soul,” imposing :3r'dcr upon ‘l.hcm; anfi
Pleasure (fdopq) is the “Szrpent” -hat coils about the sensitve soul like ar ::Ivni
garment. Hence Philo's Drachenkamp] (éguopayia) i the conllict of Reason with
Plaasure (cf. HJAS, VI, 1042, 307); and the Victwory imiplies a transformation, for
wher the Seanl sithmits herself to Mind, her lawful husband, “there will be flesh no
mare, but both of them will be Mind” (cf. Hermes Léd. x.19z), Similarly for
Plutarch (Moralia 3718¢), “Typhon (8zth) is that part of the soul which 1g passible
and titanic” For Romi (Muihnuwi 11375, 2617-2619; 111053, 2548, etc.), Reason
{“zal) i the Mar, and the Soul (nafs) the Woman, and these are at war; she is
the Dragon, whom cnly the God, or Moses within you, can overcome.

4 Dominica prima post octavern epiphaniaz 121 “without wrinkle’” (sine vuga)
might well deseribe such a transformation as Apalds, whose skin was orilgr,linall}r
“rough.” Cf. St. Bernard, De gradibus humilitatis 21, “unites this soul o himsell
as a glorious bride”; Mise. Serm. 45.4, “fram the slime of the abyss™: Grace a:{d
Free Cheice .35, “changed into the same image, from glory o glory™ (Opera 1388).
Transfermations from hidesus hag tn heaunful spirit, differentdy mativared, iy be
noted here as occurring in the Hnddhist Petavasthee (SBB XII, 1042, 158 @M and
Ths ). |“The Sorn preczeced enr of the Most High to 2o znd ferch his lacy whom
his Father had eternally given him to wife and restore her 1o her former high estate,”
Meister bckhart (Evans ec., 1, 224).]
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“scripture” itself has been romanticizec or rationalized ir more sophisti-
cated circles, In whichever context they are preserved correctly, the motifs
retain their intelligibility, whether or not they are acruclly understood by
any given audience. These motils are no: primarly “hgures of speech,”
but figures of thought, and whosver still understancs them 15 not reading
meanings nzo themn, but only readivg 7w them the signficance that was
originally concreated with them (cf. Rem. 1:20).

Myths are significant, iz will be conceded: but of what? If we do not
ask the right questions, wi-h the Grail belore vur cyes, our experience of
the mythical material will be as ineffectual as that of the hero who
reaches the Grail castle and fails to speak, or that of the hero who will
not kiss the Dragon: our science will amount to no mere than the ac-
cumulation of dara, which can be classidzd, but cannot be brought Lo
life.** Myths are not distorted records ct historical events.”® They are not
periphrasric descriptinns of narure]l phenomena, or “explanations™ of them;
so far from that, events are demonstrations of the myths, The aetiological
myth, for example, was not invented to explain an oddity, as might be
supposcd if we took account only of some isolated case. On the contrary,

*2 Add to this, that cven the data will e on'y imperfecily assembled if the folk-
lore sources alone are investigated. For this reasor, no doubdt, the Svmplegades
motif in BV vr4g.3, AV xv.r.53, $B 1c.3.2, and SA rr13 (— Kaus. Up. 1n13)
has been overlocked, ac has chat of Decapitation in aumerous Tslamic contexts, for
example in Rimi, Dizan, Ode 11, “When thou sesst in the pathway a severed
head, which is rolling . . . ask of it, ask of it the seerets of the heart” and
Mathnaws, I'ahniz ed., 206.6, “1T'he more he plied his sward, the mare my head
becare.” It is rot a deificaton of human heroes, but the humanization of gods
that “literary history™ d=monstrates. On Decapitation see further Coomaraswarny,
“Sir Gawain and the Green Kright: Indra and Namuei,” 1g44, where I have also
discussed the narure of myth and folklore.

13 CL Lord Raglan, The Hero (Londun, 1936); Siecke, Drwhenkimpfe, p. 61;
N. P. NMilsson, Mycencar Origiz of Greek Mythology (Berkeley, Calif, 1932}, (p.
31, Mythology can never be converted into history); [S. Reinach, Orphess (New
York, 1gog), ch. & §28, “I: is contrary to cvery sound methed to compose, as Renan
did, a life of Jesus, eliminating the marvelous elements of the Gospel swory. It 1s no
more possible to make real hictory with myths than to make bread with the pollen
of Howers.”| It may be observed here thar wherever it 15 asserted that a given
event, such as the temporal birth of Christ, 15 a® once unigue and fusiorically true
we recrgnize an antinomy; heeanse, as Aristofle perceiverl (Metaphysics viz.iz,
xi.8.3), “knowledge (émiordpun) is of that which is always or nsually so, not of ex-
ceptions,” whence it follows that the birth in Bethlehem can enlv bz thought of s
hiszorical if it is granwed that there have also been other such “descenss™; i, for
example, we accept the statement that “for the establishment of Justice, T am born in
age after age” (DG vy, B).
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the phenomena are exempla of the myth: for instance, if we are told
“Why the Hare has no Tail,” investigation will show thar the Symple-
gades motif by which this is “explained,” cxplains tco much. It also ex-
plains how the good ship Argo Inst her stern-ornament, how the ead
of Giviok’s canoe was crushed, and how the spurs were cut from the teet
of a Celtic hero by the Acrive Door of an Otherworld castle. It is only
‘1 a luter than the “myth-making age,” and when nothing but the symbol
survives as 1 “moti=” or “art form,” that anyonz could have imagined
that the whole and complex pattern of the Otherwarld Quest or Himmel-
fakrt could have been invented ta explain a minor fact of natural his-
tory!** “Docking” is a figure; and if the function of a figurc s te e un-
derstood, it is not alone of the figure itself, hut also of its configurarion
(Gestalt), that we must take account. It is only when we realize that the
arts anc philosophies of our remote ancestors were “fully developed,” and
that we are dealing with Lie relics of an ancient wesdom, as valid now
as it ever was, that the thought of the ezrliest thinkers will hecome in-
telligible 0 #s.* We shull only be able to understand the astounding
unifarmity of the folklors motifs all over the world, and the cevored care
that has everywhere been taken t ensure their correct transmission, if
we approach these mysteries (for they are nothing less) in the spirit in
which they have been transmirted “from: the Stonc Age until now’—

¢4Op the hare and hounds see Karl von Spiess, “Die Hasenjagd,” Jahrd. [. fus-
torische Valkskunde, V, VI (1037), 243 ff. Also E. Pouter, “L'Histoire d'une Léie,”
Revue de Part ancien et moderne, XXVII (1010), 41g-436, aml Builletin de cor
resbondance hellénique (18a3). p. 227: L. ven Schroeler, Ariiche Religion, 11
(Leipzig, 1023). p. 654: and Tohn Lavard, The Ludy of the Hare {London, 10450

18 Aristolle, Metaphysies xuBzr. CE W. Andrac, Die ionische Siule (Berlin,
1933), p. 65 E. Dacqué, Das verforene Paradics {Munich, rogo): ¥, Mard, “Religion,
Plilusuply, and the College,” Revicer of Religion VII (1942) {“Men live by myths
... they are no mere poctic invention™); N, Berdyaev, Freedom and the Spirit (New
Years, 1635) (“Behiad the myth are conczaled the greatest realities, the original phe-
nomena of the spiritual life, .. . Chrissianity is entirely mytholegical, ss indeed all
religion 12"} ; M. Eliade in Zalmoxs 1T (1939), 78 ("La mémoire collective conserve
quelquefois certains détaile précis dune ‘théarie’ devenve depins longremps inrel
ligible . . . des symboles archaiques dessence purement méraphysique™), and in Re-
vista fundatilior vegale (Apnil, 193¢0, p. 19 (0 bunz parte din ornamentztia popu-
lara este ce ongine metsfzica”): J. Strzyvgowski, Sparen indogermanischen Glanbens
in dev bildenden Kunst (Heidelherg, 1036), p. 344 (“Wir misstzn woll iiberhaupt
in der Religion die Unrersche'dung zwischen Natur- und Kulwurvolkern fallen
lassen™): Franz Boas, The Mind of Primitive Man (New York, 1938), p. 156 (“This
led us o a consideration of whether the hereditary mental faculty was improved
by civilization, an opinion that did not seem plausible w© us'"}). Similar views could
be cited ad [i5.
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with he confidence of little children, indeed, hur not the childish self-
confidence of those who hold that wisdom was born with themselves.
The true folklorist must be not so much a psychologist as a theologian
and a metaphysician, if he is o “understand his material.™* Many or
most of our fairies and herces were originally gods;*” in this connectian,
the special value of the carly Indian parallels lies in the fact that here
the “deeds of love and high emprice” are still those of the gods themselves.

16 0n s subject sce Coomaraswamy, * ‘Spiritual Paternity’ and the ‘Puppet
Cutnplzx’; a §tady in Anthropological Methodology,” 1945.

87 Diy Krone (L. 20622) still refers to the Grail Bearer as “die gotinn= Walgetin”
{Leomis, Celtic Myth and Arthurian Romance, p. 284).

(V'S
~]
=

Le Corps parsemé d’yeux

Profcssor Raffaele Pettazzoni's informative discussion of certain divinities
as many-eyed or covered with eyes shows that this symbolism is of almost
universal distribution, “ct mémc teés ancienne” He rightly recogn:zes
that the symhclism is connecred with “l'idée ‘de l'omniprésence et de

L]

I'omniscience de Dicu.”” Our understanding of the symbolism can never-
theless be carried ruch farther and explainec in connection with the whole
doctrine of the Spirit and of Light.

In the first place, let us remark that all of the divine forms under dis-
cussicn are solar. This is sufficicntly cvident in the cases of Argos, Purusa,
Indra, Mitra, Horus, and Chrisr. Thar Argos functions as “cowherd” re-
calls the designation of Indra and of the Sun as gopat/ in the Rg Veda and
Makabharata, and the more so if we remember thar the Farth in Vedic
tradition is a “cow.” The Tetramorphs or Cherubim of Ezekiel 1:5 ff. and
10:12 ff, with their many eyes, are connected with the Spirit and with
Light and are evidently four aspects, reflexes, ar powers of the “glory of
the God of Israel above them” (Ezekiel 10:19). They are represented in
Christian art in the form of a man with many wings and three accessory
heads—:hose of an ox, a lion, and an eagle, representad by protomas n an
arrangement closely resembling that of the nimbus of the solar deity at
Dekhtas-i-Nashirwan, where, however, the eagle occupies the center and
the number of the animal protomas is doubled? As regards Satan, it is
more than doubtful whether it is Saran as such and nat rather Lucifer in
the proper sense of this name that is intended by the “Angel of Death”
[This essay was first published in Zalmoxis, II (1030).—ED.]

**Le Corps parsemé d'veux,” Zelimoxis, T (1938), 1-12.

2The Terramorph as a wype of Christ is an aspeet of the Sun. Cherubs, dowever,
as such, are not God but rether, gales of e spirit on which God rides (Maruts)
(cf. Pselmis 18:10); they are distinguished by their “excess of knowledge”™ of Ced
(Sum Theol. 1.108.5), being in this respect superior cven to the Thrones, and from
this point of view their many eyes may be said to imply their “immediate knowl-
rdge of the types of things in God”; they see what He sees (in the “eternal mir.
ror”) and in this respect as He sees.

For the rimbus ar Dokhtzri-Nashirwan, see A, Codard and J. Hackin, Les Aan-
tuguités ponddhiques de Bamivan (Brussels, 1928), p. yo.
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in the Babylonizn Tzlmud; for “Death™ is one of the highest rames of the
God that both quickens and slays, separates and unifies, and is always
identiG=d in Vedic tradition with the Sun and Spirit (8B x52.3, 12-15;
x1.2.2.5; KU 1.16, ctc.), As regards Christ, it may be cbserved that tae seven
eyes of the Apocalyptic lamb, “which are the seven spirits ol God sent
forth into all the earth” (Rev. 5:6), correspond to the “seven gifts of the
Spirit” zs well as to the “seven rays of the Sun.” so often referred w in
the Vedic tradition.? The seven eves of the Lamb are represented in Chris-
tian art in -he head and not on the body, for example in the dome of
the church of St. Climent de Tahulla {Spain);* here the Lamb is found
in the circle that corresponds ro the sclar “eye” of the dome, where the
Pantakrator is morc often seen (Figure 1r).

The connection of the eyes with the Spirit and with Liglt provides us
the key to the meaning of the symbolism elsewhere. Unce we have recog-
nized that the eyes are those of the “Sun of men” (sdryo nrn, RV 1.140.4),
the “Light of lights” (RV rr131; BG s, exc.), that the Sun is the
spiritual essence (arman) of all that is (RV 1.115.1); onee we Liave under-
stood that light is progenitive (TS virr.rr; SB vin7.1.16),° that the Sun’s

3See Cnnmsraswamy, “The Symbolism of the Domes” [in this volume—sv.],
ard René Guénon, “La Porte étrnite,” Erudes rraditionelies, XLIII (1938}, 447-448.
The seven rays of the Sun are represenwed by the six spokes and the center of a
sixspoked wheel or six-rayed “star,” or wore rarcly by a seventh ray differing in
form from the rust

+1n rae Catalan paintug tie Lanb has thres eves on one side of the nese and four on
the other, The Irish solar hero Cuchullan hed cither seven pupils in each eye (W.O.E.
Windisdly, ed, Die altiische Heldensage Tain BS Cielnge, Leipzig, 1905, p. 169] o7,
according to anothor version, four pupils in one eye and threz in the other (Zest-
sehrife fiir Celtisehe Philologie, 111, 1901, 230). St Columcille’s pupil, Baithin, is saud
to have had scven pupils in each sye (Manus O'Donrell, Life of Celumaille, ed. and
tr. Andrew O'Kelleher, Urbana, I, 1918, p. 362). The latter refer=nces are taken
from R.A.S8. Macalister, “The Goddess of Death in the Branzeage Art and the Tra-
ditions of Irzland,” IPEK (1026), p. 257.

 Ker this reason the highest deities erz also “gods of ferility.” In Navalo
mythelogy virgirs are referred to as “non-sunstruck girls” And this is another
aspect of the divine omniscience, for the erotic significance of the veib “w krow™
is a very old one, “God is the master of all generutive puwer” (Tlermes, Aeclepius
21 cf 174).

The solar deity being “dwonsand-eyed,” each cye implying a “ray,” and because
“light is the progenitve power,” “thousand-cyed,” *‘thousand-rayed,” and “thou-
send-membered”  (sahasra-muska, sabasra-retas, BV) are equivalent concepts, and
Sivana rightly interprets RV vinnig.y2 mugkans, by tejins. These consirlerarions
explain the traditional connection of the phallus with Hame (*T'he ‘flamboyant
character of the linga is also quite evident in puhlic worship . . . the solar flame,
the Hery essence, the ‘tejas,’ the ‘iejas’ heing the sex organ,” F.D.E, Bosch, “Het Lin-
ga-heiligdom van Dirajz,” Madjalah unink ilmu dukasa, ilme biemi dan ketbudujuan
Indonesia, LXIV (1524), 232, 257.
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many rays are his sons (JUB 1.9.10), that he [ills these worlds by a divi-
sion of his essence (dtmanam vibhajya, MU vi26), althaugh remaining
undiviced, i.e., a totel presence, amongst divided things (BG xmr16 and
xvi11.20), being thus one in himself and many in his children (SB x5.2.10),
and thar he is connected w each of these children by the ray or thread of
pneumatic light (sitratman doctrine, passim) on which rheir life depencs,
it will not be difficult t uaderstand how it is that the Light of lights who
is himself the one eye of all the gods, Varuna's eye, must also appezr to
our iconographic [aculty to be many-cyed. For while the divinc omnis-
cience is not derived from objects external to itself, but from their idezs,
composing the “world picture painted by the Spirit on the canvas of the
Spirit” (Sapkaricirya, Svaimaniriipana g3), so that the vision of all thar
is in time or space as il in a mirror constitutes a single act of being, apart
from rime, we cannct thus represent it to ourselves. From the standpoint
of our multiplicity, the Sun is central t 4 cosmic sphere, to the boundarics
of which its innumerable rays® extend in every direction, so that the dark-
ness is filled with Ight; and il these rays are spoken of as a “thousand,”
it is because “a thousand means everything” (8B, pasiim), and ir is by
means of these rays that he knows the cxpressed forms to which they ex-
tend, If we recall the treditional theory of vision, we shall understand
that every one of these rays implics an “eye” or “pupil” from which it
proceeds and an eye to which it extends and through which it passes: for
in this theory, vision is by means of a ray of light projectec from the cyc,
end it is rather He that sess in us than “we’ that see.” God, in erms of
human concepr, verbal cr visual, is therefore Argos-cyed, decause He sces
all things. Indra is preeminently the “thousand-eyed” and “Indra art
Thou ta the mortal worshipper” (RV v.3.2), that is, conceptually, but in

8 Fach of which, for the individual to whom it extends, corresponds ro the
“seventh and best” ray refzrred o above.

TJUB r.28.%: “That ray of His, heeoming sight is present in all his children;
whoever sees, it is by means nf His rzy thar he sees”; He, whose outlcok is through
beings (vo bhitebhir vyapaivaia, KU w.6) and thus appropriates the objects of
perception (zfsayan aei, MU 11.0; visayan upasevate, BG xv.g). CL Plaw, Timacus
478, and Ram?, Mathnawi .27, Mirsad G55 ([ aud 69201, (cted by Nicholson
on Muthnowi 11293 with reference o the Koran, xxiv.35) correspond almost ver:
bally :0 MU 16, Also cf, Dlutarch, Moralia 3554, Osiris “many eyed”; Hesiod,
Werks wnd Days 265, “Eyc of Zeus, secing all”; Heb. q:13, “all seeing”™y MU vi8,
sahasriksena, thousand-eyzd; Mikir Yait xxxunigqr (SBE Vol 23, Oxford, 1843,

119-58), xxrv.145, Mithra “of a thousand eyes . . . & thousard spies . . . all know-

ing”: AV mv.z6.2 and 5, Varura: “thousanc-eyed . . . his spies lcok over the earth™;

SH ¢332 F., "0 Agni, thousand-eved, suparpa . . 7, RV x81.3, “the Sole God,

who has eyes 01 all sides™; cf. TS w621 and KB v, “he of a thousand eyes.”
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reality “not what men worship here” (ne'dam yad idam upasate, JUB
w.18). We are reminded of this by the fact that it is one being that has
many eyes, the number depending upon our pein: of view and not upon
the being itself, who is zhe “Eye” (RV x835 bhuvas caksus, x1v2.12
vitvasya caksus; Buddhist cakkhum loke, Jaina cakhhu logassa).
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The cxpression brakma vrksa, “Brahma-tree,” in the Mahabhdrata (Aiva-
medha Parva x1vi.ag), points backward to MU vi4, where the Ore A$-
vetcha is identified with Brahmens SA x1.2, where the Brahman stands up
as a great green Tree; and finally to the question asked in RV x.31.7 and
x.81.4, “What was the Wood, and what the Tree, of which they fashioned
Heaven and Farth,” with irs answer in ‘TB n.8.0.6, “The Wood was Brah-
man, Brahman the Tree, of which they fashioned Heaven and Earth: it
is my deliberate word, ve knowledgeable men, that there stands Brahmar,
world-supporting.™ Bearing in mind the equivalence of Mitravaruaau
and apara and para Brahman, and the designation of Varuna in the Rg
Veda ard of Brahman in the Brihmanes and Upanisads as vaksa, it can
readily he seen in what sense Brahman is thought of both as root and
branch of onc and the same Tree. The Brahman being a single essence
with twn natures (dwaidhibhavah, MU virr.8), “in a likeness anc not in
any likencss {mértam camirtam ca), mortal and immorzal, local and per-
vasive (sthitam, yat), existent and heyond (saz, tyar), solar (ya esa tapair)
and intrasolar” (va esa ctasmin mandale puruszh, BU m31-3, . MU
[This study was Frst poblished in the Quarterly Jotrnal of the Mythic Society
(Bangalore), XXIX (1038).—ED.]

1 Ti‘_is d;jes not, as 1‘:‘_].3!\: at ﬁ;rst sig}lt ';)c supposr:d, l'.1:l|-<r:‘ Of B‘nhm:m a m:-_'reri.-il
canse of the world, but an spparizional eanse. Skr. wana, “wood,” like Gk, 1iAn, s
neithes “matter” nor “nature” in the modesn serse of these words. In the Indian
tradition, the world 15 2 rtheophany, and “that which flls space” and by which
I‘hE Brahman enters inic the wosld is “form and phenomenon™ (nama-ripa, as iu
$B x1.2.3.4 and 5): it is by these powers of denomination anc appearance (aat the
divine possibilities of manifeszation are expressed and can be apprehended in the

dimensioned costios, In vihier words, the process of “crcation” is a “measuring
out” (root ma) of these possibilites; in this sense the divine procession is per
wrtem. The word maitrd, “measure,” corrcsponds etymologically te “matter,” but
not to the modern concept of matter, which concept is altogether foreign to the
Philosophia Perernic. Maged (explained by Sayans as cvardpem, ‘own appearance.”
in his Introduction te RV) corresponds almest exactly tn “number” as characteris-
tie of “species” in Scholastic philosaphy.
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V1.3,15,30, etc.), Brahma-tree is necessarily to be considered from the
same puoint of views in other words, either as rooted in the dark ground
of the Godhead and as standing up and branching out in the manifested
Cosmus, and therefore inverted, ur as consisting of a continuous stem
having two parts, of which cne extends as the Axis of the Universe from
Eurll: to Ilcaver, while the other branches above the roof of the world in
Paradise.? In accordance with RV x.21.2 “His shadow is bath of desth
and of inmunortality,” we can idertify these “parts”™ of the Tree with the
Tree of Death and Trze of Life of other traditions,

A wofold division, cosmic and supracesmic, of the Axial Column is
clearly enunciatec in AV x.7.3, where the skambha (in which the Devas
inhere “like branchies ol & wee abeut its trunk,” the solar Trec in which
the Brahmen-Yaksa moves 01 the face of the waters, i&id., 28) is fourfold,
three of its members (ungy) correspording to carth, air, and sky (the
three worlds of the cosmos), while the fourth “stands beyond the sky™
(tisthaty wetaram divah). This division is alrcady explicit in RV x.90.3-4,
where the Person’s “one foot is all beings,® and three feet immortality in
heaven (amrtam divi); with (hree fest he is up above (drdhvalh), one
foot of him is that which 1s born repeatedly (abhavat punah),” and re-
peated in MU vir.1r.g, where the Brahmar “moves (caratz) with one foot
in the three (stat:ons), and with three in the higher (uttare),” of which
the “fourth” station, “beyond that ol sleen” (supsiz parak), is the “greatest”
(makattaram ). This involves, of course, the usual trinizarian arrangement

£ This is, of course, the situadon depicted iu hypacthral treeshrines; sec Coo-
waraswamy, “Early Indian Architecture: I Cites and City Gates, L Bodhi-gharas,”
1930, In e sawe way, “King Volsung let build a noble hall in such wise, that =
big oak tree stood thercin, and that the Jimbs of the tree blossomed far out over
the roof of the hall, while below stood the trunle within it, and the said tree did
men call Brenstack” (Vélsunge Sega, travs. Magnusson and Morris, ch. 2; abserve
thet “Branstock” = “Burning Bush™). In the same way, in the Shaman treeshrines,
the tep of the Tree orejects through an opening in the root, thrangh which ir is
possible to pass from one world o another (Lno Heolmberg, "Der Baum des
Lebers” Annales Academise Scieaticrum Fennicne, XV, 1092223, 28, 30, 122),
which “lufler” is the same as the “Sundonr™ of the Vedie tradition,

#The “one foot” of the Sun as Ala Ekapad, eg., in RV viLg1n8, where Varuna
“with his bright foot ascencs the vault, with the Pillar holds zpact the paired
spheres, upholds the sky™ (areing pada ndkarm & wruhal shamblens vi rodasi ajo e
dyim adharayar), The Atman thus by means of 15 rays, “proceeds muldfariously
born™ {carati buhndha jayareanah, Mund. Up. m2.6); and ir is thus “with the Eye
(Sun) that the Person ranges [cerati) all measured things” (mazrak, MU vi6).

+ Or better, “beyond the Great,” iz, beyend the Sun, of. KU i1, mahat-param
avyaktara, and viy, mahaio ‘vyahtam uitatam.
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of the Brahman, which makes of the procceding ceity Three Persans
(Agni, Indre-Vayu, Aditya) anc of the transcendent deity One Prirciple
in whom the distinction of these Perscus s lost.”

Thought of, then, as Pillar or lree, the Person, Brahman, Prajipau,
stands in part within the cosmos and in what is a greater part also out
beyond the sky. AV x.7.10 asks where in the Pillar are these parts, “the
Existen: anc the Nonexistent” (asac ca yatra sac cinta sgambhare, tam
brihi).? The answer follows in verse 21, “The (higher)’ kindrecs know

s Tae fourluld arrangement is made in two cifferen: ways, The Allowhole,
Thac Ouc, is triple within the cosmos anc single beyend. On the ather hand, 1-
ic only with anc foot o= pact, a fraction (amdéz, BG xv.7) as iz were of tae whele
of the Divine Being, that he moves in the Three Worlds, and with th-ee fezt or
parts, that is to say the majer pars, that he transcends these warlds, ‘T'hat infinite
“part” of the Divine Belng which is insusceprible of manifestation includes, but
also exceeds that finite “part” whica czn be manifsstec: the Whole consisting
therefore bo-k of 2 known and an unknown, shown and ursaown, syakedoyakean,
[Cf. TUB 1.33.9, wita refersnce to the fourfcld sun.]

B1n the beginning, when ther= is as yet no differentarion of cosmic space { rafas)
frora the Empyrean (eyoma), or day frem right ("Mitre is the duy, Varuna the
night,” PR rxv.1o.10), there is in the same way no distinetion of arn Ox:sient from
« Nenesistent, hur only Tha: One (#dsed ain 2o sed 30 .. @it . .. tad ckam,
V wrag, 2-3) ‘not to be spoken of as either th: Existent or the Nor-existent”
(nig sat tan nirad wevaie, BG xmiz), becavss I by beyond all alternatives, Tn the
same way RV x55, where Agnt (Vanaspad, “Lord of Trees” RV passim) is
sadasar in the Empyreau; Brahman, ssdesat in Mund. Up. 1m.z.1, and Prina in
Prasina Jp. 11.5-5.

On the other Land, when the Uaiverse comes intc existence, and a logical dis-
tinction of the Txistent from the Nonexisten: supervenes, this “Existent is born
of the Nonexistent” (RV 5722, asateh rad afiyata, echoed in TU 17, awat . .. tato
vai sad ajdvata) s or as St Thomas Aquinas expresses it, Sumr. Thenl. 145.1¢c, “oportet
considerare . . . cmanaonem . . . totius eatis o censa wniversali quae et Deus ...
ita creatin, quac est emanaito totius esse, est ex nom erte, queod e nihil” Cf. also
Chatlotte Raynes, Coptre Gnostic Treatise (Cambridge, 1033), Do 52, “The sevenih
Decp is the Doar of Nonbsing, trom ent of it came forth all Reing™ and the teach-
ing of Basilides, reported hy Hipoelyws, “Thus the Nonexiswent God made the
cosmos o1s of the Nonexistent” [Padasophumena; or, the Refutation of Al [levrestes,
tr. K. 1egge (ondon and New York, 102:), vitars cf. Mathnmed v.1o26].

7 “Higher” we take from verse 25, paro jand/, wicieas in Sayana’s comment on
RV x.120.1, paras = parastid uparidedz. The intended contrast of (pare) jani vidah
in the first line with manyanie 'zare jondh in the sccond line is conspicuous: it is
the wsual distincion of what is perokse frem what is pratyaksa—what the gnis
loow in oriaciole, men know only in fact. The distinetion thus drawn is empha-
sized i1 JUB 1v.18.6, where the Brahmen is “not that which men worship here™
(nedam yad idam wpisste), hough “even as ren warshio him, so he hrcomerh™
(yethépasats tad cva bhavati, SB xg2.20, ¢f RV wvgqb). CL MO ws, “These
[Agni, Viyu, Aditya, cte] are the preeminent forms of the immortal, anembodied
Drahman. . . . Thess ore should meditate upon «nd praise, but then deny. For
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the steadfast Nonexistent bough as the supernal; these below who worship
this thy pough ars aware of it as the Existent” (asac-chakham pravisthantim
paramam va jand viduh; uto san manyante'vare ye te $Gkham wpasate),®
and verse 23, “I'ke higher kindreds call that One limb of the Pillar the
Norexistenl” (¢kam tad apgam skambhasydsad @nul paro janah);' verse
26 substitutes “Ancient” (puranam) for “Nonexistent” (asar). We defer
the question of whether the lower pert of the Pillar must be thought of
as inverted with respect to the higher, hur call awention to the fuct Lhat
the Pillar, ‘u its lower and cosmic cxtension, may properly be called a
“Tree of the knowledge of good and evil,” for as MU viLinb (cited
ahove) continues, “The tweofold nature (dvaitibhiva) ot the Great
Spirit (mahdtmanah, the Sun) is for the sake of experiencing both the
trie and the [alse (swbyanrespabhagarthah),” by which “rrue and falsc”
are clearly denoted the two worlds, respecrively celestial and infrasolar,
immortal and mertal, designated in SB 1.g.3.23 as superauman (amdnusa

by thess cne moves higher and lLighe: in the worlds. But in the universal dissclu-
tion he arains the unity of the Person, yea, of the Person™; and Szeem. Theol. 111.02.1
and 3, “Cur most perfeet knowledge of Him es wavfarers is to know tha: He is
above all that our inwellect can conceive, and thus we are united to Him zs w0
sornething unknown,”

Those to vhom the designation nateaiikba is applied in RV nrs53.14 12 probably
the same as the aeare ve te iakhim upasate of AV x7.21, 1e, "morzals here below™
as contrasted with the {paro) jandh and devé . paro panah of AV x.7.21 and zs.

§ Por Whimney, AV x.7.21 is 3 “highly abseare verse,” chiefly because, as usual, he
rmakes no effort whatever to understard ir; he does not evea take the trouble Lo
consider it in connection with arher verses of the bymn in which it vceurs, much
less to refer to such texts as RV viL4r.8, Tt would have been wo much, perhaps,
to expect of Whimney, whose knowledgs of metaphysics scems to have been nil,
to equate Vedin skambha with Gresk stowros, or Gertaanic frminsil, or to refer
1o the universal dnetrine of the Axis of the Universe, wiich is so fully ilustrated
in th= Vedic rracition. He has at least the grace to call Lis vession “only me-
chanicz]”

With AV x.7.21 may be compared Chuang-tzu, ch. 1, “Now if you have a big
tree enel are ar 2 loss what to do with it, why not plant it in the dumain of non-
exisenze, whither you might betake yoursel? o inacticn by i side, to blissful
repose hencath its shadef”

? Evidendy related to AV x.7 as cited, with its distincuon of two “branches” and
two kindreds (paro janah and arare ye), is TS 135, 1 have found thee [the
Trez to be felled as sacrificial post] hitherward with respec: w the yonde: kindreds,
but yender with respect to those here below" [arvak fve paraie ceindan, paro
‘varags tpd, uaderstanding janaih after paraih and avaraik), the sensc being that
although it is an “existent” trez that is acwally Lelled, it represents the “norexistent
branch™ to those of the avare ye te fikhion upisate who undesstand. [Cf Mathnaws
V,10265.]
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— daivya) and human (mdnuia), tue (satyam) and false (anrtam); L
the distincdon in CU vun3.x of true desires (saiydf kdmah) and these
came desires “falsified” (anztdpidhanah), the former to be found Ly
going “thewe,” the latter those that men purcve “here.” Indeed, it fol-
lows inevitably from the doctrine of “one essence and twu natures” at-
tributed to Varupa, Agni, or Brahman throughout the Vedic rradition,
that insoZar as the Teity is represented by a Tree. this can only be thought
of cither as z single Tree to which the contrasted aspects of the Deity are,
as in RV 116420, differently related, or as two different Trees, respectively
cosmic and supracosmic, man:fested and unmanifested, but indwelt
throughout by the single Brahman-Yaksa,

This duality is cxplicit in cornection with the puldse (tree or leaf),'s
expressly identified wirh the Brahman in SB 1.3.3.4, v1.0.3.7, and viLLIS.
In JUB 12¢.3, we find that just as heaven crnd earth are represented by the
two whez!s of the sala charior, separated and coanected by their common
axletree (aksa; the “scparating breath,” eyana of RV x85.12 and SB
vir1221), so they are represented by “two palafas,” piliared epar: by their
common stem or truck (yathd kdsthena palise viskabdhe sydiim ' aksena
vi eakrav, evam etena |antariksena)'® imau lokau viskebdhar); and this
is quite in accordance with RV x.135.1, where Yama's supresoler Paradise
is “in a fair paldfa tree” (vrkse wpalite), evidently the same as the
afvattha of AV v.a.2, Yama's szpaliia is the higher of the “two paldfas” of
the Jarminiya Upanisad Brahmana. The memory of these rwo paldsas, or
twotold palifa, seems to be preserved in the name of the Daipaldsa céiya, u
famous yaksa shrine referzed to in the Uviraga Dacio 3.7

The problem presents itsclf again in connection with the Soma as Tree
of Life. For of “the immortal nectar hid in keaven” (divt . . . amrram

10 Palisa may mean cither “tree” or ‘caf?; if the later, we should render in
BV w1351 “in a fairleaved wee,” and understend in JUB “two leafy [irees].”

11Tt s no doubt from the same point of view that in TS vi.2.83, the enclosing
sticks er= made of palaie “for the holding apart of these worlde” For kiaghsd ag “geal
post” see TS 82, PB 135 and KU unrr.

1 Hegven and Earth, originully together, are separated :n the beginning hy that
which intervenes, viz. the cosmic space, equally = fiery, pnenmans, and lum:nous
prireiple, JUR explains wntarikea by antaryaksa (“ineraxle” or “inter-eye”), $B
VL1903 by antard cher (Cimtersight”). “Intereye,” of course, beeause Suan is the
“Eye” (o the “needle™) whose spiritual rays, pillars, or fect, are axes at the same
tirme separating and connecting Eeaven and Ferth, Knower and Koown.

& Daipalise corresponding to te (dev) pafade of JUBD. Dédpelisa also occurs
in the alwrnadve Lo Dagpalise, where we assume a connzetion with Skr. desza
or Peli dustiye rather than with da# as “messenger”; of. Hermann Jacchi, “Kalpa
Stra,” in Abh fir dic Kunde des Morgenlandes, VII (1%79), 124, M. 27

»
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nigilham, RV vi44.23-24), “that which the Brahmans know as Soma,
nonesoever drinks on earth” (RV x.85.3-4), but on the contrary, of various
svhstitutes, notably the myagrodia (pippal): in AB virat, “The nyagrodha
is metaphyvsically (paroksam) king Soma; metaphysically [transubstan-
tiallv, the Temporal power (ksazriya) attains o the form of the Spiritual
power (brahmano ripam upanigacchati) by means ot the priest, the initiz-
rion, and the invitation™; similarly KB x11.5, where the Sacrificer (if him-
self a priest) partakes of Soma “mentally, visually, aurally,” etc, and
“thus by him yonder Soma, the king, the discerning, the moon, the [ood
1s eaten, that food yonder that the Deves eat.” We have thus to do with
a Soma up above, and another “Soma” heze below: the former is partuken
of only transubstantially.

The Avestan tradition also knows of two Haoma trees, & white and a
vellow, heavenly and carthly; the relevant texts are colleeted 1n W. H.
Ward, Seal Cylinder: of Western Asia (Washingron, D.C, 1910), pp.
222-236. The Gokart or Gaokarena, the White Haoma risen trom the
midst of the sea Vourc-kash,”* where it sprang up oa the first day, is the
Tree of the solar Eegle (soena or simurgh, corresponding to the Incian
fvena, garuda, suparna); it is sometimes confused with and sometimes
disringuished from the “Trec of All Seeds” which grows beside it (there
is no hint of an inversion), cf which the seeds, sent down with the rain,
arc the germs of all living things. The notion of a “Tree of All Seeds™?
corresponds to the Indian conception of the Tree or Pillar as a single form
in which all other principles inhere (RV x.82.6; AV x.7.38, etc.). In the
old Semitic tradition, likewise, viz., in Genesis 3, a distincton is made
between two Trees, respectively of the “Knowledge of Good and Evil,”
and of “Life”; man, having caten of the former, is driven out of the
Garden of Eden, the gate of which is defended aga:nst him by Cherubim
and a “Aaming swnrd which turned every way, o keep the way of the
Tree of Life.” Both of these Trees are “in the midst of the garden” (Gen.
2:9), which is as much as ro say “at the navel of the earth.” One is tempred
to ask if these Trees are not in reality one, a Tree of Life for those who
do rct eat of its fruits and a tree of life-and-death for these who do; just
as in RV 1.2164.20, the Tree is one (saméanam vrksam), and of the Eagles
there is one that is all-seeing, and another who “cats of the fruis™ (pippa-

1t The Indizn ‘I'rze grows lkewise in the midst of ocear (RV n182.7, wvhso
Risthito madiye arnasah).

13 In Purpgatorio xxvit118-10, the Earthly Paradise is describec as “full of every
seed” (d'ogni semenza é piena), the origin of such planis zs can grow here belew.
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lom atti). The words of verse 22, “upon its top, they say, the fig 15 sweet;
none getteth it who knoweth not the Father,” imply (what is explicit
clsewhere in connection with the rites of climbing)'™ that all the differ-
ence between lifc-and-deeth on the one hand and Eternal Life on the other
can be expressed in terms of eating of the ruits ol the lower branches,
and of the fruit that is only for the Comprehensor who rzaches the “tap
of the trze™"

Tle Zohar (Shelah Lecha) distinguishes the Trezs as higher and lower:
“Observe thar there are two Trees,”™ cne higher and vae lower, in the
one of which s life and in the other death, and he who confuses them
brings death upon himself in this werld and has no portion in the world
o vome.” These Trees are nevertheless so closely related that a transmuta-
tion can ke effected: “This verse (Prov. 11:22) testifies that whoever gives

16 AB w.ao—21: JUB nr1g; PR wvnniogo; on climbing, see SB vzsil. We
propose to deal with the climbing rites (Vedic and Shamanistic) on another occa-
sion: of. Coomaraswamy, “Pilgrim's Way,” 1337, and “Seayemétrpps: Janua Cozh"
[in this volume—en.].

17 These are also the implications of KU wuwt, rieen pibaniau . . . parare parard he,
considered in coanection with RV x145.1, vrkse supulite devaih sampibate yamed;
RV n164.12 piteram . . . diva dhuh pare ardhe pierigtpant; and SP x1.2.3.3, wherz the
Brahman, having complewd lis creative activity, pardrdbam agacchat = “rested
on the seveuts day.”

1% The vertical trunk or axis of the Kabbalissic Tree of the “Ten Splendors™ di-
rectly connects the highest (Ketaer) with che lowest (Malkuth). The latter cor
responds to all that is implied by “Field” (%setra) and “Lows” in the Vedie tradi
don, and i3 “n a senss external o the system of which it :s th= last member™; it s
its reflection, When wa represent the Sephiratic system as rhe Man, Malkuth is
“under his feet” (Le Voile d'Isis, XXXV, 1030, 852). 'The sixth Splendor (Tifereth)
occupizs a position on the vertical axs carresponding tn the “heart” of the Man
{and to the “nail of the Cross” in the Acts of Feter); it is from this point and lovel
that the “branches” (the enntrasted fourth and fifth, and seventh and cighth Splen-
dors) a-e extended. ‘I'his sixth Splendor (Tifereth, “Beaury”™) thus correspands o
the Sun, whar is above it being supracosmic, and what below infrasolar and cosmic.
The ninth Splencor is represented by that luwer part of the vertical axis which is
in immediate contact with Malkuth (it answers tiere to the point of Incra’s vajra
and of the Grail “lance”); “[elle’ corrzspoad, en cffcct, & Porgane générateur mile,
gui projeue davs la réalisation effective les germes de toute chose” (284d., p. B515
of the Avestan “Tree of 2ll sceds™). Fer a representation of this “Tree” see Le
Voile d'sis, XXXVIII (1933), 230. From this summary description it may be in-
ferred that the upper part of the Tree (above Tifereth) being erect, the lower part
‘extending downwards frem Tifereth to Malkuth, ie, Snn m Moon = Earth)
ie inverted or “reflectzd,” and understnod very clearly just how it is that whoever
canfuses the higher witk the lower part “brings ceath upon hirself in s world”
(all thar is nader the Sun being in the power of Deal, 8B 1.3.3.7, ¢we. ). Tor some
further deails see Zokar, V, 401-404. As remarked by A, E. Crawley (T#he Tree of
Life, London, 1905, p. viii) “Later ages , . . have, in morc senses than one, madz an
error of identfcation, znd have taken the Tree of Knowledge for the Tree of Life”
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to the poor induces the Tree of Lifle w add of isell w the Tree of Death,
sa that life and joy prevail on high, and so thar that man, whenever in
need, has the Tree of Life to stand by him and the Tree of Death to shicld
him"” (Zohar, Beha "Alotheka).”” The two lrees are also contrasted as
follows: “All uver-souls cmanate [rom a high and mighty Trec . . . and
all spirits from another and smaller ‘Irze ... when these unite, they shine
with a celestial light. . .. For the feminine is in the image of the small
Tree . . . the lower, feminine Tree, and had to receive life from another
Tree. ... When the Holy Oune grants the sinner grace and strength to
accomplish his return to righteousness . . . the man himself (who as a
sinner hed been ‘dead’) is wruly and perfectly alive, being joined to the

Tree of Life. And, being united with the ree of LiZe, he 1s called ‘a man
of repentance’ for he is become a rmewber of the Community of Israc™

(Zohar, Mishpatim, I11, 303-324).*

1 Apain it is implied that the two Trees are really one, that is w say of anc cs-
sence and two narures, like His “whose shadow is budi of death and of immeortalicy™
(RV x121.2), who “both seperates and unifies” (AA nrz.3), “gethers together and
divides” (RV 1124.9), “kills and makes alive” (Deut. 32:9). If “he who confuses
them [ive., the two nasures] brings death vpon himself and has no porden in the
world 1o coine,” the same will apply to the dualise who malkes of “evil” aa essence
incependent of the “good”; and the converse wil epply to one who recognizes in
both natarcs a single essence, that of the “simplex Yaksa” of AV virg.26.

The Sanatsujitiva (Udyoga Parea 45.1762), combining the thought of RV x.27.94,
®T21.2, %.12g.2, and AV xi.4.21, reacs “The Gander, ascendirg, does nor wirhdraw his
one foot from the sea, and were he to litt tha outstretched [rav], there wou'd be neither
death nor immorality” (ekam padam notkgpair salilidd-hanisa wecaran, tan ce
satatam frddhviya na mrtyur namrtam bhavet): 't would be as it was in the be-
ginning, when #a mrtyur aid amytam na tarki na raryd ehu 14d praketah (x.120.2).
This makes it clear that the praketa of death and immoriality, of night and day in
X.120.2, is th= same thing as the one foot of the Gander, Surya Ekapad, and as that
Sua-pillar or Sun-tree whick is implied by the so dddhira prehivim dydm vtéman:
of x121.1 (cf. AV 41.8), end of which the “shadov™ is ol immortality and death,
yasya chiyamream yasya mreyuh, in xazizo All ese are forms of the Axis of the
Uriverse, thought of as @ Tree by whicli the very existence of the cosmos is main
taized, This at the same tme throws a further light on the value of chayd as
“shelter” (especially from scorching heat) in RV pasidm (see Coomaraswamy,
“Chaya,” 1935, end cf. §B vniy 313, “for in His shadow s all this universe™).
Finally, let vs not forger that “shadow™ {chdpd) also means “reflected image” as in
Gopatha Brahmana 1.3, where the Brahmen-Yaksa looks down into the watess and
sees his own reflection (chiydm) in them, and that a reflect=d image is, strictly
speaking, an inverted image.

“ [n Christian terms, a member of the Mystical Body of Christ, araipds, igso suni-
mo angulzri lapide . . . in quo et vos coedificeraini, Eph. 11:20; skambha as in AV
X7,

®11n conclusion of what has been said regarding the wadition of two Trees
i1 Western Asia, attention may be called w ar least one apparertly quite clear rep:
resentation of superimposed Trees, on an Assyrian seal; this is No. 58g in Léon
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Befare proceeding to @ more detailed account of the Inverted Trec as
described in the Indian texts (and elsewhere), a few words may be said
on the rwn names by which the Trec is commorly referred to: advattha
(ficus religiosa, pippala) and nyagrodha (ficus indica, vata, hanvan).*
The word Afvarika is undersiced to mean the “Station of the Horse™
(aéva-stha), the Horse being Agni and/or the Sun; that this is the nroper
interpretation is placed almost beyonc doubt by the repeated cxpression
“a5 unto the standing horse” (afvayera tisthante), with reference ro offer-

ings made to Agni kindled at the navel of the carth*—c.g, in TS rv.r.10,

Legrain, Cuiture of the Babylondans (Philadelphia, 1925), pl. 30, and is descrioed
by him as “a tree of life, in form of a double palm tree,” p. 3u3. Sonething of the
same= kind is suggested by the Phoeniciar Tree in G, Ward, Seal Cylinders of West-
ern Asia (zc10), fig. 508, An excellent example can also be cited ia Phyllis Acker-
mar, Three Early Sixteenth Ceniury Tupestrics, with ¢ Discussion of the History
of the Tree of Life (New Yurk, 1923), pl. 40b; f pl. 37¢ and the types on pl. =&
Cf a'so the inverted e supporied by two lions, represented on an Islamic slab,
row in the Byzantine Muscum at Athens [illustrated 1n D. T. Rice, "Tranian Ele
ments in Byzantine Ary,” 717 Congrés énternational dart et d'arehéologte iraniens,
Mémows (Leningrad, 1035), pl. XCLIT.

2 We are considering here only the principal designations of the Tree of Life,
which can alsc be thought of as palafe, adumbara, plaksa, or even as a “plant”
(esadhe) or “reed” (eetass, nctably in RV wshs, A golden reed in the midst of
the sireams of ghee,” TS 1v.2.0.6 adding, “Therein an eagle sitteth, a bes, aested,
apoortionirg honey,” e In TS v.g.42, this resd is “the flower of the wazers,”
ctar puspam yai vetaso'pam: evidently, then, thar “flower of the waters” wherein
geds and men inhere liks sookes 1n 2 nave (AV x8.34) and the runk of the Tres
of AV x738 Closely relared 1o these refererces is the phallic vaiiasena of RV
v95.5 = soeyd of 1324, (In Elements of Buddhise leonography, 1935, p. 33, I
misuaderstood the “flower of the waters™ © be the lutus,)

As remarked by E. W. Hopkins (Egzc Mythology, Swasbourg, 1315, p. =), “The
Afvastha is the chief of wrees (it represents the Jifetree) and typifics that tree of life
which is rooted in God above (Mbhi vizgq26; 3q.1 1) The Asvartha is repre-
sented elready on scals of the Indus Valley culture, of, Sir John Marshzll, Mokenjo-
dars and the Indus Civdization (Londor, 193:), I, 63-£6. On one sezl the tree is
guardec by dragons which emerge from the ctemy another is =n epiphany, the
deity being scen within the body of the tree iwelf,

23 The steed (Agni as racer, TS 1:.2.4.5) or steeds (Iadra’s in T8 1.7.8.2) s ar
are probably theugh: of as standing and at rast when the race 1as been run and the
Navel of the Earth and Axis of the Unwerse have been resched, Numerous 1€x1s
speak of the “uayoking” of the horsss of the chariot of the deties when the altr
has heen reachec. In TS v.s. 06, “If one yokes Agni and does not unloose him, theu
‘ust as a horse -hat is yoked and not loosed, being hungry, is overcome, so is fire
overcome . . . he loosens him and gives him [oddes”; w.2.5.3, “being loosed, cat”
(addhi pramukiak); and .10, “For lim as fodder to a stalled horse (afvayeza
tsthante ghimam womai) . . . kindled on carth’s navel, Agni.” Cf. alsc 8B mn6.2.5,
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“hearing for him as fedder to a stalled horse . .. kindled on earth’s navel,
Apui we invoke” (wwavéva tisthunte ghamem wsmui . . . ndbhd prihivyd
samidhinam agnim . . . havimane), and similarly AV 158, VS x13,
$B vi.6.3.8—anc from the fact thal afvaitha is a designation of the solar
Visnu in the Mahibhdrata (E. W. Hopkins, Epic Mythology, Strasbourg,
1915, pp. 67 and 208-209). Nyagrodhu means “downward growing” not
merely insofar as this is actually represented by the growth of aenal roots,
but becauss the Tree itsell is thought ol as inverted, as is clear from AB
vir3o, where the bowls which the Devas “tilted over (myubjan); they
became the nysgrodha wrees, Even today in Kuruksetra men call these
|trees| ‘myubjas” ‘Lhey were the first-born of nyagrodhas; from them are
the others born, In that they grew downwards, and accordingly the nye-
grodha ‘grows downwards,’” and its name 1s ‘nyagrodha’ being nyagroha
[‘growing downwards’], the Devas call it nyagrodha sarebolically” This
explanation recurs in. SB xi112.4.3.

“CA white horse (asvah) stands by a stake (sthdmas)’: the white horse it Agni, the
steke the sacrificial post.”

In TS 782, the rocing steeds are urged (karthim gaechatu) to reach the goal
post (hasphay of. KU i, purasan naz paraws bifictt, :3 kistha :3 pavd gatih, with
VLI, advaithah sandtanah . . . tad w natyerd bascana, etar gt jat, implying 2n equa-
ton of the Tree with the Person), which geoal post (kagha) as the trunk of the
“rwo paladas” i synonymous with the Axis of the Universe [JUE 1.20.3): in PB
1x.1.35, “They made rae Sun their goal (kastham).” In all these exprassions kdirhi
is “zoal post” in the same sense that Jupiter (dvaus-pify) is “Terminus.”

It may be nated, too, that it is lisewise a: the Navel of the Earth and foor of the
World Tree tha: the Buddhz attains his goal. Jesus is born in a stable {ur, rather,
cave), and laid on straw in a manger, which corrzspond w dhe swewn zhar of the
Vedic taditicn, The identity of “stable” (as place where horses are unsaddlec and
fed) and “stalle” (= hArm), of “oib” (as manger) and “crib” (s cradle), and
common derivation of “stallion,” “stall” (as loose-box), “instzllation,” and “stzle”
(_as pillar znd turningpost) arc significant for the associaticns of 1dezs involved in
“afvatthz.” In the Horse sacrifics the stable put up for the horse near the offering
place is made of afvattha wood (see SB xnr4.3.5 and n. a).

Ci. also TB uiBi2.2, wherz the dizeizha is described zs the abiding place of
(Agri) Prajapati: “The stable is made of afvattha-wood (dfvatiho vrajo bhavatr);
[for when] Pradpati vanished from the Devas, he assumed the form of a hors=
and stood for a year in (or ac) the Asvattha, and thar is why its rame is asva-#tha”
~ With “wieattha” explained as above, cf. “Resspfahl des Obergottes Uriic-ai-tojon”™
(“horse-post of the High-god Uriin-ai-Tojon™) as a designaton of :he Tree of which
the roots suike deep into the Farth and summit pierces the szven heavens, in the
Yakut saga ciled by Holmbery, “Der Baum des Lzbens,” p. 58, For the association of
horse with tree in China, sce Carl Hentze, Frethchinesische Bronzen- und Keltur-
darstellungen (Antwerp, 1037}, pp. 123 130 (Lebensbauns, Himmelsbaum, Sonnet
bawm; Fferd und Pfevdegottheit).
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In cvery country the World-tree is of a species proper to the country in
which the tradition has been localized—for examble, in Scandinavia an
oak, and for Dante an apole. In Siberiz the Tree is a birch: this birch is
set 1p in hypaethral shrines comparable to the Buddhist bodhi-gharas, it
is called significanly the “Door god,” and there are climbing ri.cs analo-
gons to these ol tlie Brihmanas and Samhitas.”* The idea ot an erect and
of an inverted Tree is met with aver a range of time and space extending
from Plato to Derte and Siberia to India end Melanesia. Most likely the
proto-Vedic traditicn already knew of Hoth. In this case it might be sup-
posed that in India the asvatthe was raken o be the type ot the erect, and
the nyagrodha, because of its downward-striking aerial roots, as the ype
of the inverted Tree. The wksaya-vata at Bodhgaya is, however, nct an
advartha, but a nyagrodha: the Pali texts refer to the Bodhi-tree now as
asactha, end now as migrodha; the Tree in Buddhist art and existing
shrines is er. afzattha; and the Inverted Tree of KU vir and similar texts
is specifically spoken of as the “One Advazeha.” In other words, the ‘L'rees
are not clearly distinguished in practice; and if the distinction of meaning
so admirably made in the twe names asvattla and nyegrodha continued
to be felt, it must have been rather within an esoferic dnctrine than pub-
Jicly. “That the doctrine of the Inverted Tree has always been an esoteric
doctrine is far from unlikely; chis is, indeed, suzgested by AB vingo,
where the meaning of the ritual is cvidently a “mystery,” and alsc by
what has been said of Soma above, cf. RV 1.139.2, where it is a macter of
“secing the golden,” i.., the immortal, “with these cur eyes, the eyes of
Soma,” which “eyes” cre those of “contemplation and intellect” (d4i and

manas) and, in AB 11.32, “silent praise.”

We turn now to a consideration ol the texts in which the Inverted Tree,
of whatever species, is described as such. RV 1247 is explicit: “In the un-
gronnd [air] King Varuna, Pure power. upholds the Tree’s crest (vanasya
stapan); its ground is up above; [its branches] are helow;® may their
banners [or oridammes] be planted decp in us” (abudhne vija varuno
vanasyérdhvam stipam dadate patadafcah; nicinih sthur wpari budhna
esam asme antar nihitih ketavak syuh). For the word s#izpa, c¢t. RV viat,
where we have, addressed to Agni, “touch heaven’s summi: with thy crests
(stitpaih), overspread it with the rays of the sun,” and the epithets hzranya-

2+ §¢e Holmberg, “Der Baum: des Lebens,”
23 We infer ‘rom RV 1.53.1¢, nafcasokham, and AV x.7.21, avare ye fe sak him
upasaze, thal by #icinih arc to be understooc nicindh fakhah.
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aidpa and arusa-sigps applied to Agni in x.1405 and 29.3. In VS 1.2,
vispo stapah is certainly “Vignu's crest” (§1khd); see TS L1111 and SR
1.3.35. The Tree, then, hangs from overhead downwards. At the same
time, a distzinction of crown from trunk is not essencial: the Tree is a fiery
pillar as seen from below, a solar pillar &s from abeve, and a pncumatic
pillar throughout; it is a Tree of Light,*" most Like that of the Zohar to he
cited presently.

Siyana rightly unders:znds that the Tree is a “Burning Bush”:* the je-
lavah are “rays” (raémayui) and “breaths of life” (prdnalk), the stipa an
“aggregace of fery energy” (tejasah samgham). That the rays tend dowr-
wards Is in accordance with the often emphasized fact that the rays of
the Sun strike downwards; cf, SB vir.4.1.18, where the gold plate rep-
resenting the solur Orb is laid down “so as to look h:therwards™ (aredn-
¢cam). In other words, the rays, thought of as the branches of a Tree of
which the rout 15 up above, spread dowawards; while if we think of the
flames as the branches of a Tree rising from a reot below (Agni as Va-
naspati), then all these flames rise upward (RV undion, “Arise, Vaaaspati,
a hundred branched,” vanaspate fatavalso vi roha), their axizl fame reach-
ing and lighting up the Sun himsell. In the same way, if we consider the
“breaths,” which are the “rays™ in their pneumatic aspect: the Sun, or solar
Fire is the “Breath” (prdna), and it is because he “kisses”™ (breathes upon)
all his ch:ldren that each can say 'l am,”** being thus inspired, while Agni

23 For the Sua as itsclf the Pillar that holds apart these worlds, of. RV vi86.1;
VIIL4LIO; X.I7.TT; x.12LI, cte, and JUB v1og, sthipem divastembhanim sivyam
adeeh. For the pillar as of Fire or Smcke, RV 1.50.1, sthand iva; 1v.13.5, divah skambha
samyptak pati nakam; .02, metd 1va dhamarn stabhayad upa dyam, etc,

27 With this aspect of the Tree, so conspicuous in the Vedic (as also in the Chris-
tian) tradition, we propose to deal more fully upon another occasion, only remarking
here that, in RV, Agni 1s typically Vanaspat.

2 This very beautitul passage invalves the sitratman doctrne (RV 11510 AV
x8.3%; SH vmrz3.10; BU minz2; HOG vy, e), accoriding to which all worlds and
all beings are conrected with the Sun, literally in onz vast conspiracy. It s in the
same way that the Sun horse is made to kiss the Self-perforated oricks, thereby en-
dowing them with life (afvam upaghrapavati, prinam cvasya dadhars, TS v.2.8.13
3.2.2, and 2.7.4). The snifkiss (s=e E. W. Hopkins in TAOS, XXVIIIL, 1gu7, 126—
134), @ bieating on rather than o “sumelling of” is undeubtedly an “imitation”
of the Sun-kiss, and in thc same way a communication. It is, finally, from the same
;_a_c.int of view that we have to understand the apparently sirange epanena hi gandhan
fighrati of TUB 160.5 and BU nr2.2: it is the Spirit within us that smells in us,
rather than the nose itself that cmells, just as it ic the Spirit, and not ths retina,
that really sees in usy the sense powers (imdwivani), often spoken of as breaths
(pranak) meving outwarids from within 0 objects, which are only cognizable be-
cause forsknown (n2hi prajiidapeta . . . pramatavyam prajnayeta, Kans. Up. 7).
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is the “breathing up” (ndéna) or asoiration, and these two arc separated
and connected by the “separating breath” (#yana); these three breathings
tngether make up the whole of what is celled “spiration” (prdna), the
“whole Spiric” (sarva atma) of Prajipat (SB virt221 and vii3.212-13].
The World-tree thus irevitably burns or lightens zt the same time up-
wards or downwards according to oxr point of view, which may be either
as from below or as [rom above. The same can be expressed in another way
in connection with the rites of climbing: where, just as “the Devas then
rraversed these worlds by means of the ‘Universal lights” (effvajyoiibhih,
e, by means of Agni, Vayu and Aditya® as ‘stepping-stories’ or ‘Tungs,’
samydnyap),” both rom hence upwards and from above downwards
(cordhavanam carvicah), even so does the Sacrificer now. . . .7 (5R
vitn7.1.23; of. TS v.i3.00); for example, “Even as onc would keep ascending
a tree by steps (dkramanasr akramanah; of. TS vi€.4.1), even so . . he
keeps ascending these worlds™ (fman lukan rohun i, JUB 132); “he
mounts the difficult mounting {ddrohapam rohat),” reaching Heaven,
and again “descends as one holding omto a branch” (prazyavarohatt yarha
fibhim dharamanayah) until he is reestablished on earth (AB wva1),”
or, to express this in terms of AV x.721 (cited above), returns from Non-
existence to Existence, cr using those of $B 1.6.3.23, from the superhuman
and true o the human and false plane of being.

The important text AV x.7.38 (cf. also RV x.42.6) describes the proces-
sion of the (Brahmzan-) Yaksa: “A great Yaksa zt the center ol the world,
proceeding in & glowing (L., as the Sun) on the back (ie., surface) of the
acean, therein are set the Deitiss, as it were branches round about the
Tree's trunk” (erksusya shandhak parita iva fakhih); nothing in the text
itself is explicit as ta erection or inversion; only if we rely on the equation
of “Yeksa” with “Varuna” in RV vi.88.6 and x.88.13 and correlate the text
with RV 1.24.7 can it be assumed that the Tree is inverted.

AV 1173, “From the sky is the root stretched down (divo malam avata-

28 These three being the “Light form" of the Spirit (arman), correspending to
earth, air, sky as the “Casmic form': past, present, anc futire as the “Time form™;
and ¢, #, m, as the “Sourd form” o the OM, which is both the epare and para
Erahman, MU vi.4.5.

**The reacer will not fal to recognize “Jacob's ladcer” CLL PB xvmnio.1o
JUB :.3.2.

3 Thus, wo, in the myth of Jack and the Beanstulk, AB adds, with reference to
the rite, that “thesc whose desire is for the one world only, viz. the world of heaven,
should mount ir the Forward dircction only [parificams eva rohet); they will win
the world of heaven, but will not have loag to live in this werld”; ¢f. TS vir3.ro.4
and vi1.4.4.3.
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tara), on the earth stretched out, with this, the thousand-jointed, do thou
protect us sbout on all sides,” concerning an unnamed “olant,” is appar-
ently centradicted by AV xix.32.3, where the thousandqointed darbia,
irvoked for long life, and evidently assimmilated w0 the Axis of the Uni-
verse, since in 4 and 7 it is said to have pierced the three skies and three
carths (Uiree worlds) zid is celied “god-born” (deva-jita) and “sky-prop”
(divi-skambha), 15 described as planted on earth with its tuft in heaven
(divi re vialam osadhe prehivyam asi nisthiial).

We find ourselves, however, on sure ground in KU vi.r, MU vi.4, and
BG xv.1-3, where the Tree is described as inverted and called an Afvazthe.
In KU: “With roots above and branches down (srdhva-milo’rvdk-
fakhak) is this everlesting Asvastha: thac is the Bright Sun (fekram )™
thzt is Brahman, that is called the Immeartal, therein all wor.ds are set, be-
vond it nonesoever goeth, This indeed is That” “Beyornd it nonesoever
goes” corresponds to KU mrar, “beyand the Person there is naught, rhat
‘s the end, the final goal (kdsthd),” and AV x.75.31, “beyond it [the
shambha] thers is no more any being.”

In MU v1.4, “The three-quarter Brahman [i.e., Tree as extenced within
the cosmos from carth to sky] has his roots above. lts branches are the
ether, air, fire, water, earth, erc. This Brahman has the name the ‘One
Asvattha” Pertaining to it is the fiery cnergy (fejas) thar is yonder Sun,
and rthe fery energy of the imperishahle logos (OM); wherefore one
should worship it (updsita; cf. AV x.7.21, avare ye fe fakham wpdsarc)
with this same ‘OM’ incessantly; it is his ‘One Awakerer’ (eka'sya sam-
bod hayier).” MU vinar, oa the otlier hand, describes the Burning Bush,
Agni as Vanaspati, as it branches forth in space: “'L'his, indeed, is the in-
trinsic form of space (svardpam nabhasah) ir the hollow of the irner
oeing (hkhe antarbhitasya), that which is the supreme flery energy (zejas)
is threefald in Agni, in the Svr, and i the Rreath . .. that the imperishable
loges (OM), whereby, indeed, it awakens, ascencs, aspircs, a perpetual
support Zor the contemplation of Brahman (ajesram brahma-dhivalam-
bam). In the draughe, that is statiored in the heat, that casts forth light;
branching forth and ricing up, as of smoke when there is a draught, it
moveth on, stem upon stem (skandhdt-skand ram).” In these two passages
the contrast of the Inverted Tree as which the Brahman cescends into the
tosmos and erected Tree as which he ascends from it is clearly drawr:
b':)[l-l Of these aSPECtS Of [hC onc ('t]'ld only Tr-:c I:cing one and the same

#* “The Sukra ( = cup) is yonder Sun,” TS vir.27.2.
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Logos, in the one case as praceeding from the Silence and Nonbeing, and
in the other as returning to it

BG xv.1-3 describes the Tree with equal fervor, but finally as one to be
cut off at the root: “With root above and branches downward, the A4-
sartha is prodaimed unwasting: its leaves are the meters, he who knoweth
it a knower of the Vedas.® Downwards and upwards both its branches are
outspreac, the vuigrowths of the qualities; its choots tae objects of the
senses, and its downward-stretching roots the bonds of action in the
world of men. Nor here can be grasped its form, nor can its end or its
beginning or its ultimate support: ‘t is [only] when this [irmly rocted
Aévartha hzs been (elled by the axe of nonattachment that the step beyond
it can be taken, whereby going there is no return.” Here the Tree is
plainly described as rooted both above and below, and as branching both
upwards and downwards, We have already seen that the Axis of the
Uriverse is. as it were, a ladder on which there is a perpetual going up
and down. To have felled the Trze is to have reached its top, and taken
wing; to have become the Light itsclf which shines, aad not merely one
of its reflections.

In the Mahabhdreta (Asvamedha Parve 47.12-15),"* we have "sprung
from the Unmanifested (avyakta = asat of AV x7.21), arising from it
as only support, its trunk is duddhi, its inward cavities, the channels of
the senses, the great elements its branches, the objects of the senses its
leaves, its fair flowers goud and evil (dharmadharmav), pleasure and pain
the consequent fruits. 1his eternal Brahma-tres (brahma-vrksa) is the
source of life (gjivyah) lor all beings. This is the Brahma-wood, and of
this Brahma-tree That [Brahmar | is.** Having cut asunder and broken
the Tree with the weapon of Guusis (i#dnena), and thenecforth taking
pleasure in the Spirit, none returneth thence agan.”

The very fine description of the Inverzed Tree as & Tree of Light in the

4

7 This idertificatior. of the Tree with Scripmre is paralleled in the Zohar V
(Balak), “Just as a tree (the T-ee of Pszlms 1:3) has roots, bark, sap, branches,
leaves, Aowers and fruit, seven kinds in all, so the Torah has the liceral meuning,
the homilectical meaning, the mvstery of wisdom, numerical values, liddern mys-
teries, still deeper mysteries, and the laws of fit and unfit, forbidden and permitted
and dean and wunclean, From s point [Tifereth?] branches spread out in all di-
rections, aud o one who knows it in this way it is indeed like a tree and, if nog,
he is not traely wise,” Similarly in Parediso xxiv.ir5-1r7, “who so from branch
to branch [of Scripture] examining, had drawn me now, that we wers nigh unto
the utmost leaves,”

** As quotec by Sankaricarya on BG xv.T,

# Reminiscent of RV x 317 and the answer in TB 1.8.0.0.
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Zokar (Beha 'Alotheka, with reference to Psalms 1g9:6) accords with
texts already cited, especially RV 1.24.7 as interpreted hy Sankara: we find,
“Now the Tree of Life extends from above downward, and it 1s the Sun
which illumines all. Its radiance commences at the top and extends
through the wholc trunk in a straight linc. It is composed of two sides,
one to the north, one tn the south, one to the right, and one two the left,
When the trunk shines, first the right arm of the Tree 15 illuminated and
from its intensity the left side catches the light. The ‘chamber’ frem which
he goes forth is the starting point of light, referred also in the next verse,
‘from the end of the heaver,' which is, indeed, the starting point of all.
From that point he goes forth veritably as a bridcgroom to meet his bride,
the beloved of his soul, whom he receives with nurstretched arm. The Sun
proceeds and makes his way towards the west; when the west is ao-
proached, the north side bestirs itself to meet it, and joins it. Then ‘he
rejoices as a strong man to run his coursc’ so as to shed his light upon
the Moon.*® Now the words “When thau lightest the lemps’ contain an
allusion to the celestial lamps, all of which are lit up :ogether from the
radiznce of the Sun,” ie, as the Lighr of lights.

In the Zokur (Bemicbar), the Tree of Life and Trec of Death are dis-
tinguished: “For as soon as the night falls the Tree of Death dominates
the world and the Tree of Life ascends™ to the height of heights. And
since the Tree of Death has sale rule of the world (cf. TS v2.3.1; SB
212,37, and x5.1, 4), all people in it have foretaste of death . .. when dawn
breaks, then the I'ree of Death departs and pecple come ro life agzin by
reason of tae Tree of Life. This happens in accordance with what is writ
ten, ‘to see if there were any man of understanding thar did seek after
God.’” It is clear [rom the last sentence that Day and Night are to be
taken ag symbols, as well as literally: the Tree of Lite pertains to those who
are verily awale, and thet of Death to thosc whe are still unawakened;
cf. BG 16r1.

We must next consider the two Inverted Trees deseribed in Dante’s
Purgatorio, Cantos xxm-xxv. These are met with near to the summit of
the “mountain” and immediatcly below the plain of the Earthly Paradise,
which is pratected hy a wall of flames (by which we understand the “flam-
ing sword which rurned every way, to keep the way of the Tree of Life”

89 ]e, to consummate the marriage of Heaven and Earth, the reunion of the
right and the left, erc. “To shed light” is evidendy w inseminete, as in the Vedic
tradition; of. 8B viwga.: 6 and T8 vinnry, jycteh prajananant,

27 Cf, in the Shelah Lecha scetion, cited above, the Tree of Life as higher and
Tree of Death as lower. Here also we assume that the lower tree is inverted.
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of Gen. 3:24, rather than the Keeper of the Sundoor of JUB 13, cte.)
from which dames both Trees, met with in succession, seem te hang, and
are represented in Botticelli's illustrations as chus dependent. If we are to
anderstand these Trees at all, we must take careful note of all that is szid
of them. The first “hes a fruit sweet and pleasant to smell.” A spring falls
from above and moistens its leaves.” 1t seems to Dante thet the inversion
o° the Tree is “so that none may go up” (ered'iv perché persona s non
vada). The voice of the Virgin Mary “from within the foliage cried: “Of
this Tree shall ye have lack’™ (Canto xxu). The cinaciated shade of Forese
adds: “From the eternal eounsel virtue descends into the water, and info
the Tree left henind (cade virtdr nell'acqua ¢ nelle plunta rimasu retro),
whereby I thus waste away. All this pecple, wha weeping sing, sanctify
themselves again in hunger and thirst, for having lcllowed zppetite to
excess. The scent which issuss from the truit, and from the spray that is
diffused over the green, kindles within us 2 desire t eat and driuk. And
not once only, while circling this roac, is our pain renewed: I do szy
‘pain,’ but should say ‘solace,’ for that desire leeds us w the Tree which
led glad Christ to say: ‘Eli,; when as he freed us with his blood” (Canto
xxur). We infer from the wording that this s a reflected aad inverted
image of the Tree of Life, for which the souls in the (cosmic) Purgatory
hurger and thirst, but of which they can neither partake aor can they
climb ir.

Not much farther on, or higher, “the laden and green boughs of an-
cther Trec appearsd to me. . . . I saw people beneath it lif:ing up their
hands, and crying out somethirg towerds the [oliage, like spoilt and
greedy children who beg, and he of whom they beg, answers nor, but ta
make their longing full keen, holds what they desire on high, and hides it
not. Then they departed as though unceceived; end now we came to the
great Tree which mocks so many prayers and tears, ‘Pass onward without
drawing nigh to it; higher up® is a l'ree which was eaten of by Eve, and
this plant was raised from it Thus amid the branches some one spake”
(Cante xx1v). The voice then cites examples of gluttony; it is evident
thar this inverted image of the Tree of the Knowledgz of Good and Evil
serves far the disillusionment of those in whom desire is not yet overcome.

% The Tree ot Life iself in the Brahma world is deseribed as “soma-dripping”
(afeatthah soma savanak), only to be attained by leading the Brahmalife (brafrmu-
cariyena), CU VIIL5.2-4. Yggdrasil, o, is “sprent with dews O the dales that fall”
icf. Voldispa, w, Covmarzswainy, 1905).

20 The Farthly Paradise, although withdrawn and elevated, s still actually a part
of the cosmos and, like the three lower Heavens above it still under ke Sun.
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Dante is now chout to emerge from the steep side*” of the Mounzzin
nzo the plain of the Earthly Paradise at its summit. It must be realized
that the *werld” from which Daate has climbed rthus far, and o which
he will return (Pargatorio mgr—gz) les far below at the foot of the moun-
tain, and that the Earthlv Paradise has since the Fall been withdrawn
t0 the surmmi. of the Mountain; Dante speaks of it as “one of the pesks
of Parnassus” (Paradiso 1.16). It is no longer on a level with the inkabited
world, neither is it a part of the purgatorial slope; its pocition is virtually
suoracosmic, it represents the “summit of contungent being” (bhevdgra).
The way w0 it leads through flames which are, as 1t were, a “wall” (mura,
Purgatorio xxviL35) and through the rock (per entro il sasso, xxvinb4),
which “enzro” must lLiave been such a cleft or tunnel and strait gate as
Dante has previously called a “needle’s sye™ (cruna, x.16).

Virgil's guidance and leadership arc of no further avail: *Son,” he says,
“the temporal fre and the eternal hast thou seen, and art come to a planc
where 1, of myself, can discern ro further, Here have 1 brought :hee with
wit and with art; now take thy pleasure for guide;** forth art thou from
the steep weys, [orth art from the narrow. . .. No more expect my word,
nor my sign” (Purgatorio xxvir127-39). Virgil, being still of human na-
ture, can go no further; henceforsh Dantc’s guide is Beatrice, “risen from
flesh to spirit” (xxx.227) and, as Sophia rather then as the individual for
whom he lenged on carth, a being no longer “humar.” And were it not
that Dante himself divests himself of his humzniry, he could have goac
no further: “gazing on: ler, such (as she was) I became within. . .. To

- : . ' e 1 B a2
pass beyend hurmanity may not be told in words” (Parudiso 1.67-71).

20 The “scarp” (prazw) of the Vedic wadition; cf. RV 1.70.2, yat sannh sanuri
drihat.

Ly o piucers omal prendt per duce. Praceve here 1s orecisely Skr. kama:
Dante is now a kamacaren, e mover at will” Such a mnrion_ at will is spoken of
alrcady in connection with the Solar Paradise, RV m.113.8 ff., “There where dwells
King Sun, where heaven's fenze is, where arc those running strearns, make me
immortal these where rmotion is at will (yatranuddmar czranam), the third cclestial
Armarnent of heaven, where are the realms of Light” zic, and agan and again in
the Upanisads, e.g, (U vimo.b, “He who goes hence laving already found ‘he
Spirit [or, his own spiritial essence] becomes a ‘mover at will' {kamacarin) in every
world” Such an independznce of local wotion as s implied is often denoted by
“wings": in PB xiv.1.12-13, JUB 1urL13.g, end Senateujitiya, ch. vi, for exzmpls, it
is said thar of those who climb the Trec, those whe are Comprelhensors are winged
(puksin) and fly away, but others, unfledged, fall down; in Purgatorin xx15I, Bea-
trice makes usc of the same symboliem when she reproackes Dante, sugzesting that
long tince he sheuld have been “full Hedged” (pennuto = Skr. paksin).

42 Ag in CU w15.5-6, “There there is a Person whe is nochuman, He leads them
on to Brahman, That is the way of the gods, the way of Braluuun, Those who go
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Fven hefore this change has taken olace, he Lies drunk of the Fountain of
Lifc, Eunoe (fontana salda e certa, Purgatorio xxviiri24), and has been
“born again, even as new trees renewed with new foliage, pure and ready
to mount to the stars” (xx1I1.142-145).

From the point of view of conduct (pruderce), the situation is sum-
marized by Hermann Oelsner in The Purgatorio of Dante Alightere (Lon-
dnn, 1933), as follows: “The keyuote ol the Purgatory is primarily ethi-
cal. ... But the Church, as a regimen, is not to be confused with Revelation
(Beatrice) herself.*® The proper oflice of the Church, as a regimen, cnds
when the proper othce of Bestrice begins”: and accorcingly, whatever
sin Dante mayv have committed, “he will remember again, but as an
external thing that does not now belong to his own personality.”™* The
effort henceforth is no longer moral, but intellectual and spiritual.

It will be seen that the Great "I'ransition (sampdraya, KU 129, efc.),
which for the Indian traditicn depends upon a qualification to pass

by ir r=rurn net zgain to the human path™; ¢f. CU vroz arnd BU vizas (rzad
puruse’ mianarak). "Return not again” does nct, of course, apply tw those whose
experience of the suprasolar realm is by way of vision ur rital; the symbolic ascents
of the sacrificial ritual make careful provision for a corrzspoading descent, and if
such provision is not mede, it is understood Uiat the sacrificer will cither go mad or
not have long © live (TS vin310.3-4; AD w.21), The ritual ascent of the initiated
sacrificer, whose sacrifice is of himself, preagures and forzcasts an actual asceat
to be made at death; and though he returns to the wosld and to himself (SB
19323}, hc has assarcdly set foot upon “hat stairway which, save to reascend, no
one descendeth” (Paradizo x.86-87). [n the same way, “Richard [of St. Victor| who,
in contemplation (2 comsiderar) was more than man” (Paradise %.130-137). It
mey be remarked thar in this context a reference rather wa raptsis or excesies (= sam-
Adhi) than to consideratio (= dhervana) might have heen expected; it must be
understond that the initial stage of enntemplation stands for is consummation.

Thar Dante himself has now become an “eagle” {suparna) is further implied by
Faradiso 153-54, "1 fixed minc eyes upon the Sun, transcanding cur wont,” in this
respect a'so resembling Beatriee (Paradiso 1.45).

12 The Islamic distinction of sharder (Law) [rom giyarar {Resurrcction),

98uch a ong, verily, the theught does ot wrment: ‘Why have I not donc the
right? Why have T done wrang? Ile who is a Comprchensor therzof, redeems his
spiritual cssence from both these thoughis'” (TU m.g); “Hs comes w the River
of Incorruptibility (#ijera). This he crosses by intellect (mangsa), There he shakes off
his gooc dseds and his ill deeds. . . . Pared from both, a knower of Brahman, ne
goes on to Brahman” (Kaus. Up. 1.4); "The Brahmzan is without farms or charac-
teristics, . . . The means by which he can h= apprehended 1s an understanding al-
ready purified by conduct. . . . It is not enjoined in the Rule of Liberaticn thar "This
should be done' or “Thzt should not be done’; in this Rule, knowledge of die Spirit
depencs alone on vision end audidon” (Amugicé 34); “Whoever is born of Geod,
cu:m)ut sin” (Jolun 3:9); “If ye be led of the Spirit, yc arc not under the law” (Gal
5:18).
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through the midst of the Sun (JUB 1.3k, mt13-143 14 Up. 15716, etc.)
takes olace for Dante in terms of the reentry to the Earthly Parad:se, where
ar the end of the spiral ascent he sess erect that Tree of which Eve ae,
thereby (as we seem to understand) reverting it; he stends now for the
first tme at the Navel of the Earth (within the Bodhi-mandala), from
which point* the trunk of the arborescent Axis of the Universe,* of
which the summit is “Zl punto dello stelo al cui la prima rota va dintorno”
(Paradiso X11.12-13), patterns an Ascent 0o longer spiral but direct. In
other words, for Dante the critical passage from the human to the angelic
Jevel of reference separates the kamaloka which he has left from the ra
paloka nto which he enters at the summit of contingent heing (bhe-
vigra), rather than the ripaloka from the ariipaloku n which he will
ot encer untl the four lowest of the plenetary heavens (of which the
fourth is that of the Sun) have been past. The gist ¢f the whole matier for
us is that rhe Trees, which seem o be different aspects of the only Tree,
arc inverted only below that point at which the rectification and rcgenera-
tion of man rakes place.

Plato has also said, “Man is a heavenly planc; and what this means is
that man s like an inverted tree, of which the roots tenc heavenward and
branches downwards to earth.”s™ Furthermaore, the symbol ol the inverted

45 “The neil which holdeth rhe crosstree unto the upright in the nmiglst thereof
is the repentance and cnnversion of men™ [Acts of Peter 38). We Fa];e it that the
plane ot the “cresstree” is the zround of the elevared Farthly Pa_radlse_. :md_thai in
the cosmic symbolism of the Cross all below lis planc is invertec, all abov‘e it erect.
We can perhaps present & clearer image of this: sappose that we are stanr}mg at the
foot of the Cros and thar the space berween ourselves and the crossir=e is 2 water,
of which the plane of the ciosstree is the “farther shore,” and the npper part of
the upright above this plaae is the truak of the Tres of Life as it was planted by
God in the Gardzn: what we scc ncar at hand is an inverted image with roots zhove
and branclies down, and bevond this is the source of thiz image, the real tree send-
ing crect; and only when we reach the farther shore do we no longer see the
inverted tree, which is now as it were underfoor. The tree is alwavs the same tree,
enly our relation to it changes. We may observe, at the same Uie, that the re-
fected tree is always of variable aspecr hecanse of the motor of the water by which
it mzy be en:irely’ hidden “rom our sight, ard that both tees may bz bidden by
mist; in any case, one whose eyes are bent on whet lies vnderfoot, and who has no
other shore in mind, will nawrally see the inverted trec hefore he sees its proto-
type, to see which requires a more clevated glance.

+ The Zdsthd. as final goal in the sensc of TS 17.8.2 and KU nurry of. JUH
1.20.3.

477y obliged to take this at second {or rather third) harc from Holmberg,
“Der Baum des Lebens” p. 56. The quotations immediately following are from
the same source, where the original references can be found, Holmberg's work
containe also a vast amount of comparative material on the upright Tree of Life,
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trce 15 widely distributed in “folklore.” An Icelandic riddle asks, “Hast
heard, O Heidrik, where that tzee grows, of which the crown is un the
carth, and of which the roots arices in heavenr” A Finn:sh lay speaks of
an oak that grows in the floods, “upward its rooss, downward its crown,”
The Lapps sacrificed every year an ox to the god of vegetation, represented
by an uprovted tice so placed oun the altar that its crown was downward
and rcots upward. It is quite passible that the symbol of the Inverted Tree
may have a distributivn and antdquity as great as that ol the Upright Tree.
What has been cited already will suffice for present purposes, We <hall
actempt in corclusion o deduce [rom the scattered [ragments of what
must have besn a consistent doctrine, its ultimate significance.

Now just as the Atman, Brahman, is the Yeksa in the Tree of Life,
which is the manifested aspect of the suprecosmic Persow, so also is Every-
man an dtmanvat Yaksa (AV x.8.43), and, as it were, a tree (Job 18:16}):
“As ‘s a tree, just such as ‘s the Lord of Trees, so indeed is man” (BU
11.g.8); and thus, as for Plaro, “by nature a heavenly plant” (Timaens).
He comes into being in the world because of the descent of a solar “ray™ or
“breath,” which 15 the sowing cf a seed ir. the field; and when he dies, the
dust returns to the earth as it was, and the ray, on which his life depended.
ascends to its source. We are not {or the moment concerned with the en-
sting judgment ar the Sundoor which, if he is not qualified for admission,
will permit the continued opcration of those mediats causes by which
the rature of a given hirth is determined, and if he is qualified for ad-
mission will mezn a final release from all individual causal order. What we
are concerned with is that the coming into being of the man presupposes
a descent, and that the return to the source of being is an ascent; in this
sense, the man, gua tree, is invertad at hirth and erccted at death. And
this holds good as much for the Universal Man as for the microcozmic

of whick we shall make further use en another occasion,

All that I have beer able w find in Plato abouar the inveried wee is thar, while
“it 15 by suepending our lizad and roor from that region whence the substance
of our seul first came that the Divine Power keeps upright our whole body,” insofar
as man declines from his proper nature, he is, as it were, an animal whose head
approaches the carth, a condition most fully realized in creeping things (Timasus
go f£.).

The sentence eading with “keeps uprigh:” may be compared with AB virg, where
Adin, the Earth (goddess), discerns the z2nith, and “theretore it 15 thet on this earth
plants grow upright, trees upright, men upright, Agni is kindled upright, whatever
there is on this earth that strewches upright, for this was the quarter discerned by
her” Cf. 8B 1n2.2.10.
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man, insofar as these are thought of as entering into and again departing
[rom the cosmos, and hence as much to the “Person in the Sun” as to the
“Person in. the right eye” of the man, when both arc thought of as the
iramanert principles of the vehicles on which they take their stand. For
when the franscendenral Person, who is one cternally as he is yonder,
enters into the world, he divides himself (@tmanam vibhajya, MU v1.20,
etc.), becoming many ‘n his children in whom the spirit takes birth, _This
Lzking on o° a passible mortal nature and “eating of the Tree of the
Knowledge n” Good znd Evil" (RV L1023 MU 11.6d, etc.) is a descent,
a dying, and a “fall” and even though we think of the Erernal Avatar’s
descent (azatarana, “coming down” or “inverse crossing™) as a willing
sacrifice undertaken for the sake o Everyman’s crossing over and ascent,
the Solar Hera cznnot evece the inevitable death of all those “who come
cating and drinking,” and must ascend zgain to the Father, entwring
thus ‘nto himself, who is himself the Way and the Sundoor through which
he passes; stooping to conquer, still he stoops. The descent of Fhe Spiril_
is headlong; witness, for example, the descending Dove {equivalent of
the Indian Hamsa) in the Christian iconography of the Baptism, There-
fore we find in BU v.3-1 that “The head of the Person there in thet sclar
orb is Earth (bhér). ... His arms are Space (bhuvar). . . . His feet the
Heavenly-light-world (svar)”; in the same way for his microcosmic coun-
terpart, “the head of the Person who is here in the right eye is Eart}‘lf"_‘g
ete. ‘L'his is in compolementary contrast to the normal formulation, typi-
cally in MU v1.0, where DPrajapaci’s cosmic body (praiapaten sthavistd
tanir ya lokGuati) is erect, “rs head is the Heavenly-light-werld,” etc®”

18 The Person ia the Sun (zlso called Dezth) and Person in the right eye ur in
the heart {where the conjuncion of the Persoms in ke right and lelt eye Lakes
place, SB }<.5.3.:r—13) are ctten identificd and correlated (e.g., MU wvor, cre).
In BU vs.2, “hese two Persons [in the Sum and right cye| are supported ecach
vpon the other [¢f AA m3.7]: by the rays that cue vn this, and by the breaths
ths ore on that When one is about to die, he sees that orb quite plainly; those
rays [by which he was supporied] come i hitx no more” The in'.e;deptnder_ce.
of the macrocosmic and microcusiic Persons corresponds to Eckbart’s '_‘Bu:fore creg-
mres were, God was nol, albeit he was Godacad” (Evans ed, 1, 410).

18 ray be poted that in this formulazion the navel and not the arms represent
Space, implying, cvidently, that the arms are not extendzd, As MU vi6 C(mrinuels,
“This is the allsuppordng form of Prajapati. This whole world 13 l’.iddF.n in i,
znd it in this wholz world™ (for, as need hardly be said, this Pillar i omniprosent,
and passcs through the center of every being). And as this text also remarks, the
Eye of this cosmic embediment is the Sun, this Eye is the Persan’s “great unit of
megsure” (marz) and his means of motionless loenmotion, “his range is visual”
(eaksusa carati). Finally, it may be observed that this solar Fye at the top of the
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He descends, in other words, as Light, and ascends as Fire; and these are
the pneumatic countercurrents that pass up and down the Axis Mundi.
Again in cther words, this means thar as undiviced (macrocosmically),
lie is erect; as many (micrccosmically), inverted.

It is, accordingly, the express inention of the szcrificial ritual that the
Sacrificer should ret only imitate the First Sacrifice, bur at one and the
same time reintegrare ancd erect (in both senses of the word, t build up
and set upright) the immanent and, as it were, divided and ‘nverted
Agni-Prajapari, and himself. For Prajapati, “having emanatsd his chil-
dren.™ and won the race,” was unstrung (vvesransata)®™ and fell down
(apadyata).” The Devas, performing the Firsr Sacrifice, reintegrared and
crected him; and so now the Sacrificer, “reintegrating Father Prajépati

Tillar, the Sun-door throngh which anly the arhat =nd widu can pass (JUB 16 and
nriq; CU vinfisy erc.), is the “eye of the needle” through which it is so hard
for ke “rich man” to pass {Matt. 19:24, f. BU 1142, amrtasva tu nasisi cittena),
as 1s explicit in Mathunawi 1.30655-3065.

30 That is, sent forth his rays; the antardzman being a “ray” of ke Sur. As Plod-
nus expresses it, “Under the theory of procession by powers, souls are described as
‘rays’ " (Plotinus vi4.3). For the solar rays as the childeen of the Sun, of. JUDB
1.0.10; &6 nn3.26; vinizoz (with Sdyana’s conunent), viy 1.10-2 (jyotih praje-
aamen, also TS vinina), aud x 265 Also St. Boraventura, De scientia Christt 3¢
“Ipsa divina veritas est lux, et ipsius expressioncs respectu rerum sunt quasi luminosae
irradiationcs, licet intrinsccae, cuac determinate ducunt in id quod exprimime”; and
Witelo, Liber de intclligentiis viff.: “Prima substantiarum est lux, Ex quo sequitur
naturam lucis participere alia, . . . Unumquodque quanturn haber de luce, tantum
retinet esse divin.”

81 That is, reached the sacrificial altar; ¢f. TS 1.5.8.2 and m2.4.6. See n. 22 ahove

82For the full signifcance of wyasramsata, “was untied,” “ler lonse,” analyzed,”
ete, ser TS v.r.6.7, “Agni's form as varuma [cf. RV v.3.1] is tied ap (naddhah).
Saying ‘With extended hlaze) he unlnnsens (zisranscai) tim; impelled by Savi,
indeed, he lets loose {wéspjatd) on all sides the angry glitter (menim) of Varuaa
that pertains to him., He pours down water . . . appeases Agni's burning heat [de-
cam) throughouat his whole extent, . . . Mitra is the kindly one (Siza) of the Devas,
bie conneets him, indecd, with Miwa, for pacificadon.” CL AF g, “Toasuuach as
they worship him, the dreadful o be wuched [ef. JUD tn14], a5 ‘friend’ (mitrakrtro-
pasan), that is his [Agri’s form as Mitra. . ., Agzin, in that him being onz they
bear apart in many places, that is his form as the Universal Deitics.” Keith makes
meenim “wrath” and dweam “pein”: certaialy what is intended corresponds to
Boehme's “anguishing or scorching fire” and “ferce and sudden flash,” which is “all
together” in its zternal origin, but springs up “inte the meekness and light” so as
to be freed from the darkness, and “in the appearing of the plurality . . . sparkleth
or diseavereth itself in infinitum™ (Three Principles of Divine Fssence xv.6g—77).
Vyasraniata thus impliss “was civided up, became the sacrifice,”” “was undone”
or “donz for,” as indeed the word “apoeases” (fwmaver!) in the TS context also
shows; Agni-Prajipad s the vicumn, and 1s “given his quietus,” For “w ‘gulel’ a
victm is w kill it” (T8 vi6.9.2, vi67; SB xinz.f.z, o).
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so as to be all whole, erects him” (sarvam krtinam samskriyordhvam
ucchrayati, $B vita2.1 and 11, with many analogous passages). To this
can also be applied the last werds of BU v5., cited above: “Ile wheo
realizes this, smites ofl evil, leaves it behind.” Realization will mean to
have understocd that this is a topsy-rurvy world;™ that the Person in the
r'ght eve, man as he is in himsclf (ahan. BU vs5.4), 1s an i:wr.rred'm
refracted principle, seen as if in a mirror, whether of water or the rctina
(CU vury.4: BU vis.4)3™ it is for him to rectify himself, in such 2 manner
as to be able to ascend these werlds (JUB 13), which cannot be done so
lnng zs the Tree is inverted.™

A remarkable Hllustration and confirmation of these conclusions can be
cited in the Acts of Peter 37-39, where Peter besceches his executioners,
“Crucify me thus, with the head downwards, and not otherwisc. . . . For
the :!rsé man, whose race 1 bear in mine appearance, fell head down-
wards. . . . He, then, being pulled down ... established this whole dis-
position of all things, being hanged up an image of the creation wherein
he made the things of the right hand into left hand and the lef: hand into
right hand, and changed about all the marks of their nature, so that he
thought these things that were not fair ro be fair, and those that were in
truth evil, ta be good. Concerning which the Lord saith ‘ir_ a mystery:
Unless ye make the things of the right hand as those of the left, and
those of the left as those of the right, and those that are above as those
below, and these that are behind as those thar are belore, ye shall not

8 This is (he constant assamption: for example, RV 1.164.1C, “Those whom
[mortals] speek of as ‘present’ {arviicak), they [the immortals | spr::;lk of as far
off' { paridcah), and those whem [mortals| call far nf‘F,‘_ they [the immortels] call
‘those present’” (¢ the wording of AV x.7.10, 21, 25 cited al?OVB);‘and EG ll-GIl:
“What is for al beings night is for the Tollected Man the time of walkmy_;_ and
when beings are awake, that is night for he seeing .ﬂagc:" The same 1cI!c:L\1s ex-
pressed in the opposition of prasrtis and nizptrr (procession an_d recession), :mf‘:
in the often repeated “The way to the World o Heavenly Light i coanteicurrent
(TS vu.5.7.4, cf. Buddbist uddhamsoto and pafisotagamin).

Cf, also in Chinese scrips, in connection with the Moon as Magna ﬂ'-;’ai('r, ‘Lllc rep-
rescatation of beginning and birth by an inverred humen figure (meaning also
“opposite” or “counter-”), and representation of the =nd by an erect figure (mean-
ing also “great”), Henze, Frikchinesische Bronzen- und Kuliwrdarsiellungen, pp.
72, 73 ) _ _

3£ The fact must have been known thar the retinal image ‘s actually inverted
and erected only by the mind, which sees through rather than with tac eyc,

5¢ Dante, Purgatorio ¥x11.134-135, coii qutello in giiso, cred’iv perche persona
st non vada. The ascert is barred to those for whom the Trce s an inverted Tree
(“to keep the wav of the T'ree of Life,” Gen. 1:24).
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have knowledge of the kingdom.™ ‘I'his thought, therefore, have 1 de-
clared unto you; and the figure wherein ye see me now hanging is the
representation of that man that first came unto birth. Ye therefore, my
beloved, and ye that hear me and shall hear, ought to ccase from your
tormer error and return back zgain’™

We have al:tcmptcd Lo brir_g togtthc‘:r some of the disfecta memébra of
an evidently consistent and inzelligible symbolism, and are now perhaps
in @ better position to understand why it is that the Trez of Life, cxtending
from earth to heaven cr heaven to earth and filling with its branches all
the inlerspace, can be thought of both as the “One Awakener” (cka sumébo-
dhayitr) and “everlasting basis of the contemplarion of Brahman™ (ajas-
ram brafima-dhiyilumbam)—Dbeing, indeed, the Drahman (eko'fvattia
ndmaitad brahma, MU 1v.6 and vir.11) and the “uttermost full awakening”
(anuttard sumyak-sumbodhi, in Sukhdvasi Vyiha 32), but can also and
with perfect consistency be called a tree that must be felled at the root:
“When this dfvazthe, so nobly reoted, has been cut down with the axe of
nonattachment, then is that Station (padam) to be reached, whither hav-
ing gone they return wo more,” BG xv.z—4, “That is,” as Senkera com-
ments, “uprooting the Tree of the Wor.d vortex together with its seed, he
is to seek out and to know that way of the stride of Visyu, taking refuge
with that Primordial Person from whom the 'I'ree sprang up, as phanras-
magoria [rom a juggler.”™ Sankara's cxplanation of the Iaverted Tree of

58 That “the nail which heldeth the erosstree unto the upright in the midst therent
[of the Cross] is the conversion and repentance or men” shows thar whar is 1im-
plied is nor merely a sunwise fransposition, hut an attainment of the Center in
which there is no distinction of directions, where “the Sun shall ro more rise nor
set, but stand in the Center single” {CU nrnir.1), This is o have reached the Brzh-
man, who is “endless ir all directions, though for him assuredly dirscoons such
a5 ‘Fast,” erc,, cannot be predicawd” (MU viag), thar “Night” in which “ihe di-
rections ere submerged” (mahyants diseh, JUB trr.g). Lo other words, iz is just
inasmuch as men sce a plurality and in terms of the “pairs of opposites” (such as
ight and lefs, up and down, good and cvil} that they “crucily Him daily.”

81 CL Plae, Twmacws goo, “rectifying the revolutions within our head, which
were distorted at our birth,” Cf TS [, exili, where the iaitiate “does everything as
nearly as may be topey-turvy, exactly opposite to the uszges of men.”

*% Rawson's characteristic diftculty at this point arises from his confusion of
essence with narirs: “one would expeer the root to be of the same essential na-
ture as the tree” (KU, p. 185). It is incorrect o use such an expression as “essential
nature” when we are considering an already existent manifestation. Essence and
nature are one and the same only in the unity of the transcendental Person: an
epiphany implies alicady lat this cssence and tals nzture have beea disunguished
(RV x.27.23; BV 14.3); then we have still to do with a single essence, but with a
dual nature, the deartibhire of MU vma:8, the Brahman being now both in-a-
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KU vi1 and BG xv.1-3 may be suramzrized as follows: This is the “Tree
of the World vortex” (samsdra-vrksu), compact of all desires and zctivities:
its downward branches are the worlds in which all creatures have their
several beings, It is rooled in the pure Light of the Spirit, in Brahman,
immorta. and immutable; as a 'l ree, resounding with the cries of all those,
whether gods or men or animals or ghosts, whose nests arc in its branches,
it is a growth without beginning or end in time, but of an ever-chznging
aspect. The Tree has all 1 do with actions, whether ordinate or inordinate
(karma dharmadharma-laksanam), and their rewards (phaldni), the
““ruits of the tree” In this respeet it is like the Vedas, which are another
manifestation of the Brahman: “He who knows the Tree of the World
vortex and its Root zs they are described in the cited texts is & Knower-
of the-Vedzs (zedavit); there is nothing more than this Tree of the World
vortex and its Root that remains over o be known; whoever knows it is
omniscient.” ™

The felling of the Tree, or taking {light fron: its summit, involves, in
other words. the usual substitution of the wia remotionis for the via af-
firmativa; the great transition involves u passing over from the Taught
(4aiksa) to the Untaught Way (afazksa mirga), the Spoken to the Un-
spoken Ward. ‘The Brahma-tree (brahma-vrksa). the Brahman in-a-like-
ncss, as semsara-vrksa, is an indispensable means to the knowledge of Brah-
man, bur of no more use than any other means once the end of the road
has been rcached; it is a Tree to be used and also tc be felled, because
whoever clings to any means as if they were the end can never hope to

likeness snd not-in-any-likeness, mortal and immortel, voeal and silent, cxolici:
and inexplicit, many and cne (BU 1m.3: MU vis, ete). both the apare and the
para, imaga imaginata and imago imaginass, To reach thet Person i1 Wiom csscnce
and nature are one, the mortal and manifested nature must be broken through:
“understanding has to break through the image of the Sew” (Meister Eckhart, Evans
ed, I, 175), entering in by the Door (John 1o and Brihmanas ard Upanisads,
passim). In other words, he who is fully fledged and las cdimbed o the wp of the
Tree “flics away” (PB xwv.r.12), ard this deparrure is the same as w fell the Tree
of the World vortex, since whoever tins “breaks out of the cosmas™ (Hermes),
leaves behind him the manifestation and cnters inw that which is manifested. He
who thus “becormes Brahman™ has no further aeed of any “support of contempla-
ton of Brahman” As Plotinas expresses it, “in ather words, they have seer God,
and they do not remember? Ah, nu: it is that they see God still and always, and
that as long as they see, they cannot wll themselves that they have hac the vision;
suclt reminiscence is Lor souls thet have lost it (Plotinus, 1w.4.6),

38 “No till she knows all that there is to know does she crass ever to the unknown
good” (Mcister Bclkhart, Evans ed., I, 385).
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reach the end® The way of affirmation and derial applies then to the
cosmic theophany, just as it applics to scripture. The Tree, as we have
scen, is a manifestation of Agni, Vayu, and Adirya; and “These are the
preeminent [orms™ of the immortal, uncmbodicd Brahman. . .. These
one should contemplate and praise, but ~hen deny (22 abhidhydyed arcayen
nihnuydc catus). Tor with these, indeed, one moves higher and higher 1n
the worlds, and then when the whole cames to its end, reachas the Unity
of the Person, yea the Person” (ckatvam ctr purusasya, MU 1v.6).

The conclusions hus rezched are confirmad hy the very significant text
of AB 11.1-2. Here the Devas, by means of the sacrifice, have ascended to
heaven; and lest men and prophets (rsayaf) should follow afrer them,
they “posted” (barred) the wey by means of the sacrificial “post” (yspa)
set point downwards (azdcindgram).®* Men and prophets, reaching the
szcrificial site, realized what had bezn done. They dug out the post and
“dug it in again upright” (drddhva-nyaminvan), using the words, “Rise
erect, O Lord of the Forest” (frayusva vanaspate, RV 1.36.13), “Aloft to
our aid do thou stand like Savitr the God” (the Sun), and “Frect us®
for motion (cerathdya). for lile.” Then they discerned the world of heaven.
“In that the post is fixed upright (it avails) to the foreknowledge of the
sacrifice and for the vision of the world of heaven™™ (svargasyz lokasy-

o Exactly of the same uature as the brabmazorksa = samsira evksa 1s the
brafmacakrs — sumsiracagra {deseribed at length in the o nugita). And just as
the Tree s one o be felled, so is the Wheel to be arrested. It s in just the same
way that the Vedas themsclves are of no further use to one who has reached their
“cnc.” As the iconaclast expresses it, “An idel is only fit to be used as a threshold
upon which trevellers may tread.”

£ 1n MU w15, the “Light form™: and in the Fire altar, representad accerdingly
by the Visvajyotis bricks.

€2 Cf Dante, Purgatorio xx11.135, perché persana su non vada. In the parallel pas-
sage, B m22.9, Eggeling misunderstands the value of yopaya (= “posted” in
the serse of “blocked” or “berred” the way). Whitney in American Journal of
Philology TI1 (1882), 402, translazes correctly bur fails o understand low the set-
ting up of a post could be thought of thus; an illusuation of the evident fact tha:
Whitney's mind was always secursly “posted” against the comprehension of any
tnelaphysical notion.

88 The Sacrflcer identifying kimsclf with the Post, as is explicit in KB x.2 (cf
SB xmna.6.0).

4 The Post, or Balt, wicld=d point downwards, pierced (and fertilized) the earth;
now withdrawr and set up erecs, it points upwards to and virtually penetrates the
slkcy, literglly pointing the way by which the smoke of the sacrificial Are, bearing
with it the spirit of the Sacriacer idenfified with that of the victim, ascends to pass
out thremgh the cosmic luffer, the eye of the dored roof of the world, and “cye
of the needle” “Agni arose sloft touching the sky: he vpened (e door of the
world of heaven . . . kim he lets pass who is @ Compreliensor thereof” (AB 1m1.42);
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dnukhvityaty cf. 1S va8.1, vi.348, etc.: svayamatrand bhavati prandnam
arsrsryai wiho svargasya lokasyanukhydtyar). Being set up on the surface of
the earth (varsma prthvyar), “ ‘banning mindlessness far from us’ (dre
esmad amatim bad hamdna i), namely privation, evil (asandyd vai papmd-
nam),” “1'he Post 1s the Balt (vajro va yifah), it stands erect &s a weapon
against him whom we hate (deisato badha udyatisihati).”™

and, “Were the sacrificer not to ascend after him, he would be shut out trom the
world of aezven” (TS v.6.8.1). G Micah 2:13, Asrendet enim pandens iter anie
voy; divident, ot transibunt portam, et ingredinntur per eam (like Mund. Up.
a1, cqrya-dvirena prayant), and St Thomas, Swm. Theal. 1r49.5c ad 2, E
ideo per passicnem Christi aperta est nobis janua regrt coslestis (i€, of the coelum
smpyrenm and not merely of the coelnam anrenm).

8 Quo se potest tucyt contra Aastis im pugnationes, Surz, Theol. 492 ad 2. The
wording of the text (amatrm . . . aianiya vai papmanam] makes it abuadantly
clear that it is nat primarily any private “adversary™ that is intweuded by he “hatcful
kinsman” (deisatah Bhratroyak) against whom the Post is set up and in this scnse
“hurled” (praharaii, AB 1L.1), but rather zhe Enemy ol gods and men, Similarly as
regards bhr@royah in RV vILISal, Yah Koo tigmarn, wasmin i jahi vafram,
ingra, and AV, etc., where the very possibility of applying an incantation (mantra)
against “so and so” Cepends upen its primary cfficacy as an exorcism of the Fiend,
the gnyapratap of VS xaxvurnzo. Cf TS ving.z, “Smitng off misery, evil, death
(arzeim papminam mriyurn), lez us reach the divine assembly.” It ‘s in the same
spirit tiat sc many incantations have as their end tc secure a liberation from Va.
runa. Who then is the Eremy, the Mindless Ore, Privation, il rhar 15 smitten
by the crection of the Pest? Zvidently Death (myrtyae), and in the presen: connec-
tion more specifically that form of Agni that is often identifed with Death, the
Agni whoss connection is with Varuna, trom whom the Secrificer is ever secking
to escape: Agni as Ahir Budhnya, the “Chthonic Serpent” (who is invisibly what
the Garhzparya Agai is visibly, AB 1uw36); the Agni “thur was before” as distin-
gnished from the kindled Agni worshipped as a Fricnd (mi#trakriyopasen, AB nrg,
erc.), wirh refsrence :o which pair, whose relaton is assuredly “brotherly,” it is said
that “the Agni that is in the fire pan end the Agni lat was before hate (dvisate)
onz another” (TS v.2.4.1). The Scrpent’s head is “bruised” (cf. Cen. 3ir5) by the
Post.

The Suacrificer repeats what had been cone by Indra in the beginning (vapena-
bod hayahir, RV 1103.7, cte.), when the Sacrificial site (yajfavasty of AR T
wis first saken possession of. The rite is repeatec to this day when a new houss is
to be built; “Beforc a single stonz can ke laid . . . the astrologer shows what spat
in the foundation is cxactly abeve the head of the snake that supports the world.
The mascn fashions a litdle wooden peg from the wood of the khadsra tre= [cf. the
use of hhadira for the Pcst in AB 1nr|, and with a coconvt drives the peg into
the ground ar this particuler spor, in such a way as to peg the head of rthe snake
securely down” (Margarer Stevenson, Rites of the Twice-horn, London, 1020, p.
354). For the full significance of this rite see further Paul Mus, Barabudur, pp.
207, 347, 348, and my note in JAOS, LVII (1037), 341; end A, Bergaigne, La Religion
védique d'aprés les hymunes du Rig-Veda (Paris, 1878-1807), 1, 124, n. 1, remarking
on the use of RV v6ax, bhadre bgerre nimita, eic, in this connection. It is [run
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There are three kinds of wood of which the post can he made, %fadira,
bilva, uud palisa. The latter is “the fiery cnergy and brahma glory of the
Lords of the Fores:” (tejo var brahma-varcasam vanaspatinam) and “the
birth place of all Lords of the Forest” (sareesdm vanaspatindm yonth ).
In LS 11.4, the Lord of the Forest (elsewhere the comman epithet of Agni)
is identificd with the Breath (prano vai vanispath). It is perfectly clear
from all this that the sacrificial “zree,” yupa (and aravpas), is thought of
as inverted and unclimbable until it is crected by the setting wpright of
the svmbolic post of the rite: wherewirh erected, the Sacrificer is himself
erected anc rcgcncratcd.

Jic samme point of view that the sctting up of a lance is a teking possession of ke
rcalm (scc JAOS, LVIIL, 1037, 342, 10 4),

On the ather hand, the setting a:grighs of the Post or Bol: implies o regeneration,
and at ke same ume fully explains why, in a [rogareyons, the lingam iz supported
by the yoni and stands erect, head upward, in whet is strictly speaking an un-
natural positien. First, let us observe that Agni's birth place is alwuys a yonr
viryepa in RV 1r1r.2 is the equivalent of wapeema in r.ro2.7: and rhe equivalznce
of vapra and {ingam as stahilizing Axis is fu'ly brought out in the Daruvana legend
(sex Hosch, “Het Tings-Heligdom van Uinaia,” Madialafh wntub iima buhasa, dmn
burns dan kebudajean Indonesta, LXIV (1o24), anc further references in Coomara-
swary, Yaksar, Po 11, 1031, p. 43, n. 2). Taese relations could be demonstraed at
much greater length, botk from the Irdian and from other (c.g., the Grail und e
Greek) wadizions, In the second place, we have 1w bear in mind he disiincion of
Le Garhapatya from e Alievaniya Fires as respectively ratural and supernatural
olaces of Litth (yon) inte which the Sacrificer nserninates himsclf [ demanane
sifeats), and from which he s rcborn aceordingly (JB n17 and 18; sce Oertel in
TAOS, XIX, 1868, 116, a woxt which should not fail 1o be consulted in the present
connectorn; and ¢f AB 1‘32)‘ T]’]ir(_]]lrr must be borne ir mind the frcquent identifi-
sation in our texts of the Ahevaniya Fire with the Sky, The setting upright of the
Post, Bolt, or Lingam, with these assumptions, implies then a withorawal trom the
lower end natral vend end a reversal by means of which the lingam is pointed
tewards the Sundocr above, which is precisely the hirth place throvgh which the
Sacrificer, whether hy the iritiarion and the sacrifice, or [inally at death, is reborn
for the last rime, obtaining a “body of light” and “sunskirn,” in accordance with
the universal doctring that “all resurcection is from ashes,”
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For Plate, the Divine Life is an “ever-flowing Essence” (dévaov odoiar,
Laws o6fr). For Meister Eckhart, who called Plato “that great pricst,”
the Soul is “an outflowing river of the erernal Godhead” (Pleiffer ed.,
p. 587, cf. 304); anc he says also, “while [ was standing in the grounc, the
bottom, in the river and fountain of the Godhead, there was none to ask
me where T was going ar what I would be doing. . .. And when 1 return
into the ground, the bottom, the river and fountein ot the Gedhead, none
will ask me whence T came or whither T went™ (p. 131}, Iu: the same way
Shamsi4-Tabriz: “None has knowledge of each who enters that he is
so-and-so or so-and-so. . . . Whoever enters, saying, ‘Tis I T smite him
on the brow.™

An incessant river of life implies an inexhaustible source, or Jums—the
Dythagorcan “fountain, or spring, of the everflowing Nature” (mnym
Gevdov diorews Golden Verses 48). “Tmagine,” says Plotinus. “a [ountain
(mny7) that has no origin beside itself; it gives itself to all the nivers, yet
is never exhausted by what they take, but always remains integrally what
it was . . . the fountain of life, the fountain of intellect, beginning of
being, czuse of the gnod, and root of the Soul” (Plotinus ur8.a0 aud
vL.g.g). This, as Thilo says in comment on Jer. 2:13, 7nyn Lws, 1s God,
as heing the elder source not only of life but of 21l knowledge (De fugu
et inventione 137, 197, 19% De Providentia 1.336); cf. John 4:10 and Rev.
1417, 21:8, Tt is Jan van Ruyshroeck’s “Fountain-head from which the
rills flow forth. ... There Grace dwells essentially; abiding as a brimming
fountain, and acrively flowing forth into all the pewers of the soul”
(Adornrment of the Spiritual Marriage, ch. 35). And in the same way,

[This essay was [irst publishied in India Antique: Essays in Honor of fean Philippe
Vogel (Leiden, 1947)—xn.]

L Rimi, Dizan, Odes xv, xxvin cf. Mathnawd wiatied, “Whoever is not a Lover
sees in the water his own image . . . (Fut) since the Lover's image has disappearec
in Him, whom now shanld Ae behold in the water? Tell me that.” Similarly in CU
VIIL8, with respect to one's refection in water,
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Shams-i-Tabriz: “Conceive Soul as a fountain, znd these created beings
2s rivers. . . . Do not think of the water failing; for this water is
without end” (Riami, Disan, Ode xu). Meister Eckhart speaks of rhe
Divine Tife as both “fontal and inflowing.” The concept of tac rcturn
of the Soul to ‘ts source, when its cycle is completed and, as Rlake
says, “the Eternal Man reassumes Lis ancient bliss,” is, indeed, universal;
so that, in its presea: sense, the Sea, as the source of all exisrances, is
equzl'y the symbol of their last end or entclechy. Such an end may ap-
pear at first sight to involve a loss of self-conscionsness, and a kind of
desth: hur it should not be forgotien that in any case the man of yesterday
is dead, that every ascent implies a rising on “stepping stares of our dead
sclves,” or rhat the content of the Now-without-duraton (Skr. ksene,
Aristotle’s dropos piv), L2, of Kternity, is infinite compared with that
of any conceivzble extent of time past or future. The final goel is not a
destruction, but one of liberation from all the Limirations of individualiry
as it funcrions in time and space.

From the Buddhist point of view, life is infinitely short; we are what
we are only for so long as it takes une thought or sensation to succeed
another, Lifc, in time, “is like a dewdrop, or a budble on the water . . .
or as it might he # mountain torrent flowing swif:ly from afar and car-
rying cverything along with it, and there is no moment, pause, or minufe
in which it comes to rest . . . or it is like the mark made by a stick on
water” (A 1v.137). The “individual,” a process rather than an entity, ever
hecoming one thing after another znd never stopping to be any one of its
transicnt aspects, is like Heracleizug’ river into which you can never step a
secand time—mdvra gel. Bus over against this perpetual Aux of the Sarsira
there stands the concept of the silent Sea, trom which the waters of the
rivers are derived and intc which they must return at last. In speaking of
this Sca, the symbal of n#rzana, the Budchist is thinking primarily of
its still depths: “As in the mighty ccean’s midmost depth no waye is born,
but all s still, so in his cese who's stil, immovable (#hito anejo), let never
monk give rise to any swell” (Sn 2p0). The Sea is the symbol of nirvana,
and just as Meiszer Eckhart can speak of the “Drowring,” so the Buddhist
speaks of “Immersion” (ogadha) as the final goal.

“The dewdrop slips into the shining sea.” "L'he reader of these con-
cluding words of Sir Edwin Arnold’s Light of Asia may very likely
have thought of them as the expressior: of a uniquely Buddhis: aspiration,
and may have connected them with the altogether erroncous interpreta-
tion of mirvana as “annihilazion”; for, indeed, he may never have heard
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of the “znnihilarionist heresy™ against which the Buddha so often fulmi-
pated, or may not have reflected that an annihilation of anything real,
anything thar 45, is a metaphysical impossibility. Actually. however, for
man to be plunged into the infinite abyss of the Godhead as his last and
beatific end, and the expression of this in terms of the dewdrop or rivers
thar reach the sea towards which they naturally tend, so far from being
an exclusively Buddhist doctrine, has been stated in almost idearical words
in the Brahmanical and Taoist, and Islamic and Christian trad'tions,
wherever, in fact, der Weg zum Selbst has been sought,

To begin with the Buddhist formularion, we find: “Just as the great
rivers. entering rhe mighty ocean, luse their former names and semblances,
and one only speaks of ‘the sez,’ even so these four kinds, the warrinrs,
priests, merchants, and workmen, when they go forth from the housc-
Lold irto the homeless life, into the rule established by the Truth-finder,
lose their former names and lineages, and are only called ‘ascetics’ and
‘sons of the Buddha’ ” (A v.202; M 1.489; Ud 55av). L he figure, no doubt,
derives from and represents an adaptation of the Vedic idea of the occanic
origin and end of the Living Waters as stated, for example, in RV vir.49.1
and 2: “ferth from the Sea rhe sleepless waters flow . . . their goal the
Sea (sumudrirthah).” But the words as they stand are more directly an
echa o several passages in the Upanisads, notably Prasnu Up. vis: “Even
as these fowing (syandamdndh, péovres) rivers that move towards the sea,
when they reach it, are come home, and one speaks only of ‘the sea,” so
of this ‘Witness’ or ‘Looker-on’ (paridrastr)® these sixteen parts that move

2 The Witness, or 1.ooker-on, is primarily thet cne of the two birds or sclves that
does not eat of the fruit of tke Tree of Life, but only looks vn (abhi cahgti, RV
©.7B420, of. Mund. Up. urrni and 2 and Phile, Heres 126); “he Sclt alive and
close at hand, the Lord of wha: hath been and slall be . . . who stands indiwelling
(pra-visya = évowan’ the cave (of the ligart), who looked forth in the powersof
chesoul {AAdrcbhir vyapaivat, KU w5 and 6); “the solc Seer, himself unsezn” (BU
tLg.2g, 1n8.l); “wnlooker (epudrastr), approver, groom, experient, High Lord
and SzIf Supreme, these arc designatiens of the Supreme Person in the body™ (A0
®111.22).

The term wpedrasty, hardly to be distinguished in meaning trom partdrastr, has
a farther particular history and interest of its own, with sperific rzference to Agni,
the Sacerdotium in dizdnis and within von, whom the gods “measured out . . . 10
keep watch”® (aupadraseryaya, |B m.261-263): Agni is the Onlooker or Watchinan,
Vayu the Overhearer, Aditya the Announcer (TS nr3.5): and it is from Agni thrt
the Buddhs derives his epithet of “the Eve in the World™ Krishna's selationship
to Arjuna is that of Agni to Indra, Sacerdotium w Regnum, and corresponds to that
of an older wext in which we also find the Purohita acting as the King's charicteer,
to advise 2im and “w see to it tha: he does no wrong” (espadrasgryaya ved cyam
pipam karevai JB 1Lgq. sce in JAOS, XV, tégz, 21). In ourselves, this is the re-
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towards the Person, when they reach the Person, are come home, their
name-and-shape are bruken down, aed one speaks only of ‘Ui Person’
(purusa).” He then becomes without parts, the lmmortal.” Similarly :n
CU vriog and 2: “As these rivers flow [rst castward w and alter back-
wards “rom the sea* and when they eater into the sea there 15 nothing
but ‘the Sea,” und there they know not ‘T am thls” or ‘T am that—just so,
my friend, all these children,” though they have come forth from that-

lationship that the Chinese call that of the Irner Priest to the Outer King: the On.
locker's fuactions zre those of the Socratic Duimon, Immenent Spirit, Synteresis,
and Conscience

# There are twn ““arms” of Brabma, remporal and nimeless, with and withour parts
(MU wrrs). Tn his temporal form Prajipati (the Progenitcr), the Yezr, is thought
of as having sixteer parts, of which fifteen zre his “possessions” and the sixteenth,
constant (dhriea) part Himself; with this sixteenth parr he is entered into (gnupra-
vifye = érowkifov) cverything thet bresthes here (BU 1504 end 15); and i s
precisely with this sixteenth, lelt aver (parigzga) when the fire of lile is checked
by fastige [“Just as tiere wight remain fron a blazing e only a glead no bigger
thar a Arefly, and that Hlazes up again when the fast is over), tha: “you now
undzrszand the Vedas” (CU vr7.1-5). In other words, the constant sixteenth part
is the “Spark,” Jacch Boehme’s “God in me that knows these things” and who, as
St, Augustine says, both has his throne in heaven and teaches from within the
heart—"And it 15 established, zccording to Aungustine and the other sairts, that
‘Christ, having his throne in heaven, teaches from within'; nor can any wuth e
known in aay way sxcept through that truth, For the same one |ie, Christ| is
the source of oeing and understanclivrg™ (St dernasd, Jn hevadm, 173, Migne,
Series latina, v.331).

1his ean he nnderstond 0 fwo ways, cither with Sankara as referring to tae
geaeral circulation of the waters, which are drawn up frem the sea by the sun and
rzturn to it i1 the rivers: or, as seems to me more pladsible, as referring to the
tides that flow alternatelvy far up such a river as the Ganges, and back again int
the sea, being “niver” &s they ebl and Tow, Dut valy “sea”™ wlhen the dde is out
In any case the reflerence 15w the “fontad and inflowing” chrculation of the Rivers
of Life, of, RV 11fg4.51, samanam ected adabam we caity ava, and JUD 127, apak
pavicir ., . prasvias svanderan . . plecstamand . .. yanti,

% Praja, “children,” all living things regarded as the offspring of Prajapati, and
usual'y to be cistinguished from Bhagari, “beings,” in the sense of the “Breaths,”
ie, “faculties” or “powers of the soul” (Pythagorean yuyfs dvepor Philc’s 73s
Yuxijs Burdpas, ete.), of which tae pames, vision, cte, are those of the immanent
Person's ccts rather than of our owr (BT a7, CLT v.ros, JUE ra8-2n).

As ragerds the reference of #raja to all Tving things, whether or not human, cf.
BU 1.4.3 and 4: “Thencz were born humran beings. . . . Thus, indeed, He (puriusa,
the Person) emanated all (seream aspjeia), down to the ants”™—a coatext hat makes
it clear that srers, too ofter rendered by “creadon,” ought rather w be rendered by
Yomanation™ or “expression.” Ttois one and the same urivessal Sell that quickens
all bings, Lut Tt is more clearly manifested in animals than in plants, and sdll
more elearly in man than in animals (AA m.3.2). In Meister Eckhart's words, “God i

%
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whichds (sat, 76 6v), know not that "We have come ferth from That-
which-is,” but here in the world become whatever they become, whether
tiger, lion . . . or gnat,” Le, believe that they are this or that; whereas
MU vrzz: “thuse who pass bevond this diversely variegated [sonorosity
of rivers, bells, or falling rain] go home again into the supreme, silent,
nnmanifested Brahma, and reaching Thar are there no longer severally
characterized or severally distinguished.™

So, again, in China, Tuo Te Ching, 32: “Unto Tao all under hecaven will
come, as streams or torrents fall into a grea: river or sea” [see n. g helow |;
which reminds us both of Dante’s “nostra pacs: clla ¢ quel mare, al qual
rutto 5. move” (Paradiso .85 and 86). and of the Vedic “When shall we
come to be again in Varuna?” (RV vir36.2), i.c. in that Brahma “whosc
warld is the Waters” (Kaus. Up. 1.7), or that Agni who “is Varuna at
hirth” (RV m15.4, v.3.1) and is “the single Sca, the keeper of all treasures™
(RV x.5.1). In the wards of Jalilu’d Din Rimi, “the final end of every
torrent is the Sea. . . . Odoosites and likes pertain to the waves, and not to
the Sea” (Mathnawi v.3164 and vri622, cf. Philo, Irmmur. 164).

Parallels sbound in Islamic contexts. Thus, Shams-i-Tabriz: “Enter
that occan, that your drop may become a sea that is a hundred ‘seas of
Omin’. . . . When my heart beheld Love's sca, of a sudder it left me
and lcapt in" (Ram?, Diedn, Odes x11 and vir)—contemporary with Meis-
ter Fekha-t's “Plunge in, this is the drowning”” More than once his great
disciple. Jalalu'd T3in Ramyi, asks us, “What is Love? Love is ‘the Sea of
Non-ex'stence, ™" he says; and agzin, “What is Love? Thou shalt know

in the least of creatures, even in a fiv"; and conversely, “any flee, as it is in God
[ideally], is higher than the highest of the angels as he is in himsel.”

For the t=rm “emanation,” olten avoided for fear of a narrow “pantheistic” inter
pretation, cf. S. Thowas Aquinas, Swm. Theol. 14513 "It s appropriate to con-
template . . . the emanation of all being from the universal cause which is God. .
Creation, which is the cmanation of zll being, is out of nonbeing, which is nothing.”

God is the supreme :dentity of “Being and Nonbeing,” Essence and Narure: from
Nonbeing there arises Being as a first assumption, and from Being comw forth al’
existences,

% “He who aims at ectual gnesis - . . will pin his faith to the One devoid of any
sort of numher or variety, the One wherein is lost, is blottec out, every proper.y and
all distirctions, which are there the sarme” (Meister Eckbary, Evans ad., II, 64).

“Te, of superessential Being, unlimited by anv of e conditcons of ex-istence
(#x alio sstens), those of being “thus™ or “wlierwise”” “There 15 no crime worse
than thy ex-stence” ( Riuni, Divdn, Ods x11, commeniary, p. 233): “Most epecially
he feeleth matter of sorrow who knows and feels that he is. All other sorrows are
unto this in eompaticon but £s game 1o earncst. For he may make sorrow earnestly

409



TRADITIONAL SYM3OLISM: FOUR STUDIES

when thou becomest Me” (Mathnaevi 114723, and 11, Introduction). Man
is like = drop of water thar the wind dries up, or that sinks into the earth,
but “4f it leaps into the Sea, which was its source, the drop is delivered . . .
its outward farm disappears, but its essence is inviolate. . . . Surrender thy
drop and take in exchange the Sea ... of God’s Grace™; “Spill thy jug®. ..
for when its water falls into the river-water, therein it disappears, and 1t
becomes ‘the River'” (Mathnawi 1v.2616 ., and 111,3912-3913)—the River,
that is to say, of Plato’s “ever-flowing Nature.™

All this pertains to the common universe of metaphysical discourse;
nane of these ways of speaking is foreign to specifically Christizr: aspira-
ticn. For God “is an infinite and indererminate Sea ot substance™ (Dam-
ascere, De fide arthodozs 1) and deification, or theosis, man's last end, de-
mands an “ablatio omnis alteritatis et diversitatis” (Nicholzs of Cusa, De
filiaticne Ded). “All things,” Meister Eckhart says, “are as litcle unto God
as the drop is to the wild sea; and so the scul, indrinking God, is deified,
losing her name and her own powers, but not her essence” (Pfeiffer ed., p.
314). And Ruyshroeck: “For as we possess God in the immersion of Love—
that is, if we are lost to ourselves—God is our own and we are His own;
and we sink oursclves cternally and irrctrievably in our one possession,
which is Gad. . . . . Anc rhis down-sinking is like a river, which without
pause or turning back pours cver into the sea; since this is its proper resting
place. . .. And rhis hefalls beyond Time; that is, without before or afwer,
in an Eternal Now . . . thc homc and the beginning of all life and all
becoming. And so all crearnres are therein, heyond themselves, cne Being
and onc Lifc with God, as in their Eternal Origin” (Jan van Ruysbroecls,
The Sparkling Stone, ch. 9, and The Book of Supreme Truth, ch. 10).

e

whe kaows and fecls nol only what Lz is, but that he is” (Clowd of Unkaowing,
ch. g4). The Supreme Identity, indeed, is of "Being and Nonbung” cadasat), be
yond both affirmation and negation; but to attain to this last end, it will not sufice
to have stopped short at Beirg existenticlly,

!For the “jug,” the psychophysical “pessonality,” see Mathuan? 1271027155
cf. the Vedantic symbol of the jar, of which the space containec and spzce that con-
tains are seent to be the same as soon as the jar 1 broken; and the BEoddhest com-
parison of the hody to a jar, Dh o, kembhapaman kavam imam viditvd.

#Tt will be noticed that the terms of the symbolism are not always literally the
sams. The eternal source may be called the Sea, or the River, while wemporal exist-
ences zre eithzr waves of the Sea, or rivers that reenter it or that are tributaries of
the Rivers. The eternal source is at the swue tine notionless and flowing, never
“Stagnant’; so that, as Meister Cckhart says, there is “a fountain in the godhead,
which flows out upon all things ir eternity and in time” (Pleiffer ed., p. 530); as
is also implied by the “enigma” of RV v.47.5, where “though the rivers flow, the
Waters do not move.”
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Sa, also, Angclus Silesius in Der Cherabinische Wandersmann, viiya:

If you would speak of the tiny droplet in the grear sea,
Then you would understand my soul in the great divinity;

and to the same tradition there bzlengs Labadie’s beauriful last testament:
¢ surreader my soul heartily 1o God, giving it back like a drop of water
to its source, and rest confident in Him, praying God, my orgin and
Ocean, that He wil take me into himself and engulf me eternally in the
abyss of His being.™™ When, indeed, shall we come “to be again in Va-
runa?”

In conclusion: we are not much concerned here with rhe lirerary history
of these striking agrecments; it matters little that the Indian sources zre
the oldest, siace it can almes: always be assumed thar any given doctrine
is older than Lhe oldest record of it that we happen to have found. The
~oint is, rather, that such collations as have been made abovs illusirare a
%'mgle case of the general prooosition that there are scarcely any, if any,
of the fundamental doctrines cf any orthodox tradition thar cannot as well
be supported by the authority of many or all of the other orthodox tradi-
tions, or, in other werds, by the unaaimous tradition of the Philnsophia
Perennis et Universalis.

1 Cited by Dean Inge, The Philesaphy of Flatimes (1ondon, 1618), 1, 121
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The Symbalism of the Dome

Part 1

The arigin af any srrucraral form can he considered either from an ar-
chacological and technical or from a logical and aesthetic, or rather cogai-
tive, point of view; in nrher wards, either as fulfilling a function or as
cxpressing a meaning. We hasten to add that these are logical, not real
distinezions: fuaction and significance eoincide in the form of rhe work;
however, we may ignore the onc or the other in making use of the work
as a thing essential to the active life of the body or dispositive to the con-
templative life of the spirit.

Inasmuch as we are here mainly concerned with significance, we neerd
not emphasize the importance in architectural history of the problem
presentec by the superposition of a domed (or barrel-vaulred) roof upon
a rectangular base, nor go into the question of how, where homogencous
materials such as mud or wattle were in use, this was criginally very sim-
ply solved (and even more casily in the casc of a tent of skins or woven
material) by a gradual obliteration of the angles as the walls were huilt
up; and how subsequently whers stone or brick was cmployed, the same
problem was sclved structurally in two ways, either by spanning (trabea-
tion, squinches) or by building forward from the angles (corbelling, pen-
dentives). We propose tc ask rather why than how “the square chamber
is obliged to forsake its plan and strain forward to mect the round dome
‘n which it must terminate,” and whether it is altogether accicentally,
[First published in The Indian Historical Quarterly, XIV (1yz8), this essay in-

cludes in Pare T the text of a shorter essay, “Le Sybolisme de 1'épée,” whick ap-
peared in Etudes traditionclles, XLIII (1933).—¢p.]

L E. Schreeder, in 4 Surzey of Persian Art, ed. Arthur Upham Pope and Phyllis
Ackerman (Oxtord, 19381939 |2nd ed, 1954-1065]), Vol. VI, sv. “The Seljuq
Pericd,” pp. 1005-10nk (italics mine). In a consideration o the successive courses of
the elevation, Schroeder also remarks that “the four zones suggest in their succsssion
a serles of metaphysical concepts whose progression has been the concern of contemn-
platives from Pythagoras o St. Thumes: (est individeality or muliislicity, secondly
conflict and pain, nex: unaninity, consent and prace, and finally unification, loss of
individuality, beatitude.”
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so to speak, that cur domes “cppear to have been destined to symbolize
the pessage from unity to quadrature through the mediation of the tri-
angle of the squinches™;* and why in the north porch of the Erechtheion
“immediately above the trident-mark [of Poseidou] au opening in the
roof hed been purpocely lest”™ We might have expressed the nroblem
ctherwise by asking, “Why should the walls of a tepee or sides of a pyra-
mid contract towards a common point in which their independent exist-
ence ceases? or again, in the case of a dome supported by pillars, by
asking, “Why should these pillars either actuzlly (as in the case of certain
hamboo constructions) or virtually (as is cvident if we consider the arch
as a dome in crosssection) converge towards the commen apex of their
separated heing, which apex is in fact their *key's”

In this matter of procedure from unity to quadrature Lthere 1s something
analogous to the work of the three Rdhus in making Four cups out of
Tvastr’s one. These Rhhus compose a triad of “artists.™ who are de-
scribed as “Men of the interspace, or air” (antarifsasya narék), and are
said to have quartered the Titan's cup (camasam, pawram), “as it were
measuring out a fcld” (kictram iva vi mamuh, RV 1130.3-5). The ret-
erence is undouhtedly to the primordial act of creation by which a “place”
is prepared for thosc who are eager to emerge from the antenatal tomb,
ta escape the honds n° Varuna. Attention may be called to the expression
vi mamuh, from v md, to “mcasurc out” or “lay out,” and hence to “plan”
or even “construcz.” The ront with ‘ts prefix occurs notably in the word
vimine, which often coincides with rathe (chariot) as the designation
of what is at arce the “palace” and the “vehicle” of the gods (i.z. the
revolving universe),” and which occurs in the Rg Veda chiefy in con-

27]. H. Probs:-Biraben, “Svrabolisme des arts plastiques de P'ccident er du Proche-
Oient” Le Voile d'les, X1 (1035), 16.

“Tane FEllen Harrison, Themis (Cambridge, 1927), p. 02

*Rbhu, from rabh (cf. Ig{’;ig), as in érzdh, to “undertake” “fashion,” and rambha,
a “prep,” “past,” “support.” In RV x.125.8 dramtbhamina dhuvanini vifed, “lashion-
ing all the worlds, the uriverse,” embodics the mmeaning alsu ol “setting up all the
louses.”

“Ilence it is that actual temples, as at Konaraka, may be provided with wheels
and represeated as drawa by horsces; and it is from the same peint of view that their
movablz images arc carried in procession on chariots, drawn by men or horses, of
which the mest familiar example 1s that of the annual procession of the “Lord of the
World" (Jagannithz) at Puri. That the universe is thonght af as a house, not only
in a spadal bur alsa in a temporal sense, is sezn in SB 1L66.1.1¢, "He alone wins the

Year who knows its daa-s, for what were he to do with a house who cannor find his
way insider”
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nect:on with the creaznive determination ot “space” (antartksa, rajas), for
example W v.gr.3, where Somipusand, described us the Poles of the Uni-
verse, are besought to “urge your chariot hitherward, the sevan-wheeled
chzriot that measurss out the region” (rajuso vimdnam . . . ratham),
that is to say, are asked tc bring into being an inhabitable space. In count-
less texts we (ind »f ma emploved in this way with respect to the de-
limitction of space, the laying out of “abodes of cosmic crder” (rtasya
dhama), and the determination of ic “measure of the sacrifice” (yajiesya
matram)), which 1s again an aspec: of the act of creation. In v.81.3 it is the
Sun himself that “measurss ous the chthonic regions™ (parthivdn: v manme
.. .rajamsi deva savitd), i.e., the “grounds” of the seven worlds; or, other-
wise expressed, it is Varuna who, “employing the Sun as his rule, mcas-
ares out the earth™ (mdnencva .. . vi .. . mame prihivim saryepa, v.83.5) ;"
and we may say i the words of Genesis 2:1, “thus the heavers and the
earth were finished, and all the host of them.”

Qur cirztions above have been chosen in part to bring out the connce-
tion of the Sun with the act of creative delimitation by which the Three
(or Seven, or Thrice Seven) Worlds are made actual. Tor we must as-
sume from RV 1.110.3 and 5 that the “Asura’s cup” made Zourfolc by the
Rbhus is really the “pletter” or disc (piaire = mandala) of the Sun (or
rather, ante principsirn, that of the united Sun anc Moon, Heaven and
Earth, coincident in the beginning as they are at the end of time): we
remark not merely the appositional sequence “Savity (the Sur) . .. him-
that-may-not-be-hidden . . . this culy [eediug vesszl of the Titan (Father)”

8 Similarly MU vi6, *The eye of Prajapat’s crudest torm, his cosmic body, is the
Snn: tar the Person’s grea: dimensionad wor d {matrak) depends upon the eye, since
iris with th= eye that he moves about amongst dimensioned things,” mards meaning
lireral'y “measnirec! things,” and hence the material world of measurable things, or
whatever occupies space.

It may be remarked that clthough we began with the case of the due on a
syuare base, the spztial principles involved are tie same o (he case of a circular
bass, since any “feld” is Jdetznmined in (wo cimensions. Ileaven and Earth arc
generally theugli of as wheels or ciceles (cakva); but in 8B xv.3.1.17, the Sun is
“four-cornered, for the quasters arc his corners,” and 8B vi1.2.29, the Earth is simi-
larly “four-cornered, and that is why the bricks {of the altar) cre likewise four-
cornered.”

The Axis of the Universe, according to the texts or as represented, 15 nsnally
cvlindrical or feur- or eightargled; early Indian pillars are usually either cylindrical
o: eighraagled. We might also have discussed the symbolism of these pillers, and
similarly that of the palace supported by a single pillar (ekarhambhaka-pasida), but
will merely cite &s parallel, “Every column in those Achsermenid palaces wes an e
blen ol the sun-gad to which the kiug of kings might look up” (Annz Rocs, Greek
Geomeirie Ari, Loudon, 1933).
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(savizd . . . ugohyam . .. camasam asurasya bhaksanam ckam santam,
L1103, with patram for carazara, in verse 5),7 and similarly in AV x.8.9,
“how] wherein is set the glory omniform™ (camasa . . . yasmin yafo niki
tam wviivardpam), but also the larer designation of the Sundocr as an
“enirance covered over by the golden platter of truth” (Airanyamavena
patrena satyasyapihitam mukham® 14 Up. 15, cf. JUB 1.3.0).

It is, then, by means of the Sun, often described as the Titan’s “eye,” that
He surveys, experiences, and “feeds upon™ the werlds of contingent being
under the Sun, which arc in the power of Death, and properly His food;
by means of the Sur that these warlds are in the first place “measured out,”
or “created.” It is just this that is implicd in the work of the Rbhus, who
make of the single solar “platter” four o7 like sort, by which we can only

T Camasam (= pagram) bhaksanam, the solar “Grail” as aa allwich-fulfilling
feeding vessel; regarded cither as himselt ke “enjeyer” or as the ‘I'iren’s [Varuna's)
“means of enjoymen:,” just as we speak cf the eye as “see'ng” or as the “means of
vision.” The Titzn Father’s hewl, which 15 also his “eye” (RV 150.5-y, x82.1,
¥ 85.13; AV w733, em) provides whatever “food” may be desired, precisely inas-
much as it is the solar arb,. paten, or platter which =nvisagzs and thus partakes of
c1] tkings at once; in which sense it is that “the Sun with his five rays [eeds upon
the chiects of sense perception” (edsevan aizi, MU vi31, cf. pivpalam . . wis, RY
L164.20), ie, “When as the Lord of Immortality he rises up by food” (amytarvasy-
ééang yad anmena arivohari, RV xgoz = “cuncs cating and drirking™); whieh
rays are “the [arseeing says of Varuna,” BV x4q1g, “Ave” if we consider the Zeur
quarters and central arb, “seven” if we also consider the zenith and radir, or more
indclinitely “a hundred and one,” of which the hundred and first s again the centrel
orb. The bewl is not, as some have suggested, the Moon—"The Person in the orb
is the cater, the Moon his food. . . . The Moon is the food of the gods” (83
3.5.2.18 and 1.6,4.5); “The Sun it the cater, the Mocn his dues. Waen this pair nnites,
it i¢ termed the eater, not the food” ($B x6.2.3 and 4). It 15, of course, as “world” or
“uriverse,” all that is “under the sun,” that the Monn is his “meas.” The very “lire”
of Varuna, the Fisher Kiag, the deity @b intra, otherwise inert and impotent, depencs
upon this Grail ag rh= erernal means of his rejuvenation and procession. And this
salar Grail is the prototype of every sacrificial paten. For the Grail woul in the
Trdian traditicn, and the Buddha's bowl as a Grail, see Couvmaraswarmy, Yaksas,
Pr 1, 1032, pp. 3742

® Mgk he, “entrance,” “geteway,” as in JUB 111.33.8, “The comprchenser thereof,
Frequenting iu e spirit both these classcs of divinities (Gale, Fire, Moon, Sun as
transcendent and as immanert), the Gate receives him™ (sadein . . . 222 wbhayir
devatd dtraany crya, mukha adatte); JUB wars, ‘T (Agni) am the Gate ot the
Gods” (aham devinim mukham aemi)y AB 1mq2, “Agni ascenced, reaching the
sky, he opened the door of the world of heaven” {(swargasya Inkasya dovaram). For
mukha s the gateway of a city or fort see Arzhadastra, 11, ch. 21, and the plan in
Fastern Art, 11 (1930), Pl CXXII: the “mouth” of the gateway is approached by
a bridge cr “concourse” (samkrama) which spans the moat, so that whoever enters
may be said to have reached the “farther shore.” There is accordingly 2 solar sym-
bolism of gazeways and of Lridges und bridge builders (cf, “pontiff”),
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understand four solar stations, representing the limits of the solar motion
in rhe four directions (motion daily from east to west and back agzin, and
annually from south to north and back again). It w:ll then be a matrer
of ohraining “food from all four quarters™ (PB xv.3.23): this may seem
from a human point of view a grea: thing, but it can be easily seen that
it is far more in accordance with the dignity of the divine unity to obtzin
all possible kinds of “nourishment” from a single source, a veritable cup
of nlenty, thzn to obrain these varied foods from widely extended sources:
what T'vastr resents is in effect the partition of his central unity involved
by an =xtension in the four direczions. If all this is atributed in the Ry
Veda either to the Deity in person, or alternatively to a subsequently
deified triad of “arfists,” this can only he understood o mean thar the
latter are collectively the three dimensions of space, end in this sense
“powers” whase operarion is indispensable to the extension of any hori-
zontal “feld” in terms of the four quarters: it is, in fact, only by means of
the three dimensions that an nriginal “one” can be made “four,” “like a
field” (ksetram tva), and it is in this sense that we proceed from unity to
quadrature hy means of a rriangle.” The converse procedure is given in
the well-known miracle of the Buddha's begging bowl (pasta = patra,
Jataka 1.80); that the Buddha receives four howls from the kings of the
TFour Quarters, and making of these four one bow! cats from it, implies an
invalution of space, and what is evidenrly and literally an atonement of

?This holds good also in the anzloguus case of the four-fold partition of the zajra
{made by Tvastr, given -0 Irdra, eand with which he smites the Dragon, RV 1.85.9,
ete.), :nasmuch as the four parts are to be wielded, or ntherwise moved, SB 1.2.4.

The eoronzte and royal Buddha types of the Mahiiyina iconography characteristi-
cally bald the hegging bowl, and represent (1) the Buddha as Cakravartin, or King
of the World, and (2) the Sambhogakdya or Body of Beatitude (Paul Mus, ‘Le
Buddha paré” BEFECQ XXVII, 1028, 274, 277). Now we suggest ther sem in
sambhoga has the value “completely” or “absolutely,” rather than that of “m cowu-
peny wilh’; saméfioga is not (in these contexts) an eating “wgether with others,”
but an *all-cating,” in a seuse analogous to that of “all-knowing cf. sam-bodh,
sam-viel, sam-sky, ete. The bowl is more than ke simple patza in which a wandering
monk collects his food from here or there; it is a punne paizz, a “full bowl,” fur-
nished with all kinds of food; and the story seems to assert unmistakably ther His
body who eats from it is no mere £dya, but the Sambhogakiya or Body of Cmnifrui-
tion. Approaching the problem from another angle, Mus has r=ached the same con-
clusion, that the term sambhoge implies a perfect, universal, and =ffortless trui-
tion; peinting onr at the same time that andbhnga, m=aning “not relving upon any
external source of nourishment,” naturally coincides with sambhoga in one and the
sawe subject, ard implies a selfsubsistence of which the Sun is &n evident image
(Barabudur, Paris, 1935, p. 659). My own interpreration of the aronement of the
four buwls merely confirms these deductions,
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what had been done by the Rblius, For the Buddha, now a unified being,
the Grail is once more as it had beer in the beginning and for Tvastr,
single.

Thus considered, the “my:h” of the Rbaus may he called a paraphrase
f a more usual formula according to which the Sun is described s ceven-
rayed;” of which seven, six represent the arms of the tarec-dimensional
Cross of spiritual Light (¢rivrd vajra) by which the universe is at once cre-
ated and supported. Of the six rays, those which correspond to the zenich

16 From other puints of view, of course, the Sun can be regarded as having one,
four, five, cigli, nine, or a “thousand” rays; eight, for example, with respect w the
four quarters and four halfquariers on a given plene of being.

11 & fuller discussion of the Vedic “Cross of Light,” of which the erms ar= the
pathways of the Spirit, must be undertaken elsawhere. In the m=antime, for ths
cxpression #rivyd vajra, see [B 1247, The procession of the rhreefold spear perperu-
ally coincides with that of these worlds” (traed vairo havahar iman lokan anti-
vartata)y for the “best ray” [param bhis, jyestha rair, of. jvorisam jyeris, “Light
of lights”), se2 8B 1.g.3.10 with Mahidhara's commentery, tog=ther wih TUB n3vg,
yat pavara atibhati . . tam ahhyatimuciate; end for the sitrdrman dectring, RV
L1151, AV x¥.37-3% SR vi7.1.17 and viL7.3.0¢, whers the Sun is said o “string
these worlds to Himself by the thread of the Gale of the Spinit” and to be the “point
of at-achment” (ésarjanera) to which these woilds arc bound by means of the six
direcrinns: ¢f. in AV x.7.42 the concept cf the universal warp of being as fastened
by six pegs or rays of light (raniram . . . suntaayékhant); and BG viny and x.zo.
It may be addzd that similar ideas are clearly expressed in the apocryphal Acts of
John, g8=gy, and Acts vl Peter 38

To aveid all possibility of confusion, it must be emphasized that the position of
the Sun in the wniverse is in the Vedic tradition always at the certer, and not at
the op of the universe, although alwayvs above and at the “Top of the Tree,” when
censidered from any point withia the universe, How this is will he readily under-
stood if we consider the universe as svmbolized by the wheel, of which the center
‘g the Sun and the Felly any ground of heing. From any one position or the felly
it will be seen that the Axis of the Universe, which pillars apart heaven and garch,
‘s o rading of the cirele and 2 ray of the Sua, occupying whet is frem our point ol
view the zenith, but from ke solar peint of view the nadir; while from an exactly
appesite position an the felly, the same will hold good. The Axis of the Universe
is represented, then, by what in the diagram is actuelly 2 diameter, m ade up of what
is from ary one point of view a nadir and « zenily in other words, the axls passes
geometrically through the Sun. Tt s iv quite another than this gecmetric sense that
the “seventh ray” passes through the Sun, viz. into an undimensioned beyond, which
is not contained withir the dimensioned circle of the universe, The prolongaton of
this scventh ray beyond the Sun is accordingly incapable of any genmesric representa-
tion; from our point of view it ends in the Sun, and is the dise of the Sun, through
which we cannot gaze, otherwise than in the spirit, and nct by any means cither
physically or psychically. To this “instfable” quality of the prolengation of the “Way"”
bevond the Sun eorrespand the Upanisad and Buddhist designations of tae con-
Wning drahmapatha as “nonhuman® (eminava) and ws “uncommunicable” or fun-
taught” (asaiksa), and the wholz Jucurine of “Silence” (scc Coomaraswemy, “The
Vedic Doct-ine of Silence™ [in vulure = of this sclection—en.]). The essential dis
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end nadir coincide with our Axis of the Universe (shambha, divo dharina,
etc.), Islamic gutd, and Gnostic oravpds, while those which correspond
to north and scuth, east and west, determine the extznsion o: any hori-
zantal plane or “world” (loka, precisely as the focus of a specific enszinble
of possibilities), for example, that of each of the seven worlds considerad
as a given plane of being, The seventh ray alene passes ¢hrowgi the Sun
to the suprasolar Brahma worlds, “where no sun shines” (all that 1s under
the Sun being in the power o7 Death, and all beyoud “lmmornal™); and
is representec accordingly ir any diagram by the paint at which the arms
of the three-dimensional cross intersect, or s Mahichara expresses it, “the
seventh ray is the solar ozb itself.” 1t is by this “best ray,” the “one foct”
of the Sun, that the “heart” of each and every separated esseuce is di-
rectly cornected with the Sunj and it will prove to be significant in our
interpretation of the summit of the dume that when the separated essence
can be thougas: ot as returned o the center of its cwn being, on whatever
plane of being this seventh ray wil! evidently coincide with the Axis of the
Universe. In the case of the Buddaa’s “First Meditation,”* 1t 1s evidently
just because he :s for the tme being completely reverted and thus avalogi-
cally situated at the “navel of the earth,” the nether pole of the Axis, that
the Sun above him casts zr. unmoving shadow while the shadows oI trees
other than the one under which he is seated change their place. We nead
hardly say thar the position of the Axis of the Universe is a universal and

not a local position: the “navel of the earth” is “within vou,” else it were

tdnction of this seventh ray from the other spatial rays (which alse corresponds to the
distinetion of transcendent from immmanent and of infinite from fnite) 15 cleazly
marked in symbolic represenations, of which we give two illustradans, -espectively

Hindu and Christian [Figure 1a].

D 9T
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Figure 12, The Seven-Rayed Sun
In K. the long shafr o7 the seventh ray extends downward
from che Sun to the Bambinoe in the cradle

1z =R " - - .
.I 1.58; cf. CU nfiro, where for “he SZdhya deities the Sun riees always i the
zenith and sets ir the nadir—and can therefore, so far as they are concerned, cast
ouly a fixed shadow,
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impossible to “build up Agni intellectually,” as the Satapatha Brahmana
expresses what is formulated in Christianity as the “bringing to birth of
Christ in the soul.” In the same way the center of every hebitation 1s
sralogically the center, an hypostasized center, of the world, and im-
mediztely underlies the smilarly hypostasized center of the sky at what
is the other pols of the Axis at arce of the edifice and of the universs it
represents.

Lvery housc is therefore the universe in a likeness, zrd provided with
an analogous content: as Mus expresses it, “the house and the world are
two equivalen: sums. . . . The faruly living in it is the image of the count-
less crowd of creatures dwelling in the shelter of the cosmic house, of
which the ceiling or roof is heaven, light, and sur.” The work of the
architect is really zn “imitaticn of nature in her manner of operation™
the several houses reflect in their cccidents the peculiatity of as many
builders, but are essentially “so many hyposteses ol one and the same wo tld
and all together possess but one and the same reality, that of this uni-
versal world.™?

What we have said with respect to the house applies with equal force
:0 many other constructiars, nf which we may cite the chariot as a notable
cxample. No less preciscly than the house, the chariot reproduces the con-
stitution of the univesce in luminous detail. The human vekicle is an
excmplary likeness of the cosmic vehicle or body in which the course is
run from darkness to light, from endless end to endless end cf the uni-
verse, conceived at once in terms of space (and in this sense as stable)
and in terms of time (as the Year, and in this scuse revalving).** The
paired wheels of this cosmic vehicle or universal incarnation of te Spirit.
its driver, are respectively heaven and earth, a: once divided and united
by the axle tres, on which the revolution of the wheels takes place (RV
x.86.4). This axle tree is the same thing as our Axis of the Universe, and
trunk of the Tree, end the informing principle of the whole construction.

13D, Mus, “Barabudur: esguisse ofune hisioire o Boudchisme fondée sur la
eritique archéologique des textes,” BEFEO, 1032 f. [putlished in 1935 in 2 vols.
(Paris: Gennther) |, Passages quoted above are from Part V, po. 125, 207, 208

Cf. H. Xern, Histoire du Bonddhisme dans ITnide (Paris, 1go3), 11, 152, “The true
Dhiatugeroha of the Adi-Buddha, in cther words the Creator, Brahm3, is the Brah-
manda, the world-egg. continer of all the clements (dadsn) and whica is divided
into rwo halves by he lorizen. This is the real Dhitugarbha (receptacle of the
dlanents): the constructions arc only an imitatien of it”

12 gee the cxcellent discussion of the eosmic chariot and its mierocosmic replicas,
and the demonstrazion of the znalogy of cosmic and human procesiions in Mus,
“Barabudur,” p. *220.
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The division of the wheels, which is the act of creation, brings into being
a space within which the individually proceeding principles are horne on
their way; while their reunion, realized by the charioteer when he returns
from the circumference to the center of his awn being, is the mlling up
of time and space, leaving in priaciple only a single wheel (Dante's préima
rora), of which the hub is that solar gate “through the midst of which one
cscepes altogether” (atimucyate, JUB 1.35) from the revolving cosmos
into an uncontained empyrezn. Nothing will be changed in principle if we
take account in the same way of the exemplary likeness of ships to the
cosmic Ship of Life in which the Grea: Voyage is undertaken; the deck
corresponding to the surface of the earth, the mas: coinciding with the
vertical axis of the house anc axle tree of the charict, while the “crow’s
nest” corresponds to the seat of the all seeing Sun above.

All that we have implied. here and elsewhere, with respect to the imita-
tion of heavenly prototypes in human works of art, and the conception
of the arrs themselves as a body of transmitted knowledge of ultimarely
superhuman origin, can be applied equally to the case of the artificer him-
self, just as also in Christian philesophy thers is taken for granted zn
excmplary likeness of the human architect o the Architect of the World,
and as indeed the consistency of the doctrine requires. If we consider
such en architectural treatise as the Mdnasara, we And in the hrst place
clear evidence of a direct dependence upon Vedic sources, for example,
in the statement that the master architect (sthapesz) end also his three
comparnions or assistants, the surveyor (sdzra-grdhi), the builder and
painter (vardhaki), and carpenter (#aksaka), are required, by way of
professional qualification, to be acquainted both with the Vedas and
with their accessory scicnees (sthapaith . . . vedavic-chastra-piaragah, Ma-
nasara, .13 f£.), and in such verses as “It is through the Sun that the
Earth becomes the support of all beings” (¢824, 111.7), evidently an echo of
RV v.85.5 cited above.*® Furthermore, “It has been said by the Lord Him-
self that He is the All-fashioner {Visvakarma)” (:bid. 112); and it is from
His four “faces™ thar are descended rthe quartst of archirects mentioned
above, who are moreover called “all fzshioners” after Him (¢bid. 15). It
may be added that evidently the “four architects™ correspond to the four
ritual priests of the sacrifice, the sthapati in particular to that one who is
styled preeminently zhe Brahmana, as distinguished from the cthers by his
greater knowledge, without which their operation would be defective. In

' Cf. vires.r8, “He (Sun) hath measured out with his ray the boundaries of
heaven znd earth.”
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Coomaraswamy, Mediceval Sinhalese Art [1yo8—ep.|, we have called at-
tention to the sacerdotal and regal tunctions performed even hy the mod-
ern sthapati in Ceylon. A similar analogy ould be drawa between the
“[yur architccts” on the one hand, and the Sun or solar Indra with his
particular assnciates, the Rbhus. And finally, the designation of the master
architect as sthapatt ‘mmediately suggests z1 . . . afisthipal in RY 156.5-6,
where it is a matter of the architectural construction of the universe, with
its axial “Dillar of Heaven” (dive dharunam, cf. 1x.737, whers Soma as the
‘[ree of Life is aharanah mahah dwah, “the great oravpés of the sky™),
and rigid crossbeam (tro dharunam acyutam): sthapati and atisphipah
being equally causative forms of sz4a in the sense “to set up.” RV 1.50 at
(e same time makes a direct connection betwesn the construction of the
naiverse and the smiting of the Serpent, Ahi-Vitra, the significance of
which will appear later. We may say that just as much as the sacrifice
itself (a synthesis of all the arts), every artistic operation as such opcration
is envisaged by tradition is an imitation of what was done by rhe gocs
in the beginn'ng.

The questions of the Rbhus and of the Cross of Light have been irtro-
duced into our discussion of the principles ul sacred architccture (from
(he tradizional point of view, there is nothing that can be defined as essen-
tially or whelly secular) primarily in order to provide a background
illustrative of the manner in which the problems of spatial extersion and
construction have heer ~raditionally approachied. Our method o approach
is based upon the fac: that the technical problem as such anly presents
itse.f when there has already been imagined a form o be realized in the
materizl. Whether we have in view & spatial universe or a human coa-
struction, the idea of a space to be enclosed between a vault above and a
plane below must be assumed in the mind of the architect lngically prior
to any actnal hecoming of the work Lo Le dong; which pricrity will be
merely logical in the case of the Divine Avrchizect, but must be alsc tem-
poral in the case of the human builder who proceeds from potentiality
to act, And prior to this formal cause, with the same reservations, there
mus- he assumed a final cause or putpose of the construction to be under-
taken, the artist always working both per artem et ex voluntate. The szine
will hold good whether we take account of the house of the body, a con-
structed dwelling, or the universs as a whole. Just as formally considersd
there is a correspondence between the human body,"™ human building,

18 With its interior c=ll, the “lotus of the heart, indwelt hy the Gold=n Person of
the Sun” (MU viz), “ever seated in the heart ob crearures” (KU vi17), the “all-
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anc whole world, so there is 2lso a teleolvgical correspondence: all these
constructions have as their practical tunctor to shelter individual prin-
ciples on their way from one state ol being to anothcr—to provide, in
othier words, a ficld of experiencs in which they can “decome whar taey
are.” The cancenrs of creation (means) and of redemption (erd) are com-
plementary and inseparable: the Sun is not merely the architect oI space,
but also the liherator of all things thercinta (which would otherwise
rernain in an obscurity of mere potentiality), and finally of all things
therefrom.

It can be said with respect to any of these houses ta which we have re-
terred that one enters into the provided environment at its lowest level (at
birth) and deparss from it ar izs highest level (ar death); or in other
words that ingress is horizontal, cgress vertical (these are the two di-
rections of motion on the wheel of life, respectively peripheral and cen-
tripetal). If this is not empirically cvident in all respects,’” this is never-
(heless an accurate presentction of the traditional concept of the passuge
of any individual consciousness through any “space’’y end this 1s a matter
of importance, because it is precisely in the notion of a vertical egress
that we shall finc an explanatioa of the symbolism of our domes.

We ate not then disposed o inquirs whether or not, or whether to
some extent, the form of @ stépa may or may not have becn derived [rom
that of a tumulus or domed hut (we agree in fact with Mus in rejecting

containing city of Brahman™ (CU vi.r.6}, “constance of [ndra and Indran” (Heaven
and Earth) (BU 1v.2.3, MU vira1}. We shall sce later that it is from the apex of rhis
house of the body or hzart that the indwelling Spiriz eme:ges when 1ts connection
(camyoga) with the individuzl body and soul 13 severed.

For a correspouding anzlogy of the inward and outward “cells,” see The Golden
Epistle of Abbat Willians of St. Thierry 1o the Carifusians of Mant Dicw, w, Walter
Shewring (London, 1930), p. 513 “Thou hast ane cell without, another within.
The outward cell is the house wherein thy soul and thy dody dwell wgzether; ths
inwa=d is thy conscience (comscientra, “ronscinusness,” inward controllen,” wesery-
amin), which ought to be dwelt in by God (who is more inward than eIl thy iv-
ward parts) and by thy spirit” (sc. antaratman).

7 Our allusion is, in fact, to the metaphysical icentification of worran wilh the
househcld fire (garhapaiya) snd of the act of insemination with that of a ritual
offering in this fire; for which see JB 1.17 (JACS, XIX, 1808, r15-116), and BU
VIL.4.1-3. Considersd from this paint of view all birth is from fire. Man's first birth
is his lineration frem an antenatal hell: he enters at birth intw a purgatorial space;
anc being laid in the sacrificial fire at death, is regencraied through thc Sun; his
earthly motions are horizontal, his spiritual ascent vertical, by way of the grauvpss,
under whatever aspect this pillar may Le represented.
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such a theory of origins), but rather to seek for what may be called the
commmon formal principle that finds expression equally in all of these
and in other related constructions. We propose to consider the arch:tec-
tural form primarily as an imagined (dhydtum)'™ fonm, relerring ils
“origin” rather to “Man" universally, in whom the artist and the patron
are one esscnec, than to this or that man individually. It need hardly be
said that the traditionzl theory of art, and the Indian tradition in particu-
lar, invariably assume an “intellectual operation” (uctees primus) preceding
the artist’s manual operation. We have discussed this elsewhere in con-
nection with the later sources but mav remark thar the principle is
clearly expressec in Indian texts from the beginning by the constant em-
ployment of the roots d4i or dAyai®® and ¢it or cing in connection with all
kinds of constructive operation, such as the fashioning of an incantation
or that of a chariot or altar, For example, in RV w1.2.1 the priests arc said
to bring Agni nigh “by contemplation™ (dAiya), “even as it is by contem-
plation that the tool gives form to the charior™; in AV x.1.8, where we [ind
the image “cven as by a Rbhu the parts of a chariot are put together, by
means of a contemplation” (d#iyd); and in SB vi2.3.1 (and passim)
where in connection with the building of the Fire Altar, whenever the
builders are at a loss, not knowing how to build vp the next course of
the structure, we find a sequence of words in which they are enjoined to
“contemplate” (cetayadhvam) and arc then described as “sccing” (wpusy-
an) the required form. It is thus not by means of the empirical faculties,
nor, so to say, experimentally, but intellectually (hat the [ormal cause is
aporehended in an imitable form. We are considering the dome, accord-
ingly, primarily as a work of the imagination, and only sccondarily as a
technical achievement.

Man has always, in a maansr that we have tried o indizate above, cor-
related his awn constructions with cosmic or supramundane prototypes.
As Plotinus expresses it, “The crafts such as building and carpentry

P Just as in connectinn with dainting we find the instoction ted dhyatam bhittan
nivefayet, “put down on the wall what has been imagined” (Adhilasitari ha-cintamani
1.4.158).

19 “The Intellectual Operation in Indian Art” [in this volume—en.]: “The Tuch-
niquc and Thcory of Indian Painting,” ro34; The Transjormation v] Nature in Ari,
1934

20 DAi as noun is not so much merely “thought,” but specifically contemplatio,
theoriz, ars, prognosis; and dhira not merely “wise” but specifically “conternplative,”

and tantamount to yogr, especially in the sense in which the latter term is sometimes
applied 10 artists,
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which give vs marter in wrought forms may be seid, in that they draw
on pattern, to teke their principles from #4az realm and from the thinking
there” (Plotinus, v.g.17). For example, the Indian sevea-storied palace
(prasada) with its various floors or “earths” (6hzimi) hzs always heen
thought of as analogous to the universe of seven worlds; and one mounts
(o the top story as if to the summit of contingent being (bhavagra), just
as the Sun ascends th= sky and from his station in the zenith surveys the
universe. It has been pointed out by Mus, in his magnificent manograph
on Barabudur, “rom which we have quoted above, that the stlipa, particu-
Jurly when monolithic, is essentially ¢ domed form rather than a domed
construction, and therefare, necessasily w be understood rather from a
syrabolic than from a practically functional peia: of view; it represents a
nniverse in parvo, the abode of a person who has passed away, analogeus
10 (e universe itsclf considered as the body or abode of an active “Person.”
In the same way the Christian church, {uuctionally adapted to the uses of
licurgy, which are themsclves entirely & matter of symbolic significance,
derives irs form fram an authority higher than that of the :ndividual
bulder who ‘s its resooasible architect: just as also in the case of the
oainted icons. “The art alare helongs to the painter; the ordering and
the composition belong to the Fathers” (Second Council of Nicaea). In
the same way the Indian architect “should refect what has not been pre-
scribed (anwhtam), and in every respect perform what has heen pre-
scribed” (Manasara); just as it is stared in connection with images that
“the beautilul is not what pleases the fancy, but what is in agreement
with the canon’ (Sukramtisara, v.4.75 and 105), the function of which
canon is tu provide the support for the contemplative act in which an
imitable form is visualized (Sukranizisara, 1v.4.70-71)."

Refare proceeding 1© a more detailed consideration of the ideology
cxpressed in Indian domed constructions, and in whar may be termed the
archetypal form of any edifice, we must point out that what has been
said by Mus for the stiipa and for the palace, “this Buddhist monument
is comprehensible primarily with respect ro its axis,” and “we say of tbe
prisida, as of the stipa, that it is to be understocc with respect to ifs

1 Needless to sev that the doctrines of the “frecdom of the artist” and of nrti_slic
“self-expression” could only heve erisen, in logical apposition to that of the “:_rce
examination” of the Scriptures, in such an antitraditional environment as that which
lLad heen provided Ly the Protestant Reformetion (s2c), with s altogether un-
Churistias: evaluation of “personality.”
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axis, and that all the rest s only accessory decoration,™? 5 of urniversal
application.® This is sufficiently evident in the case of a domed hut of
which the rocf is actually supperted by a king post, thought of no:
merely as connec:ing the apex of the roof with a tie beam, bur &s extend-
ing from the apex to the ground. We wish to point out, however, tha:
while huts of this type have certainly existed und thac similarly, at leas.
in some cases (e.g., at Ghantasald), the axis of the stiipa was actually
and structurally represented within it, the importance of the axis in
principle is no more necessarily represented by an actual pillar within
thz building thar it would be possible to demoenstrate the empirical exist-
cnce of an Axis of the Universe, which axis is, indeed, always spoken
af as a purely spiritual or pneumatic essence. On the other hand, we
co find that the prolengations of the axis above the roof and below the
ground are materially represented in actual construction; above, that is,
by a finicl, which may be relatively inconspicucus, but in many stipas
extends upwards in the form of a veritably “sky-scraping™ mast (ya;z)
ar “sacrificial post” (yaga) far beyond the dome; and below the floor of
the contained space by the peg of khedira wood driven into the ground,

22 Mus, “Barabudur,” pp. 121, 360,

B We say “universal” advisedly, and no: merely with referenze to vach and every
human construction. The universe jtself can be understood only with reference to its
axis. The creation 1s continually deseribed as a “pillaring apart” {egiihambhana) of
heaven znd earth; arnd that "Pillar” (skambhs = gravpds) by which this is done
1y itselt the exemplar of the universe. "It is pillared apart by this Pillar that heaven
an: earth stand fasr; the Pillar is =1l this enspirited (atmanzat) world, wharever
breathes or winks” (AV x.8.2); “terein the future and tae past and all the worlds
are stayec” AV x.7.22): “theremn inheres all this” (AV x.8.6): “iruak of the Tree
wherein abide whatever gods chere be™ (AV x.7.38).

Two illustrations may be cited. The Deopdri inscription of Vijavasena savs char
this king erecied (vyadhics, 1, “souck,” 10 the sense in which one “Sucks up™ a
post) a temple of Pradyumna, which wes the “Mournt (Meru) whereupon the Sun
at midday rests the Trec whose branches arc the quarters of space (drk-iak hi-mala
kandara), and only sustaining pillar of the house of the Three Worlds" (&lamba-
stambham ekarz tribhuvana-bhavanasya) (Ep. Ind., 1310, 314, cited by Mus, “Bara-
budur,” Part tv,p . 144: ¢f. BEFEO, 1932, p. c12).

I the Volsunga Saga, “Xing Volsung let build a noble hall in such a wise that a
big nak rres stond therein, and that the limbs of the tree hlnssomed far ant over the
roof of the hall, while helew stoad the trunk within it, and the said trunk did men
call Franstock™ (ie., buraing bush): it is moreover from this trunk rthat Sigmund
draws the sword Gram, with which Sigurd subsequenty slays Fafair; cf. the Indian
myvth of the orizin of the sacrificial sword, discusszd in Parc IT of this article.

Tt will bz cbserved that in Volsung's hall the roof is penetraied by the siem of
the World-Trec. The hall is virtually a hypacthral twemple, like the Indizan bodse-
ghara, fully describec in Coomaraswamy, “Early Indian Architecrure: 1. Cites and
City Gates; 11, Bodhi-gharas,” 1930, pp. 225-233.
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by which the hezd of the all-supporting Serpent is fixed.™ In any tradi-
tifonal socicty, every operation is in the strictest sznse of the word a rite,
and tvpica'ly a meraphysicel rather than a religious (devotional) ritc:
and it is of the very nature of the rite that it is a mimesis of what was
done “in the beginning.” The erectior: of a house is in just this scnse én
iriretion of the creation of the world; and it is in this connection that
the transfixarion of the head of the Serpent, alluced to above, and re-
garded as an indispensable operation, acquires an intelligible mearing.
In modern practice, “the astrcloger shows what spat in the foundation
is cxactly above the head of the enake that supports the world. The mason
fashions a linle wooden peg [rom the wond of the khadira tree, and
with a coconut drives the peg into the ground at this particnlar spot,
in such a way zs ta peg the head of U snake sceurely down . . . if this
snake should ever chake the world to pieces.” A foundstion stone (pad-
ma-fila), with an eight-petaled lotus carved upon it, is sct in mortar above
the peg. A Brahman priest assists ar all these rites, reciting appropriare
incantations (mantras).® As Mus very justly adds to this citation, “If one

24 These penetrations of the roof and floor cerresponc to whar in the cass of ?;he
cosric chariot are the incertions of the axletres in the huhe of the wheels. The
Serpent vrderground, an Erdless Residuum (ananta, fera), 15 the nonprf}ctedillg
Godhead, Death, overzome by the proceeding aergy with whom the Axis of th;
Universe, its exemplary support, 15 identified, and Who “occupies™ the w_l{ulc a0l
verse in the same way that the araupds. as the first principle of space, is saic foc-
cupy” the six extents, for example in AV x.7.35: “The Pilar (skumbha) halhlgwen
their place to hath heaven anc zarth and 1o the space betwsen them, hath given a
place to the six exterts (Le., the three dimensions ol space considerzd as pl’ooel(fdl’ng
from a common center in opposite directions), and taken up its residence (vz viveda)
in this whole universe,” for all vl which we have in practice the direct analogy of
e Luilder’s goomon, set up in the beginring, and employed as the first principle
of the whole layout (Mdanisars, ch. vi). .

25 Margaret Stevenson, The Rites of the Twice Bovn (London, 120), p. 354 .
extracts from the Mayamaiaya, verses 56=60, in Coomaraswamy, Mediaryal Ntnhalese
Art, 1908, p. 20, Mrs. Stevenson remarks that a fire altar is subsequently made “in
the very center of the principal room cf the house™ (p. 358). Such a “principzl room”
mav be said to represert what was once the whole house, in its protctypal form cf
a circelar hut, with its central hearth. At least in the case of this prototype, it will
be safe to assume that this central hear:l has been constructed nnmediaely above
the transfixed head of the chthonic Serpent; and it will be remarked that the
smoke of the fire will rise verticelly upwards to the eye o luffer in the roof, from
which it escapes. These relations correspond exactly with the doetr:ne that the house-
hold fire is wd extru and manifestly wha: the chthonic Serpent is ab mtra and in-
visibly (AB 1n.36), and with such texts as RV urss.y, where Agni s said to re-
main within his ground, even while he goes forth (ane agram caratr Rsett hrudh nakh)—
proceeds, that is, when te has been “awakerer!” by Indra’s lance (sasantam vajrena
abodhye’ iz, RV 1103.5) which “awakening” is a “xindling” as in RV v.i4.1,
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performs in this way what is apparendy a sacrilege, 't is with a view to
avoiding such quakings of the earth as might be caused if the Serpent
should move its head”™ A very striking example of the rite is to be
found in the “Ballad of the lren Fillar” ar Delhi: “All above a polished
shaft, all a piercing spike below., Where they marked the Naga's head
[Sesa’s in a subsequent verse |, deep the point was driven down. ... Soon
a castle clothed with might round the iron pillar clomb; soon a city ... "
but when at the instigation of an enemy of the royal “house,” the bloody
point is afterwards withdrawn,” “sudden carthquakes shook the plain.”*

“Awaken Agni, ye that kindle him,” agnim . . . abodhya camidhanah. Ci. also the
identificatinn of Agni with the “Head of Heing,” RV x.88.0 and AB 11t.43; end the
discussion in Conmaraswamy, “Angel and Titan,” 1935, p. 413, Furthermore, were it
not that the smoke passes through the reof znd into the beyond, the aralogy would
be defectve, since in this case (i.e. if the smok= of the burnt oFering were confined),
Agni could not be thought of as the missal priest by whom the obladon is conveyed
1o the immortzl deities whese abiding place s beyond the solar porial,

28 Muys, “Barabudur,” p. 207, It will uot be overlooked that even in modern West-
ernt practice there still survives the laying of a foundaticn stone, accompanizd by
what are strictly speaking metaphysical rites; nor that such survivals are strictly
speaking superstitions, or “stand-overs” of observerces of which the meaning is no
longer understood.

27 In connection with this “bleody peint” ard the cosmic instability that follows
upor its withdrawal, there could be developed an expesition of the phallic and fer-
dlizing properties of the Ax:s of the Universe, of which th= Hleeding Tance of the
Grail traditicn, the Indian Sivalingam, and the planting stick or ploughshaze are
ather aspects But this wanld he to wander too far away from the presen: archi-
sectural theme

28 Waterfield and Grierson, The Lay of Alha (Oxford, 1923), pp. 276 ff. The
Brehmer's guestion i the ba'lad, “How should moria! dare deal the Naga king a
mortal blow?" exactly correspends w it of Mus, “Barabudur,” “ITow is it that
zach house could be made out 1o stand just above the Lead of the mythical Serpent,
the supposter ol the world?” The answer is, of course, that the very center of the
world, the “navel of the carth” (aabhih prehivyah), beneath which lies the all-sup-
porting scrpent $ese, Ananta (Ahir Budhnys, Ahi-Vrtra), it not a topographically
situated place but a place in principle, of which every esteblished and duly conse-
crated “center” can be regarded as an hypestasis. In this sense, and just as the forma
humanitatis is present in every man, the form of the unique Serpent is an actual
presence wherever a “center” has been rimally determined. In the same way the
Ir:l-‘!sl'-_xing peg 15 the nether point ot Indra’s f,'(:'j'm:_, wherevwith the Serpenr was
transfixed in the heginning. It 1z an illnstrarion of the enstomary precision of Blake’s
iconngraphy that in his Proshecy of the Crucifixion, the rail thar pierces the Sav-
iour’s feer pi=rces also the h=ad of the Serpent

For the gereral principle involved in the consecration of a holystead, see SB
I.I.1.4, “Verily this whole earth is the godcess (Earth); cn whatsoever part thereof
one may propose to coffer sacrifics, when that part has been taken hold of by means
of a sacred formula (yajusa parigriva), thers ler him perform the sacrificial rireg,”

430

SYMILOLISM OF TIIZ DOME

The earth was originally insecure, “quaking like a lotus leaf; for the
gzale was tossing it hither and thither. . . . The gods said, ‘Come, let us
make steady this support’” (SB 1.1.1.8-9).* The architect wha drives
down his peg ‘nto the head of the Serpent is deing what was done by
the gods in the beginning, what was dore, for example, by Soma when he
“fixed the miser” (panim astabhiyat, RV vi44.22), and “made fast the
quaxing Earth” (prthivam wyathamanam adymhar, RV 1.12.2), and by
Indra when he “smote the Serpent in his laic” (ahen . . . fayathe jaghana,
RV v1.17.9); and what has been done, and is done, by every solar hero and
Messiah when he transfizes the Dragon and treads him underfoot,

In conclusion of the present intrecuction, @ word may be said on the
principle involved in the symbolic interpretation of artifacts. The modern
critic is apt to maintain that symbolic meanings are “read into” the “facts”
which “must” originally have had no meaning, hur anly a physical effi-
ciency. Nor could any objection be made to this if it were a matter of such
absurdities of “interpretazion” zs are invalved in an explanaion of Gothic
arches as imitated from the interlacing branches of forest trees, or implied
in tae designation of certain well-known classical ornaments s “acanthus”
and “egyg and dart” motils, Far from such sentimen:al fancies, a correct
symbolic exegesis must be foundec on a real knowledge of the principles
involved, and supported by cited texts, which arc just as much facts as the
monumernts themselves, The modern critic is apt, however, to go further,
and 1o argue that even the oldest citable texts arc alzcady “meanings read
into” still older forms, which perhaps had originally ra intellectual sig-
cificance whatever, but only a physical function.

‘Lhe truth is, however, that it is precisely in adcpring zhis point of view

tae rite, of conrse, invalving the esection of an altar “at the center of the earth.” For
the ssrablichment of firss as a legal taking possession of a tract of land, see PE xxv.ic.e
and 13.2; here the site of the new altar is determined by castng a yoke pin (Samyi)
eastward and forward; where this peg falls and, as is evidendy w be undessioed,
sticks into the ground so as t stand upright, marks the position of the new center,
There is reference, apparenily, w how this was in the beginning, in RV x.31.10b,
where “When the First Son (Agn!) was born of Sire-and-Mother [Heaven and
Earth, and/or twe fircsticks, of which the upper is like the yoke pin made of fam/
woad], the Cow (Earth) engulfed (jagara) the yoke pin (famypam) for which they
had been szeking,” “seeking,” probably, because it had been “flung.” The expression
samapasam, “‘peg-thrown site,” survives in § 1.76.

29 “He spread her out (ef. Skr. grihivi), and when He saw that she had come
to rest en the waters, He fastened upen her the mountain™ (ibn Hisham, quoted by
Lyall, JRAS, 1930, p. 783).
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thar we are reading our own mentality into that of the primitive artificer.
Our division of artifacts into “industrial” and “decararive,” “zpplied” and
“fine” art, would have been unintelligible to the primitive and normal
man, who could no more have separated use from mezaning than meaning
from use; as Mus remarks, “the true fact, the only fact of which the build-
ers were aware, was a combination of borh”;*" in primitive and traditionzl
art the whele man finds expression, and therefore there is always in the
artifact “a polar balance of physical and merashysical,” and it is only un
their way down 1o us that the traditional forms “heve been more and more
emptied of content.”* The primitive arrifact can no more be fully ex-
plained by our economic determinism than it can be by our aestheticism;
:he man who did by thinking, anc thought by doing, was not as we are
solely concerred wbout physical safery and comfort, but far more selt-
sufficiert; he was as profoundly interested i1 himsel” as we are newadays
in cur bodies.

Part 11

Let us for a moment abanden the consideration of architecture tor that
of ancther craft, the smith’s, and tha: of his zrcestor, the maker of stone
Weapons.

Tangible symbcls, no less than words, have their etymars: in this
sense, a “derivation” of tic sword, and similarly of the celr, from a “root”
or archetype in lightning is universal znd worldwide.

30 Mus, “Barabucur,” p. 361

3L W, Andras, Dic fonische Sémle (Beclir, 1933), Scblusswort “Ile for whom
this concept of the origin of ornament seems strange, should study for ence the
representatons of the whole third and fourth millennia s.c. in Egypt and Meso-
potamia, contrzstiag them witl: such ‘ornaments’ as ere properly so called in our
modern sense, Tt will be found thas scarecly cven a single example can be found
Urers, Whateve: mey scem 1o be such, is a crastically indispensable technical form,
Or il is an expressive form, the picture of a soiritual wruth™ for “or” in the last sen-
tenee we could wish to substtute “and at the same time” [ef Coomaraswamy,
review of Andrse in thiz volume—zn.].

Smilarly Herbert Spincen, in the Brooklyn Musewm (Juarterly (1035), pp. 168
znd 171: “Then came the Renaissance. . . . Man ceased to be a part of the universe,
cnd came down to carth. Sc it wonld scem that there are only two celegories cf
art, one a primitive or spiritual category, ore a category of cisillusivied realism
based on material experirients. . . . [The primitive ardst] wrought and fought
for idesls which harcly come within e scope of immediate comprehension. Cur
first reacdon is one of worder, but our sccend should be an effort to understand.
Nor should we accept a pleasurable effect upon our unirtelligent nervs encls as
an index of understanding.”
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In Satapatha Bréfhimana 1.2.4, there is described the origin of the sacri-
Aeial sword, sacrificial post, charict (of which the axle-tree is evidently
:he principle), and arrow from Indra’s vajra (thunderbolr, lightning,
adamantine lance, and oravpds). “When Indra hurled the thunderbolt
at Vrtra, that cre thus hurled became fourfold. Tlereof the weoden
sword (sphya) represents a third or thereabouts, the sacrificial post about
a third or thereshauts, and the chariot (se. axle wee) oue third or there-
abouts. That (fourth and shortest) piece morecver, with which he siruck
him, was hroken away, and flying off (pasized)™ became an arrow;
whenee the designation ‘arrow’ (fara) inasmuch as it was ‘broken away’
(#firyata). In this way the thunderbolt became fourfold. Priests mzke
use of two of these in sacrifce, while men of roval blood make uss of
two in battle. . . . Now when he [the priest] brandishes the woocen
sword, it 15 the thunderbolt (vejra) that he raises aganst the wicked,
spiteful enemy, even as Tndra in thar day raised tae thunderholt against
the Dragon (Vrtra). . . . He takes it with the incantation ‘At the 1n-
stigation of divine Savitr (the Sun), I rake thee with the arms of the
Advins, with the hands of Pisan (the Sun). . .. With His hands there-
fore h= takes it, not with his own: for it is the thunderbolt, end no meu
can hold that. . . . [e murmurs, and thereby makes it sharp, “Ihou art
Indra’s righs arm,’ for Indra’s right zrm is no doubt the strongest, and
tacrefore he says “Theu art Indra’s right arm.” “The thousand-spiked, the
hundred-edged,” he adds, for 2 thousand spikes znd a hundred edges
bad that thunderbelt that Indra hurled 2t Vrtra; he thereby makes the
wooden sword to be that thunde-holt. “The keen-edged Gale (Viyu) ar
thou,” he adds; for he who blows here is indeed the keenest edge; for
he cuts across these worlds; he therehy makes it sharp. When he further
says: ‘The killer of the foe,” Jet him, whether he wishes to exercise or

" Parited is also “fallen” The dosdle entendre s, let us not say calealated, but
inevitable, Inasmuch as the artow iy winged { pagazicn, patrin) 1t s virmally a “pird”
(putwtrin), that iv Lo sav, i lermss of Vedic symbolism, an intellectual substarcs
(cf. RV vrg5) by the same tekena of divine origin and heavanly descent, The em-
bodiment of the “form” of an arrow in an actual artifact is precisely suck a “descent”
(avataranaz), and a cecadence from a higher 1o a2 lower level of referenee or plane
of being; coaversely, the actual weapen can always be reterred to it oriacinle, and
is thus at the same time 2 tocl and a symbal. Pagted, fnally, also amplies sub-
traction, as of a part from o whole; and it is in this sense thet anr rext provides us
with a hermeneia of the word fava, “arrow.”

3% That is, of course, and also in Christizn phrasealogy, the “Gale of the Spiric’:
“The Gale that is thy-Self thunders throngh the firmament, as it were an untamied
beast taking its pleasure in the eultivated fheds,” RV viLi7.2.
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not, say: ‘The killer of so-andso.®™ When it has been sharpened, he
must not touch either himself or the earth with it: ‘Lest I should hurg
ete.”” Later he brandishes the sword thrice, driving cway the Asuras
from the three warlds, and a fourth to repel the Asuras [rom “what
fourth world there may or mav not be beyond these thrze”; the first
three strokes being made with chanted formulae, the fourth stroxe
silently. The third verse of the Sezepatha Brikmana text, cited above,
in effect afrms in hoc signo vinces, The wooden sword is described as
straight (Katy. Sr. 1.3.33 and 39), and the usual word for sword, khadga,
is used in connection with it, and as it must accordingly have had a
guard, it is clear that this must have been cruciform. The European
parallel is sufficiently nbvious; sword and cross are virtually identified
in Christian knightly usage; the sword, at least, can be used as a sub-
stitute for 2 wooden cross, and in the same way as a hallowed or apu-
trupaic weapon, in thc banning of cvil spirits.

In Japen the sword is similarly “derived” from an archetypal lightning.
The Japarese sword, Shinto, royal, or samurai, is in fact the descendant
or hypostasis (trugi, as this word necurs in the imperial tidle Hitsugi,
“Scion of Lhe Sun,” Skr. dditya-bandhu) of the sword of lightning found
by Susa-no-We-no-Mikoto, whom we may call the “Shinto Indra,” in
the Lail of the Dragon of the Clouds whom he slays and dissevers, receiv-
ing in return the last of the danghters of the Farth, whose seven predeces-
sors have been consumed by the Dragon.® The solar hero, in other werds,

3 RV v1,75.15-16, “Be such great honcr paic unto the arrow, celzstial, of Parjanya’s
seed; Ay forth, thou arrow, shurpened by incantation, [rom the bow-string, go rcach
our =nemies, Izt there not any one of them be left.” Similarly for the charict, com-
pared m and addressed directly as “Indra’s thunderbolt, edgzd of the Gales, germ of
Mitra and umavel of Varuna” [indvasya cafro marutim aniham mitrasya garblo va
venasya nibhik, RV v1.47.38). The whole complex of ideas expressed in our Brah-
mana text is thus already oresent in Rg Vedw, where the warrior very clearly ses
himself in the likeness of Indra at war with the powers of darkness, and his weapons
in the likeness of Incdra’s. The warrior ¢ virtvally Indra, his weapons virtmally Indra’s.

For the similar “deificaticn,” or as we should express it, “rransubstantiation” of
other implements, see also A. B, Keith, Religion and Philosophy of the T eda and
Uganishads (Lendon, 1625), p. 188, The modern craftsman’s annual “worship™ of his
tocls is of the same sort,

sy, C. Holtom, Japanese Snihronement Cevemonies (Tokyo, 1928, ch. 3, “The
Sword"). Tt may be remarked that these cersmonies are esszntially rites, and only
accidentally, however appropriately, atended with an impesing pomp. The most
soleint of all these “ceremonics™ is that of the Greet New Food Festival, of which
IToltem says, “Hercin are carried out the most extraordinary procedures to be fonnd
anywhere on carth today in connection with the enthronement of any monarch In
the dead of night, alons, except for the service of twn temale arfendants, the Em-
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possesscs himsclf of the Dragon (Father's) «#ing, which “sword” he in-
deed returns to the gods, but which in a likeness made by hands and
cmpowered by appropriate rites becomes a veritable palladium, a talis-
man “fallen from the sky” (Biowerels = divo-pasita), whether as a cult
object in a Shinte shrire or “symbolizing the soul ot the samurai, and
as such the objzct of his worship.” Dr, Holtom’s “worship” is, however,
scarcely the right word here. The sword ot a samurai is thought of both
as himself or own sou. (zamashi) or alter ego, and also as the embodi-
ment of a guardian princiole (mamorz), and thus as a protector, spiritu-
ally as. well as physically. The first conception, that of the sword as aa
extension of onc’s own essence, bears a close likeness to the doctrine of
Brhad-devati 174, where the weapon of a Deva “Is preciscly his fiery
energy” (fejas tv codyudham . . . yasya vat), and 1v.143, where conversely
the Deva “is its inspiration™ (rasy@rma bahudha sah, beter perhaps “is
hypostasized in it”). The Templar’s sword is in the same way a “power”
and extension of his own heing, and not a “mere wol”; but only an vui-
sider (pro-fanus) would speak of the crusader as “worshipping” his
sword. Dr. Holtam is, of course, a “gocd” anthropclogist, and satisfied
with naturalistic and sociological explanations of the weapon as a
palladium, of celestial derivation; we, who see in traditional art an lu-
carnation of idcas rather than the idealization of facts, should prefer
t0 speak of an adequate symbolism and an adaptation of superior prin-
ciples to human necessizics.

The same idea can be recnznizec in the fact that in the mysteries of
the Idacan Daktyls, Pythagoras was purified by a “thunder stone” which,
as Miss Harrison says, was “in all probability nothing but a . . . black
stone celt, the simples: form of stone-age axe”; and in the fact that the
designarion of stone axes and arrowheads as “thunderbolts” and the
artribution to them of a magical efficacy has been “almost world-wide.”
We agres with Miss Harrison that this idea was not of popular origin;
but not thercfore that it must have been of late ongin, for we see no
force or sense in her view thar “the wide-spread delusion that these celts
were thunderbolts cannot have taken hold of men’s minds till a time
when their real use as ordinary zxes was (orgotien . . . cannot therefore
have been very primitive” (1'hemas, pp. 89, 90). “Delusior . . . cannot™—

peror, as the High Priest of the nation, performs snlemn rites that earry s back to
the very heginnings ot Japanese histary, rices which are sc old that the very reasons
for their performance have been forgotten. Concezled in this remarkable midnigli
service we can find the original Japznese enthroncmncut ceremony” (p. 59).
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a non sequitur from any point of view, tor it the Hindu 2nd the Japa-
nese can call 2 wooden or a metal sword u thunderbolt at a time when
thesc wespens were in “real use,” it is hard to see why primirive man,
who was also ir some sense a shamanist, should no: have done the samc.
In the first place there can be little doubt that primitive man enspirited
his weapons by appropriate incartations (as did the Hindu and the Japa-
nese, and 25 the Christian church even to this day consecrates a variery of
objects made by hands, notably in the case of “transubstantiation”), and
thereby endowed them with a more than human efficiency; and in the
second place, if we assume {rom the worldwide and “supers:itious”
(“stand-overish”) prevalerce of the notion, and also on more general
grounds, thar he already called his weapons thuncerbolts, though per-
fectly awarc of their actual artificiality, can we possibly suppose -har he
meant this to be aker in any more literal (or any less real) sensc than the
Brahman who l'kewise calls his sword a sajre—thunderbolt, lightning,
or adamant?®* Primitive man, as every schoolboy knows, recognized a
will in all things— “Tron of izself draws a man on”—and has therefore heen
called an “animist.” The term is cnly inappropriate because it was not an
independent anzina (“scul”) that he saw in everything, but mana, a spir-
itual rather than a psychic power, undifferentiated in itself, but in which
all things participated according to their own nature. In cther words, he
explained the heing-in-act or efficacy ol any contingent thing by thinking
of it &s informcd by an omnipresent, inexhaustible, infarmal, and un-
particularized Reing and source of all power: which is preciscly the Chris-
tian znd Hincu doctrine.’” We say, then, that primitive man already spoke

95 A mass of datz on “Uunder stones” has been brought together by Emile Nourry
[Picrr= Suintyves] (Dierres magiques; bityles, haches amulettes et pierves de fondre;
craditions savantes =t traditions populaives, Paris, 1936), who, however, hzs not raally
anderstood his material; for, as René Guénon remarks (in a review 1n Etudes tra-
ditionslles, XL11, 81}, “In the metrer of prehistoric weapons, it is not enougl o say
with the author that thev have been called ‘thannderhnlts’ only because their real
origin and wse has been forgotten, for if that were all, we should expeet to find as
wel all sorts of sther explanzrions whereas in fact, in evry country withuut cxeeption
they zre always thunder-bolts’ and never anytaing else; die symbolic reason is ob-
vious, while the Tadoral explanavon® is disturbingly puerilz”]

3T is not at all without ground Usat ] Stezygowski remerls that the Eskimos
“have a much more abstract conception of the kuman soul than the Christians. . . .
The though: of many so-called primitive peoples is far more spiritualized than
that of many socalled civilized peoples,” adding that “in any case it 1s clear that
in matiers of celigion we shall have to drop the distinetion between primitive and
civilized peoples” (Spuren indogermanischen Glanbens in der bildenden Kunst,
Heidelberg, 1936, p 344)-
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of his weapons as “thunderbolts,” and more, that he knew what he meant
when he called them such; that the same is true of the more sophisticated
[lindu and Japanese, with only this difference, that he can prove by chap-
zer and verse that he calls his weapons thunderborn without being un-
aware of their artificiality and practical use; tha: the Christian in the same
way “worships idols made by hands” (as the iconoclast or anthropologist
might say), while able to show that itis not as a fetish that he “worships”
the iccn: and finally, that if there are ro be found ignorant peasants who
speak of celts as thunderbolts without <nowing them for weapons, in this
case only we have to do with a veritable superstition or “stand-over™—a
superstition which it should have been the business of the anthropologist
rather to elucidate than merely t record.

All of these considerations apply, metatis mutundis, to the problem of
architectural symbolism. How ther can we propose to explzin the genesis
of the forms embodied in works of art only by an enumeration of the
material facts and functions of the artifact? 1o take a case in point, it is
certainly not by purely “practical” considerations that one can explain the
position of the harmikd or “little dwelling,” or deza Rotuwa or “citadel
of the gods” immediately above and outside the apex of the stipa: whereas
the raison d'ére of this emplacement becomes immediately evident if we
understand that “immediztely above the apex of the dome” is 25 much as
to say “beyond the Sun”; all that is morta. being contained within, and
all that is immoertal exceeding the structure.

But let us also consider the matter from a physically practical point
of view. We have agreed that the symbols, on their way down to us, tend
more and more to become merely decorative “art forms,” a sort of up-
holstery, to which we cling either from habit or [or “aesthetic” reasons;
and that :he corresponding rites, with which, for example, the work of
construction is “blessed” atr various s:zges, become mere superstitions. In
this case we ask what pracrical valve was originally served by these now
apparently useless institutions and survivals. In a purely materal sense,
what have we gained or lost by aa implicit decision to “live by bread
alone”? Was the actual stability of buildings in any way secared by the
recognition of such meanings and the petformance of such rites as we
have described dbove? We mention bread, because all that we have to say
will apply as much to agricultural as to architectural rites. Not to rake up
too much space, we shall only ask whether or not it is by chance that the
reglect of agriculture as a sacred art, and denial of a spiritual significance
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1o bread, have coincided with a decline in the qualiry of the product, so
conspicuous that only a people alwgerher forgetful of the rca;l;tlics of life,
and drugged by the phraseclogy of advertisers, could have failed to re-
mark it.

For the answer to this questan we refer the rezder 1o Albert Gleizes,
Vie et mort de 1'Occident chrétien (Sablons, 1970), of which the latter
parl is devozed to “le mystére du pan =t du vin.” Here we shall. uul.y
attempt to show that in spite of all our scientific knowledge (which is
14 reality not so much at the censumer’s disposal as it is at the disposal
of the c&nsurr.cr's exploiter, the commercial builder and real estate zgent),
there can be traced a significant oarzliel between the neglect of architec-
ture as 2 sacred and symbolic art and an actual instability of buildings;
Uyat it is not without its consequences for the honseholder that the builder
and mason can no longer conceive what it may have meant to be “initated
i1.0 the mystery of their craft,” ner in what sense an architecr could ever
have pl:{yeﬂ the part of priest and king. Let us grant that rites as S.UCh’
envisaged, thar is, simply as a mecharnical gning-through with ha‘:x!.l:lak
and required motions, cannot be supposed to affcet in any way the stabilicy
of a scructure, and that the stability of an actual building depends esseu-
tially on the praper adjustment ol materials and stresses, and not on what
has been said or done in connectior with the building. Ir remzins that in
censidering anly materials and stresses, of which an admirable knowlzdge
may cxist in thcltory, we are leaving out the builder. Does nothing depend
upc;n him—upan his honesty, for example? Is it of no consequence what-
cver if he mixes too much sand with his mortar? as he will surely do,
whatever the textbook says, il he is building only for profit, and not for
use? Arguing not merely on principle, but also from personal contact with
hereditary craftsmen in whom a tradition of workmanship has been
sransmitted through countless generations, we affirm that, as long as faith
remains, the arrributina of superhuman crigins and symbelic significance
to architecture, ernd the participation of the archirect in metaphysical rites
in which a direct connection is made of macrocosmic with microcosmic
proportions, confer upon the architect =z human dignity and a respon-
sibility far nrher ther that of the “coniractor,” who at best may calculate
that “honesty is the best policy.”™ We say further that it is not merely a

85 “The cost approech is the primary trouble with all heusing in this eouncry, pri-
vaie zs well as public. . . . This has resulted not only in the tenements of %hs sl_ums
but also in Le fantastic apartments of the well to do, sixteen stories or more in heighr,
with 4 dewsily per acre and a lack of natwral light and ventilation which are shock-
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question of ethics, but that the reccgniti-::n of the possibﬂitj.! of an “artistic
sin,” as a thing distinet in kind frem “moral sin,™" even in Europe (where
occasional workmen are stll to be found whose first concern 15 with the
good of the work to be done) long celaved the appearance cf whar is now
called “jerry-building.” We are not here, however, primarily concerned
with these practical and technical considerations but more with meanings,
and with the artifact considered as a symbol and as ¢ possible support
of a contemplation dispositive 10 gnosis. We say that just as it is beyond
the capacity of man to make anything whatever sa purely spiritual and
intellectual as to afford no sznsuous satislaction, so it is beneath e dig-
nity of man to make anything whatever with a view to an exclusively ma-
rerial good, and devoid of any higher reference. We who have consented
to this subhuman standard of living cannot postulate in primitive man
such limitations as our own. Even at the present day peoples survive, un-
contarinated by civilization, to whom it has never occurrec that it might
be either possible or desirable to live by bread alone, or in any manufacture
to separate functicn from significance. It is not by any means only for
political reasons that Western civilizazon is feared and hated by the
Orient, hut also because “it is imposs:ble tor one ta obtain liberation whe
lives in a town covered with dust” (Baudhdyana Dh. 54. 11.3.6.33). We
are not, then, “reading meanings into” primitive works of art when we
discuss their formal principles and final causes, treating them as symbols
and supports of contemplation rather than as abjects ot a purely material

ing. It is lirerally rrue that the most important part of an architect’s work in our
cities has been to produce maximum floor space with minimum expense. . , . Design
for comfort, health, and szfety is always secondary” (L, W. Post, in The Nation,
March 27, 1037). No “metaphysizal” architecture has ever been as inefficient as dhis;
we mav say that a neglect of first principles inevitably leads w discomfort, end point
out lat the sccularizaton ol the arts has resuliad in the sort of art we have—a sort
of art that is cither the plavthing of an idle class or if not that, then a means of
making moncy at the cost of human well-being, and for which in either case we have
only to thank our own antitraditional individualism.

8 Sin, defined as “a departure ‘rom the order to the end” may be either artstic
or meral: “Firstly, by a departure irom the particular ernd intended by the artist: and
this sin will be proper 1o the art: for instznee, it an artist produce a bad rhing, while
intending tn produce snmerhing gnod; ar produce something good, while intending
to produce something had. Secondly, by a departure from the general end of human
life: and then he will be sald to sin, if he intend to produce a bad work, and doss so
actually in order that another may be rzkea in thereby, Bue this sin is nut propsr w
the artist as sucl, but as & man. Consequently, for the former sin the artist is blamed
as an artist; while for the latter he is blamed as a man” (Sem. Theol. 1212 ad 2).
Indian text books, at l=ast, require of the hereditary artis: to be both a good artist
and a geod man.
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ntilicy, but simply reading their meaning® For to say “wraditonal azt”
is to say “the art of peaples who wok for granted the superiority of the
cantemplative to the active life, cnd regarced the life of plezsure as we
regard the life of animels, determnined only by affective reactions.” "A

rson kuows what is and is not mundane, and is so endowed that by
the mortal he pursues the immortal. But as for the herd, theirs is an acute
discrimination merely according to hunger and thirst” (AB n.3.2): cf.
Boethius, Contra Frtychen 11, “There is no perser, of a horse or ox or any
other of the animals which, dumb and unreasoring, live a lile of sensc
alone, but we say there is a person of a man, or God.”

Paxr 111

We shall take it for granted that the reader is familiar with our “Pali
hanpika: Circular Root-Plate” [sze appendix to this essay—ze.|. To what
has been said there, we wish 10 add ‘n the first place that it can hardly
be doubted Lhat the kanaikd or roof-plate of a domed strucrure, the meet-
ing place of its converging rafrers, had almost certainly, as the term itself
suggests, the form of a lotus, and that this lotus was in effecr the Sun, “the
one lotus of the zenith” (BU v1.3.6), to be correlaec with the “lotus of
the carth” and womb of Agni below; arnd, secondly, that the expression
vijihitea (Skr. root vyadh), ] 1201, iraplics a central perforation of
the kannikd-mandelam, which was itsel- an 1image of the disk of the Sun
(séirya-mangalam’) and at the same time constituted what may have been
called the “cye” of the dome, although for this we have no Indian literary
evidence beyerd the use of “eye” for “window” in the word (gavdRsa,
literally “bull's eye”), anc the expression “eye of a lotus” (puskaraksa)
occurring in Panini v.4.76. We need harcly say that “Sun” and “Eve” are
constantly assimilated notions in Vedic mythology, zrd that it is from the
same point of view thar the Buddha is (requently called the “Eye in the
Wearld” (cakkhumaloke) *

10 That is, seeing rhings, whether natral ot arullcial, not merely as individual
and in this sense nnintelliginle cssence, bul also as symboliz referents, that which is
symbolized being the archetype and rutson d'ére of the thing itself, and in this sens2
its only final explenation.

RV passimy AV wnz2§; BU 1.3.8.141 mit.gy KU warg S 1138 Awhasaling 35,
Sn rLegn; ete. Oculus mandi is the sun in Cvid, Metamorphoses 4228, whence “eye of
the world” — “sun” ia English. Other meanings of Fnglish “eye” include “center of
revolution” “socket” (for insertion of anotner object), “place of exit or ingress,”
“fountain” (welleye), “brightest spot nr center.” Arabic ‘@yn and Persian chashm,
charkma are “eye, sun, and wellspring,” @yt also “exemplar,” None of those mean-
ings is without significance in the prasent conneclion.
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A majority of existing domes are in fact provided with an apical aper-
ture, callad the “eye of the dome” (J. Gwilt, Encyclopedia of Architecture,
London, 1867, defines “eye” as “a general term signifying the center of
any part. The eye of a dome is the horizontal aperture in its sumrit. The
eye of a velue™ is the circle in its couue”).

“On the Acropo.is of Athens . .. in the north porch of the Erechthe‘on
are the marks of a trident. In examining the roof of this north porch it
has been found that immediately above the trident-mark an opening in
the roof had been purposely left: the architzctural traces are elear.”™* The
Roman Pantheon was lighted by an enormous eye, open to the sky, making
the structure in fact hypacthral. More often the eye of a dame is com-
paratively small, and opens into a “lantern” above the dome, whick lantern
admits light bur excludes rzin. In the case of the stipa there is likewise
an openirg at the summit of the dome, the purpese of which is to serve
as a place of insertion or socket fur the mast that everstands the dome, and
which is therefore also an “eye.”

Tn any case, and whether an opening or a scckes, the aperture can be
regarded as at the same time functional (spurce of illumination, marttice,
etc.) and as symbolic (means of passage [rom the interior to the cxterior
of the domc). It may be further observed that the eye in a roof 1s also a
louver or Inffer permitring the escape of smoke [rem the central fire be-
ncath it.** That the eve or luffer thus functicns as a chimney (as well as

12 The two eyes of the double volute corresoond in fact to the sun and rmoon,
whicli are the eyes of the sky, RV r7e.re. It 15 not inconceivable that in apsidal
buildings having an apsc and therefore alsa a roof-plate at each end, the two Ranni-
kis were thought of es respectively the sun aad moon of the house

43 ], Harrison, Themis, pp. 91-92. Miss Harrison adds, “But what dnes Poscidon
want with a hols in the roof?” and answers correetly 2nough that “hefore Poseidon
took to the sea he was Ercccheus the Smiter, the Earthshaker.” Foseidon is no more
than Ouranos or Varuna, in an essertially limited sensz a sea god, These are, like
the God of Genesis, the gods of rhe primordial waters {beth the upper and the
nether), represencative of “z11 possibility™; if he bears a wident, iconugraphically
indistinguishahle from Siva's &g and Indra’s vajra, and in fact a sola shaft, it
is because qe is not merely @ ‘sea god” in the later and literary sense, but the protcan
deity of all that is. whether above or below. Viwavius (r.2.5) says that Fulgur, Coe-
Tuen, Sol, and Luna were worshipped in hypacthral temples, Even the domes of such
modern structures as St. Paul’s may bz called, with sespect to their “eyes,” vestigially
hvpacthral shrines of the sky god. In cathedrals, of which the vault is generally
closed, the opening is roplaced by a representation of an evidently solar type; as
Robert Byron and David Talbot Rice express it, “The central dome was reft by
the stupendous frown of Christ paatocrator, the sovercign jucge” (Brath of Western
Painting, Loncon, 1930, p. 81, iralice mine).

44 1 s the chode of a blacksmith. . . . We wers vshered inio the hall of dais,
into the sancturn of the edifice. The ‘riggin’ was above our heads. . . . Chimney,
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a source of light) by a0 means reduces, but rather reinforces the macro-
cosmic symbolisin, for it is both as an ascending flame and as a pillar of
smoke that Agni props up the sky, as in RV 1w.6.2-3, where “Agni, even
as it were 4 builder, hath lifted up on high his splendar, cven as it were
a builder his smoke, yea, holdeth up the sky (stabhayat upadyam) . . .
a standard, as it were the pillar of sacrifice (svaru = ydapa), firmly planted
and duly chrismed,” cf. RV 1115.10, 1v.5.1, vL.15.7.

It is certainly aot withous significance that efjjhited, “perferating” or
“penstrating,” is also employed in connection with the piercing of a
mark or bull's eye by an arrow, c.g, in | vazg9 ff, where there is an
account of the feats of archery performed by the Bochisattva Jotipala
(“Keeper of Light), a superlative marksman (ak khana-vedhin)®® whose

of coarse, there was none, wn opening in the cernter of the -oof immediatcly above
the fire, allowed of the egress of the smoke and admitied light cnough to sec one’s
way iu the apartnent. . . . Around the fire were arranged soft scats of turf for
the farily” (T, Charlron, “Teurnal of ar Expecition to Shetland in 1834, in Sega-
book of the Viking Socicty, 1936, p. 62). This description of the main room of a
house, still surviving in the nineteenth century, is applicable in every derail to what
we understand to have been the typical form of a dwelling already in the Siene Age,
and generally as the prototype of the kouse, iiself mimetic of 2 macrocosmic zrche
type.

£ The erymclogy of the word akfhana has been dispured: as FI'S remerks, "We
should =xpect either an etym. nearing nn the mzaning ‘hitting the cenwer of the
target’ [ie, irs eye’; of. Fag. bull's eyz] . .. or en etym. like ‘hitting without
mushap.” ” It s evident, in fact, thet the connection of akkhane is with Skr. ks, ©©
“reach” or “penetrate,” the source of aksa and aksam, “eve” and akhena, “bun” or
“target” and in fact “bull’s eye”” We digress to cite the Jater word [rem JTUB w608,
“The breath of life is this stone zs a terget” (sa eso’irudkharam vub prinuh, whers
it may be noted that préng and edman can both be taken as references to the Sun;
ef. RV vILIDg.10, dive aémianam ), whict trgel the Asusas cannot affect,

Absa is elso Yaxis” aud axle-trze” (distinguished only by accent from akse,
“epe”), and Benfey was evidently ncar the mark when he suggested that ehsz as
axle tree was so<alled as forming the “cyc” in the hab of the wheel which it pene-
trates, Eng, eye (Ger. Auge) and Eng. axis and auger present some curiovs aralo-
gizs with Skr. wksu and okg. Avger is stated to represent CLE. nafu-gar, “that which
perforates the nave of a wheel”; had it been rclated to Ger. Ange, it would be
“that which makes an ‘eyc’ in anything”” 1t may be added thet Skr. aksagra is the
“axle point,” end the hub its “docr)” ehsa-dviara.

Akkhana-vedhin is then “one who pierces the ‘eye’”” or “one whese arrow pene-
trates the bull’s eye™: in the present context it would scarcely be too much to say
“pierces the center of the disk of the Sun™ or “hits the solar and macrocosmic bull's
eye,” cf. Mundl. Up. cited below [cf. nowe 54—=zn.]. Probably the best short English
ecuivalent for ahkhanavedhin woulc be “infallible marksman.”

We find the spither again in Jitaka No. 181 (J w38 ff.}, where it is applied
to the Bodhisattva Asadisa (“Nonpareil”), who performs two feats. In the hrst, a
king under whom the Bodhicattva has taken service, is seawed at the foor of a
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shaft is “tipped with adamant” (eajiraggam ndracam),"” and who is,
furthermore, possessed of the power of acrial flight, to be subsequently
discussed. One of the feats of the “Keeper of Light,” whom we can only
regard as a “solar hero” and like the Buddha a “kinsman of the Sun”
(ddicca-bandk), is called “the threading of the circle” (cakka-vidaham).
In the exccution of this fcat, his arrow, to which a scarlet thread (razta.
suttakam) has been attached, penetrates in suceession four marks placed
a. Lhe four corners of the arsna, returning through the frst of these marks
to his hand, thus describing a circle which procesds from and ends in
himself as its center. Thus the Bochisattva, standing within a four-cor-
nered field (caturassa-paricchedabbhantare), connects its carners (the four
quarters, cf, 3B vr.1.2.29) to himsef by mcans of a thread (setakam = siz-
trarn): and this is unmistakably a “folkler=" version of rthe sarratman
doctrine, according o which the Sun connccts these worlds and all things
to himself by means of a thread of spiritual light.*’

mango tree (arbarukikaomile) on a grear couch close beside a “ceremorial stone
slah™ (mangalasia-potta, probably an altar of Kamadeva, cf Daiakumdiracariia,
ch. 3, as cited in Coemaraswemy, Yaksas, Pt I, 1032, p. 12): the king desires his
archers to bring down a burch of mangces from the top of the wee {rukfhegge =
prhsigrey. Nonpareil undertakes to do so, but must first stand just wherz tie king
is sitdng. which he is allowec to do {wt sce lere a close analogy to the Mara-
dharsana scene, and to thet of the First Meditation, with the implication that the
Kitg has been sested precisely at the navel of the carth, or a least a “center” analogi
cally identfied widi that center); standing then at the foot of the tree, he shoots an
arrow vertically upwards, which picress the mango stallk but does not sever ity and
follewing this a sccond arrow, which touches and overturns the first, and continues
into the heaven of the Thiriy-three, where it is retained; finally the origiral arrow
in its fall severs the mango stalk, and Nenpareil carches the bunch of mangoes in
one hand and the arrow in the other. In the second fear, the Radhisattva’s brother,
Brahmadatta {“Theodore™), king of 3enares, 1s heleaguered by szven other kings.
Nonpareil terrifies these and raises the siege by letting fly an arrow which strikes
the “knop of the golden disk from which the seven kings are eatng” (sazannam
Fajinam bhurjantanam kafcanapai-mokule, where piti = patra), Lz, the cenier
of this dish, which can hardly be regarded otherwise than as a likeness of the Sun
which we have identified with the “Titan's feeding bowl” cwmasan asurasyz bhakia-
agrn . .. pagram in RV L1103 and 5, cited above,

48 Vajiraggam, applicd to the wezpon of a soler hero, is significant. For the arrow,
in origin, is said to havc been the broken tip of the primordial zape with which
Indra smote the Dragon; which part “having flown [patitza), is called an arrow
(fara) because it was broken of” [afiryata, 5B 1.2.4.1). Fer further data on wajira,
vajrz sze Coomaraswamy, Eleraents of Buddhist Icanography, 1035, pp. 43—46. We
might say that wajiraggam = vajragram implies “which was the point of the vajra”
as much as “ripped with adamant”

7 As pointed out in a subsequent note on the “wurn-cap” molif, the guestior of
“rruth” in folklore, fairy tale. and myth, is not a sinple maties of correlation with
cbserved fact, but one of imelligibility. The “threading of a circle” as described above
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We cannot, indeed, agree with M. Foucher that the well-xnowr. bow
and arrow symbol met with on early Indian coins primarily represents a
stiipa. On the other hand, as puinted out by Mus, “Docs not the stipa,
considered as constructed wholly round about the axis of the universe,

can only be called a “miracle” {and for presenr purposes we assume that “miracu-
lous” and “impossible” are much the same): nevertheless we have seen that the war-
razive has 1 true meaning. It 13 no more necessary that a truth should be expressed
in terms of fact, than rhat an equation should ressmble its locus. The symbolism
must he consistent; it does not have t be historically faciual.

Scripture is written in a hieratic language and a parabolic style, often requiring a
learned commentary. The oral liwratuie of the falk, which may be celled the Eible
of the unlearncd, is by no means of popular origin, bat designed o secure the trans-
mission of the same docttines by and amongst en unlearred folk, For cuch a pur-
pose the idess had necessarily to be imagined and exprzesed in readily imitable
forms. The same, of course, epplizs to the visual art of the people, ofea miscon-
ceived as an cssentially “decorative” art, but which is really an essenrially meta-
plysical and only accidentally decorative art. The necessity and final canse of folk art
is rot that it should ke fully understocd by every transmutter, st thar it should re-
main ntelligible, and it is precisely for this reason thar irs actual forms must have
been such as would lend themiselves to faithfnl and conservative transmission.

“Conservative transmissien” can easily be misunderstood from our modern point
of visw, ir which the emphasis on individuality has led to a confusion of orfginaity
with nowsity, Herbert Spinden proposcs a false al:ernative when he asks, “Does wan,
at large, think nr meraly remember?” (Coultre: The Diffusion Congroversy, Lon-
don, 1028, p. 43.) “Transmission” may be either from one generation to another,
o# from one to another conteraporary culiure. We cannot draw a logical distineron
hetween “transmission” and ‘memory”; for even il we set oursclves to copy an
pbiject before us, it is only memory, visual or verbal, that cnables us to bridge the
remporal gap hat scparates the model from it repetition. 1f there can be no prop-
erty in ideas, it s also wue that nothing can be known cr statec except in some way:
and it is precisely in this “wey” that the Ibesty of the individual subsists, apart from
which there could be no such thing as a sequence of stvles in a given cycle, nor
any such thing as a distinction of siyles in « national or gengraphical sense. 1z is of
the cssence of “tredition” that something is kept anve; and as long as this is the
case, it is a3 erronsous to speak of a “mechanical” frarsmission from gemeration i
generation as it is to suppose that the elements of calture can be mechanically bor-
rowed from one pecple by anather. Tr is only because our academic sticiice acquaints
us for the mest part orly wirh dead or dying traditiens (often, indezd, traditions
that Fave been deliherately killad by the representatives ol a supposedly higher cul-
ture), and hecause of our cwn individualisic lusisteace upen novelty that we are
so little conscions of the adsolute erigsnudity of even the most conservative peasant
art. No one who Tas cver lived and worked with the tradidional arts:, whether
crafisman or storyteller, Las failed to recognize that in repeating what hac been
repeated [or countless gencrations, the man is alwaye complztely himself, anc giving
out what procceds from within, moved by its form, which givirg out from within
is preciscly what we mean by the word originality. As J. H. Benson, himself 2 “wradi-
tional artist,” has recently admirably expressec i, “If a werk of arc origineies 1 a
cleas mental image, we call i+ an original work of art. It has 2 true mental erigin.
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leck strangely like a bow to which an arrow hzs been set?™ and, we
mzy add, like other domed structurss, if thought of in cross scction. Re-
membering the actual perforation (vifihitva) of our rcof plate, anc what
has been said above about the “eye of a dome,” we cannot but be struck
by the fact thar 1n this symbol of a bow and arrow suggesting the cross
section of a stipa (or any like domed structure), the arrow actually pene-
trates the apex of the “dome”; in other words, braaks th raugh rhe summir
of coutingent being (bhavigra), through the station of the Sun in the
zenith, inte a beyend,

It is at this point that our symbolic archery becomes most significant.
For, as will now be seen, that goal which lies heyond the Sun, and which
is usuzlly described as reached by a passing through the micst of the Sun,
is also very strikingly described in Mund. Up. m22-4 (which we cite in
a slightly condensed form) as to be attained by means of a spisitual
marksmanship: “Resplendent Sun (arcinam), imperishable Brahman,
Breath of Life (predh), Truth (satyarm), Immortel That is the merk
(laksyam) to be penetrated (zeddkavyam)."* Taking for bow the mighty

Criginel worls has nothing to do with the novelty or aeswness of the subject or its
treatment. The subject and the technique may be as ald as the hil's, hut of they are
created in an original mental image, the work will he original” (Museum of Fine
Arts, Bostaa, Third Radin Serwes, sixrh acddress, February 11, 1036).

There is somethirg just a Little toc precious and condescending in the auitude uf
the madern irtellecmal wha, for his pars, is naive enough t belicve that even the
mare fechnical language of scripture has none bur literal and nawralistic meanings,
and at the same time proposes to prorect the child au iis mother's knee and the
peasant by the Areside from the possibitity of a liks belief in the literal significance
of a rensmitted legend, which indeed he may not have fully understood but which
a. least has been Lended dewn to him reverenty, and will be handed on by him
i Uie seine spivit. We need hardly say that the amoral character of the fairy rale,
to which exception is similarly taken, is only o further evidence of its strictly meta.
physical and purely intzllectual coatent.

The [dtzbas, of coursz, have been adapted o editying vses, hur if is impossible
that the original shapers of the stories shou d nor have understood their analogic
significance, and improbabls that nons ot ‘hese who heard or read them “had
ears to hear”

A “eymholische Schisssen nach den vier Himmelsrichtungen™ cccurs in lawe Egyp-
tian arr: see H. Schifer, degyptische und hewrige Kunse (Betlin, 1928}, p. 46, Abh,
54, after Prisse d'Avennes, Mo, Eg., P\, 33 Nu “thread” is represented, bur it can
scarcely be doubted that the arrows are shalis of light. There occur also in late
Egyptian art admirable representations of :he Sundcor both cpen end closed; see
Schifer, p. 101, Abh. 22—24.

1B Mus, “Barabudurz,” p. 118,

90t BG 354, *T can verily be penctrated” (¢akyn by aham widdhak). 1f That

(Spirit, #¢man, immanent ss “body-dweller” and transcenden: in itself discarnate) is
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weapon of the Upanisad, set thereunto an arrow pointed by revercut
service, and bending it by the thought of the neture of That, penetrae
(viddhi)® that mark, my friend. Om is the how, the Spiri: (@tman) the
arrow, Brahman the mark to be penctrated by one abstracted trom sensu-
ous infatuation: as is the arrow, so should he become of that same pature
(faravar tanmayo bhavet),” i, of the nature of That, the mark to be
attained. It is only as no man to whom snu’ and body are “hirself,” no
an who still conceives “himself” to be So-and-so, but as one who recog-

also described as “ever impenctrable {nétyam avedhyair, BG 1m.30),” this means, of
course, by wharever is not of Its own nature; the Asuras, for example, bzing them-
selves shactered on chat Stonc that is the Breath of Life, JUB 1608, as quated in a
previous note.

30 With the injunction tal lakgyam viddhi, “Hit thar mark,” of. the expressions laksa-
vedlun, laksya-vedha, leksya bheda, and the previously eired akkhana-vedhin, all denot-
ing onz who hits the mark, the targer, the “aull’s eye.” Viddhi is the imperative buth
of vyadh tc “pierce” and of #d to “know": the “penciration” is here in fact a Grosis.
In JUB 1v.18.6, tad eva brahra tvam viddhi, “viddhi” s perhaps primerily “know”
and secondarily “penerate.” Nirpedhya, from wyedh, may be nwied in the Divyasa-
Jana as “intuition” or “intellectual penetration.” We tunk that in the same way
Vedie zedhas is “penerrating” in this sznse, and 0 be derived from eyadh rather than
from #id: and hence primarily equivalent © zed/in, “marksman” in the sense of
Mund. Up., and scconcarily “wise™ or “guustic.” Consider Zer example RV x177.7
(cf. JUB mL35.1) Patangam . . . hrdd pasyanti manasd of paicitah, maricinam padam
icchanti vedhasah. An interpretation i terms of archery is, if not indeed inevitahle,
at least quite possible. For vipaicitah is not simply “wise,” but rather “vibrant” (cf,
“Shaker” = Quuker), and erp may mean an arrow, as in RV xgoh, "He smote
the boar with bronze-tipped shaft” (eipa vardham ayas-agraya han—incidentzlly
wyus-1gra does aot invalidate the mythical origin of the arrow previously cited,
imasrauch as the one foot of the Sun, which is alsn the Axis of the Universe and
Janze whesewith the Dragon was smitten, is irself “a golden shaf: at dawn and one
of bronze [ayas] et dusk” RV vbaf). lechant: is from to “desire” or “seek” or
“have as cne's aim” (Grassmann, “Die urspringliche Bzdeutng ist sicli nach etwas
in Bewsgung sctzen™), a ront d'siaguished in conjugation but originally identical
(Greseraann, “urspritnglich gleich™) with #5 to “propel” (Grassmann, “in schnelle
Rewegung setzen”), whence s, “arrow.” We translate accordingly, that is, with
specific reference to the imagery of Mund. Up. 112, as follows: “Intellecrually, within
their heart, the vibran: (prephets) Cesery tae winged (Sun = 8pirit)—marksmen
(vedhasah) whose aim pursues the pathway of his rays”

Whea in the Mahivrata, “They cause a skin to be pierced (wyiad kayanti) by a
man of he princely casi,” by the best available archer (AR v.rs, cf. A. B. Keith,
Sank hiyane Aranyaka [SA], pp. fo f.), which skin is the Sun nimself in a likeness
(Kataka Sam hitd xoouv.s), this is evidently = symbolic penetraticn of the sense of the
Mundaka text, of which the very words tad veddhavyam semya viddbi . . . luksyam
tad evaksaram somya vidd hi might saitably have been addressed w the archer in the
ritual, as he stood hefore his solar targer. According w Keith (AA, p. 277, n. 13,
and v.1.5), “The idea is clearly a rainspell” Something of thiz kird may indeed
have hren involved, not in the peacuaticn of the Sun, but in the situal “intercourse

446

SYMBOLISM OF TIIE DOML

nizes in “himself (dta7)" only the immanent Spirit (fasfratman, dehin),
and moving in the Spirit (Z#many etya), or as our text cxpresses it, making
of himself a purely spiritual arrow, that any man can hit That marx so
as to be conlused with It, as like in like: just as, in morc familiar imagery,
when rivers reach :he sea, their individuality is nndone, 2rnd one can only
speak of “sca” (Prasna Up. vi5).

‘Lhe flight of our spiritual arrow is z flight and an emergence from a
total Carkuess underground and the chiaroscuro of space under the Surn
into realms o spiritual Light where no Sun shines, nor Mcen, but only
the Light of the Spirit, which is Its own illumination.” Now, as we know

of creatures” (BAdgtandm co matthuaam), the fall of rain being a consequence of tac
merriage of Heaven and Farth (PB vit.iu.1—4, viis2.10, and more especially JB 1125,
“Yonder world thence gave raiu o Cids world as a marriage gift”). But the modern
scholar is far tov ready 1o resort to naturalistic and rationalistic explancztions even
when, as in tlie present vass, the most cbvious metaphysical interpretations are
available, The whole context has to do with the attainmen: of Heaven; and even
the “intercourse of crcatures” is not primarily a “magical” (fertlity) rite, but an
imitation of the conjunction of the Sun and Moon “at the end of the sky, a: the T'np
of the Trze, where Heaven and Farth embrace” (dyavapribiv: samilisyathah), and
whenee “one is altogether Liberated through the midst of the Sun™ (JUR 1.3.2 and
15.5, cf. Coomaraswamy, “Note on the Asvamed he,” 1036, p. 3150

When we assert the priority of the metaphysical significance of a rite, we are rot
denying tha: there may have heen, taen as now, avideansak for whom the given
rit= had a merely magical character: we zre deducing from the form ol the e
1self that it could only have hezen thus correctly ordered by thuse who fully under-
stead ite ultimate significance, aad that this meztaphysical significance must have
been undersood in the same way by the evamupiz; just as a mathcmatical equation
presupooses 4 mathemasizian, anc also other mathematicians able to riddle it. That
the mede-n scholar trained in 4 scheol of naturalistic interpreration is not a “mathe
matician™ in this seuse proves nothing; “Fer the Seriprures crave to be reac ir that
spiTit wherein they wete wade; and in the seme spirit they are 1o be undzrszond”
(Williatnn of Thierry, Golden Epistle, x.31).

51 None of this runs counter to the indefeasible principle that “the first beginning
i5 the same &5 the last end.” If the “long ascent” (AB mwon-2r1) s apparently a
departure from the chthonie Serpent, a release from the honcs of Varuna, it is also
a return to Varuna, to the Brahman, who is no less above than He is below the
Serpent in His ground: which “gronnd” is that of nature below, and of ossence
shove, which nature ar¢ which essence are the same in dizings, and omuipressat;
Anaria girdles these worlds. For the oohidian nature of the Gudliead sce Coomara-
swamy, “Angel and Titar,” 1035, and “The Darker Sid= of Dawn,” 1935, to which
mav be added the explicit formulation of Muud. Up. 2.6, where the Brahman s
described z5 a “blind [worm] and deaf [adder], without hands or fzet” (zeaksuliro-
trum tad apidwy apadam), as s Vitza in RV 132.7, Kunira-Vrtra in nrso.8 (budhne
rajasak) and in v.r.r1, and Ahi in §B 16.3.0; cf. AV x.8.a1, apad agre sema-bhavat,
ete., with this “feotless he first came into being”’ compare Riimi, Nivan, Ode xxv,
“the last step to fare without feet.”” Ahi is understocd to mean “residue” (JB 111.77).
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from texts “00 many to be cited here at length, it is through the Sun, and
only through the Sun, as Truth (swzyam), and by the way of the Well
at the World’s End, that there runs the rvad leading from this defined
Order (rta, kéopos) t¢ an undefined Empyrean. It is “through the hub
of the wheel, ths midst of the Suu, the clef: in heaven, that is all covered
aver by rays, that one is altogether libersted” (JUB 135-6). “The Sun is

and this is, of course, the evident meaning of “Sesa,” as being “thac which is Left,”
sigyaze. Tt is from this Endless Residuum {ananta, Sese) Lthat one escapos af birth, and
as and into the same Endless Residuum that one escapes from birth, There is oo ne=d
1 cite texts to show in what way the Braiman-Atman is Endless (anenta), but we
shall quote two in which the Bralunep-Auman is defined as the Residuum frem
which one departs at birth, and as the Residuum as anc into which onz reenters at
last: BU v.1, where the ancient Brahman is called a “plenur that is left behind
(avafisyate) as a plerum, no matter what has been ceductzd from it,” and CLJ
vnL1.4-5, where, when the soul-andbody vehicle perishes, “what 1s left over
(wtiéisyata) therefrom . . . is the Spirit” (atman).

Let us remark at this point thet the wellknown svmbal of the Serpent biting its
own tail is evidently a represeniation of the Gadhead, the Father, and of Eternity:
es Alfred Jeremins has expressed it, “Das grossarrige Symbol der Schlange, die sich
in den cigenen Schwanz beisst, szellt den Afon dar” (Der Awmiichrist in Geschichte
und Gegenwart, Leipzig, 1030, p. ).

We speak advisedly cf a reentry “as and into” the Ophidian Godhead: the “return
to God” czn only ke in likeness of nature. It can be only as a snake chat ons can be
united o the “Snake without Enc,” as a circle supermposzd on & crele coincides
with it. This coss not, however, mean that the way [rom snakchood to snakchood
which passes through the Sun is meaningless for the snake that proceeds (atisarpati);
on the contrary, it is by means of the sacrifice, the incanzation, and by rzduction of
potzntiality to act, thar the livid scaly snake skin must be cast, and 2 sunny skin re
vealed: it is as a streuk of serpentine lightning that the Wayfarer returns to the
source [rom which Le came forth, for which sourse and now goal nc other symbol
than that of lightning is acequate, “The Person seen 1n the Lightning—I am He, |
indeed am Tle” (CU 1v.13.1, cf. Kena Up. 23-30). It will not be overlooked that in
Indian iconography, lightnings are commonly represznted in the Zorm of golden
snakes.

The foregoing is based on the refecences cired and on marerials collected for a
Jigcussion of the symbolism of lightning. Tn addition there can be cited some
Buddhist texts in which the arhat is called & “serpent” in a landatory sense. In
M 132, for example, the arhats Mogallina ard Siriputra are Mahinigd, "a pair of
(ireat Snakes.” This is explained, M 1.144-145, where an anthill s excavated (anthills
are, in fact, often the homes of snekes, and in the Rg Veda are cvidently symbals
of the primordial mount or cave [rom which the Hidden Light is released): when
there is found 2 snake at the very base of the mound (which is called a “Significa
tion of the corruptible Mesl'™), it is explained that this Serpent or Niga is 2 “sig-
mification of the Mendicant in whem the foul issues have been sradicated,” ie., of
an arhat: cf. Sn 512, where Niga is defined as “one who does not cling to anythirg
and is relezsed” (sabuttha na sajjiati vimutta). From the first of thess two passages
it is evident, of course, that the “Nigs" in question is a snake and not an elephant.
To these instances may be adeerd the case of the death of Balarima related in the
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the world-gawe (loku-dvdra) which adimits the Comprehensor inw Para-
dise, but is a barrier (nirodha) to the ignorant” (CU vinb.s, cf. JUB 15
and 1r.i4). The question is asked accordingly, “Who is qualified (arfazi)
to pass through the midst of the Sun?” (JUB 1.6.1, of. KU 1121 kas tam
... devam jidgtegm arfiati).”* The erhw immediately reminds us of (hose

Meusala Parvern ol the Mahabhirae, where Balarini, being secated alone end lost
in contemplaton, leaves his body in (e shape of a2 mighty Snake, a white Niga,
having a thousand hocds and of mountainous size, and in this form makss his way
into the Sea.

The formulations ovtlined abave may be said o offer an intelligible explanadon
not merely of many aspects of Indian iconography, but also certain aspects of that of
Greek mythology, where Zeus is not enly represented as a solar Bull, etc., bur also
in his chthonic aspect of Zens Meilichios as a beardad Serpent, cnd where also the
Hero, entombed and detfied, is constantly depicted in the same manner,

32 ]t js, nf course, the Pathfind=r, Agri, arhar in RV 1276, 11.3.7 and %102, who
first “ascended, reaching rhe skyv; open=d the door of the world of heavenly light
(rrargasya Iokasye dedram apavrpot); and is the ruler of the heaverly realm”
(AB 1r.43); it is “by qualification™ (arfapid) thar the Suns partake of immortalicy
(RV x.63.4). In the same way the Budcha (who is nore other than 7= Mar Agni)
opened the doors of immortzlity for such as have ears (eparudd tesam wmuinsse dvdrd
ve sotavanto, My 17), and as Mus cxpresses i, “having passed on for ever, the way
remains open behind Him” (“Barebudur,” p *277).

The Cluistian parallel is evident, since Christ also prepared the way, ascended
into heaven, and sits at the right hand of God, The opening of the gate is discussed
by St. Thomas, Swm. Theol. 1149.5, “The shutting of thz gate is the obstacle which
hinder: men “rom entering in . . . on account of sin, , ., . Christ by His Passion
mer:ted for us the opening of the kingdom of heaven, and removed the obstacle,
but by His Ascension, as it were, He brought us to the possession of the heavenly
kingdom. And consequertly it is scid that by ascending He opened the way before
them. And jast zs Agni, whether as Fire or Sun, is himself the door (akam de-
wandrn mitkho, JUB w.11.5), so “I am the door: by Me if any man shall enter in, he
shall be saved, and shall go in and eut, and shall find paswere” (John 10:9), Le,
shall be & “mover-atwill” [himicizin). In this connection Meister Eckhart com.
ments (Evans ¢d., 1, 275) “Now Christ says, ‘No man cometh to the Father out
throngh M= Though the scul’s abiding place is not in Him, yet she must, as
He says, go through Him. This breaking through :s the second death of the souvl, and
far more momentous than the first”” Wich the expression “breaking through” may
be comparec both “bresking theough the solar gute”  (samvam  dvaram  bhitnd,
MU v1.30) and “hreak:ng through the rcund of the root-plate” (kapnikimandalam
Shnditva, DhA L6, 1o he cited again helow),

To hrdayasvegra, “zpex of the hearr,” corresponds tae Islamic ‘syn-i-galk, “eye
of the heart”; which apex or eye is “the Sur-door within yen.” CF, Frizhjof Schnon,
"L’Oeil du coeur,” in 1 Vorle dfe: XXXV (1933), citing Mansir al-Hallaj,
“I have seen my Lord with the eye of my hears (Fiaynd-galbi); | said, Who ar:
thou? He answered, Thysel?”; and JUB urni4s, where the Comprehensor, having
reeched the Sun, is similarly welcomed, “Who thou art, that am I; who am I, tha:
oue zrt thou; proceed.”
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arhats who ascend in the air, pass through the roof-plate (kanniikd-manda-
lam) and are “movers-at-will.”

Before procceding to consicer these, however, we shall cite the account
of the Comprekensor’s passage ol the Sun from MU vi.30, the wording
of which is closely paralleled in texts alresc'y cited and in the Buddhist
texts o follow. Here. then, it is saic that the “Marut” (ie., the King
Brhadratha, the “Lord of the Mighty Charict” and disciple of Sikiyanya,
MU 1.1). “having done what had to be done (krtakytyah, e, cs one ‘all
in act'), departed by the northern solar course, than which there is, indeed,
no ather path, That is the pach to Brahman (whernce, as may be inter-
jccted from CU 1v.15.5-6, ‘there is no return’) ; brezking through the Solar
Gate, he made his way aloft” (swuram dvdrem bhitvordhvena vinirgatd).
At this point the text makes a direct transition from the preceding nar-
rative of what is apparently ar: outwardly menifested miracle to a formu-
lation of this ascension in terms of the “vectors of the heart” (Ardayasya
nadyah, CU viiLéir, q.v.), which “veclors” are the channels of the solar
rays and breaths of life “within you.” All but one of these vectors “are
for procedure hither or thither”; only that one which passes vertically
upward and cmerges from the crown of the head “extends tn immortality,”
e, the Brahma worlds beyond the Sun. At death, “the apex of the heart is
ilMluminated (hrdayasyigram pradyotate); by way of that illumined point
the spirit departs (@rmd niskramati), cither by way of the eye, ar head,”

821y is generzlly understond thar the spirit of the Comprehensor, hzving left the
heart, departs tarengh the suture called brakmarandhra in the dome of the skull,
that suture, viz., which is still open at birth, but closed throughout life. Bralkma-
randhra is lacking in B. K. Acharya's Dictionary of Hindu Architeeture {New York,
1925), but there is good evidence in the (quit modern) Brhadifvara Mahdtmya,
ch. v, that the opening in the wp ol a wwer (the “cys” of the wwer, as explained
above) has deen called by s name. The swory (which clossly parallels taat of
Sudhemmi relsted in ] nzoc=z01 and DhA rz6g—see “Pali kannikd" |appendix
to Uiis article], p. 4%0) runs that a pious woman besought the builders of rhe great
gopira of the Tanjore temple (ca. an. 10c0) to make use of a stone provided 5y
herse'f, “and accordingly it was used for ¢losing the brakmarand hra” (J. M. Soma-
sundaram, The Great Temple at Tanjore, Madras, 1035, pp. 40-41).

The brahmarandhra ‘s precisely what is called in medical laaguage the [oramen.
This feramen is the vary word employzd by Ovid (and no doubt es @ technicality)
to denote ke hele iatentionally left in the roof of the wemple of Jupiter, immedi-
ately zhove “od Terminus, the boundery stonc” w whom “t is not allowed to
cacrifice save in the open air” (Harrison, Themis, p. g2, with a further reference o
Vergil ad Aen. .48, as commented by Servius): “Even today, lest he (Terminus)
see aught above him but the stars, have temple roofs their litile aperture” (exigunm
... foramen, Ovid, Fast: 1.665).

Terminus, whose place in the Capitolire temple of Jupiter wzs in the central
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or other part of the body; and as it goes, the breath of Life follows” (BU
17.4.2). For “the rays of Him (the Sun) are endless, Who as its lamp in-
cwells the heart. . . . Of which one standeth upward, breaking through
the solar otk (bhitvd sdryw-mandulum) and overpassing (azigramya) into
the Brahma-world; thereby men attain their final goal” (MU vr.30). It is
thus that one “wias beyond the Sun” (param aditydj jayatr), CU 105,

We proceed Lo an analysis of the significance of the dome and roof-plate,
using as key the various accounts of the miraculons powers of the Bud-
chist urhats, “spiritual adepts,” by which powers (¢ddki) they are able to
rise in the air, and, if within a roofed structure, to emerge from ir by
“breaking through” the roof-plae and subsequently moving at will in the
beyond.

We shall [irst cousider the case in which this power is excreised out of

shrine, and evidently in the center of this shrine, was represented by a columu,
which is not really the symbol of an independent deity, buc the lower part of the
column which swod for Jupiter Terminas, en a coin suuck in honeor of Terentius
Varro (for which, and other data, see C. V. Daremberg, Dictionaaive des antiquiics
grecgues et romaines, 5 vols, Paris, 1873-1919, s.v. Termiras). Thus whercas
termini, s boundary posts in the plural, are placed at the edges of a delimied
arca, the Terméinus of all things occupics a centrzl position, and s in fact a form
of our cosmic axis, skambha, vrguuds. It may be added in the preseat connection
that Skr, simen (from s, 1o draw a straight line, & s#72, “furrcw™) is net cnly in
the same way & boundary mark and in other contexts zhe utmost himic of all
things, but also a synonvm of brahmarandhra,

It will be observed that ovr faramen, identifable with the solar doorwzy, is
ideally situated at the summit of the cosmic aravpos, and 1z quite literally an “eye.”
We can hardly doubt, sccordingly, tha: no mere figure of speech, bur a traditional
symbolism is involved in the saying, “Tt is easier for a camel to go through the
eye of a needle (foramen acss ir the Vulgate) than for a rich man to enwer inw
the kingdom of God” (Matt. 1o:24), where, indeed, “cve of zhe needle™ might
have bzen a better rendsring. Brahmarandfra and foramen, it may be added, mply
Ly their physiologizal reference thac the wmple has been thought of not mercy
as in e likeness of the cusiic Aowse of God, but zt thz same= time as an image of
the cosnic dody of God (iutw which He enters and from which Ile deparis by an
epening above, the solar door, of which Fckhart speaks as “the gateway of His
emanation, by which He invites us to return”).

It may he further remarked that a comparison of the human head with ths
spherical cosmes occurs in Plate (Timacns 2qp ff.; for farther references see Her-
mes, 11, 245). Incidentally, the saying that :n man “there is nothiag material above
the head, and nothing immaterial below the feet” is “ar from anintelligible: the
“Man” is cosmic: what is above his head is supracosmiz and immaterial: what be-
low his feet is a chthonic basis which is his “support” at the nether pole of being;
the intervening space is occupied by the cosmiz “body,” in which there iy a mixiure
of immaterial and meterial,
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Coors, and where there is therefore 10 reference 1o zn artificial roof-plate;
ané it will be necessary to consider the nature of the miracle itself, which
as we have already seen czn alsa he thought of as an luterior operazion,
hefore we muke use of it in cxplaining the symbolism of the dame irself.
In Mil 8, the power (iddhi) of travelling through the sky is explained as
consisting in an intellectual virtue analogous to that sort of mental resolu-
tion by means of which, in ordinary jumping, “one’s Lody secins to dc
light” when the moment for taking off arrives. In ] v.125-127, we have the
case of the Elder Moggallana, an arhat, who by means of his miraculous
powe (iddhi-balena) is able to visit heaven or hell at will. This Flder,
being in danger of death at the hands of certain evilly disposed persons,
“Aew up and made ofl” (uppatitvd pakkami). Upon a subsequent occasion,
because of a former sin of which the trace remained in hirm, he “could not
fiy up in the i’ (dkdse appatitum nasakihi). Lett for dead by his ene-
mics, he nevertheless recovered consciousnass, and “irvesting his body 1n
the cloak of contemplation” (jhina-vethancna sariram vethetvd), he “flew
off into the Buddha’s presence” and orzined permission Lo end his life.
At the close of the subsequert “Story of the Past” relet=d by the Buddha,
we are told that the assembled Prophets (isiyo) also “flew up into the alr
and went ro -heir own places.”

We hardly need to go beyond these texts for ar adequate ‘ndication of
the rrue nature of the “power” (1ddhi) of Aying through the air, In the first
placc it may be cbserved that uppatitvd, “fiying,” implies wings, as of a
hird:** and that wings, in all traditions, are the characteristic of angels, as
being intcllectual subs:ances indesendent of local moticn; an intellectual
sihstance, as such, being immediately present at the point to which its at-
tention is directed. It is in this sense that the “intellect is the swiftest of
birds” (manah javistam patayatsy antah, RV vigs); that the sacrificer,
cndowed by the singing priest with wings of sound by means of rhe Syl-
lable {OM) is supporfed by these wings, and “sits withou: fear in the
wotld of heavenly light, and lixewisc gocth about” (dcarats, JUB 11.14.9-
10), Le, as a “mover-a-will” (hamacarin), cf. PB XxXv.3.4, “for whercever @
winged thing would go, (hercunto it comes™; anc that “of suck as ascend
to the tap of the Tree, those that are winged fly away, the wingless all

5+ Or thoss of an arrow, cf. the discussion of Mund, Up. 12, above. T'he Sun,
identificd with the Spiris (RV ni15.2, ete.), being typically winged (suparne, pa-
tanga, garuda, cte.), can be entered into as like unites with like only by a similarly
winged principle: in the present context, by the arrow cf the Spir't, soaring on wings
of sound or light, coincident at this level of reference.
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down: it is the comprehensors that are winged, the ignorant wingless”
(PB x1v.r.12-13).%

In: the secenc plzce, it will be observed that the power of marion ar will
presupposes a stazc of perfection, that of onc wha can be thought of as
arhat, or in other terms krtakrtyah, sukrtah, kre@tma: it is inhibited by
even a trace of defsct. And finally, the very striking expressions “tlew up
into the air” and “investing his body in the cloak of contemplation” im-
ply a. the same time an “ascension” and & “disappearance.”” The meanings
of vethetvd = vestitvd include those of “wrapping up,” “enveloping,” and
“veiling,” and hence of “concealing” that which is enveloped, which in the
present case is the bady (farzram) or appeararce (rapan) of the person
concerned.™ The prmary senses of pakkimi = praframit are “went

53 Similarly Riimi, Divdn xxix and xurv, “Fly, fly O bird, o thy native home,
for thou hast escaped from the cage, and thy pinions are outspread, . . . Fly ferth
from this enclosure since thou art a bird of the splrimal world”

6 Cf the use of pesz in Manu 149, where creatures are deseribed as “enveloped
by darkness” (semusé . . . eestitah); and Sver, Up. vizo, “MNot until men shall be
aole w roll up space like a skir” (carmavat dkafam vestayisyanti)—impossible for
man as such

1L way be added that vethane = eestana is very often employed fo derate not
merzly a wranping of any sort but more specifically a head cover o: trhan, We
might accordingly, aad with reference to the familiar folklore matif of rhe cap of
darkress (of which the possession signifies an #4447 of the sorr riat we <re now
eonsidering), have rendersd phiana-vethanena sarvwam vethetvd pakkami by “con-
czaling his perscn by means of the turncap of enavemplaticn, disappeared.”

This provicdes a further illustranor of th= fact, alluded t in a previous nore,
that what is called the “marvelons” in folk and epic literature, and houglt ol as
something “added t0” a historical nuclevs by the irregular fautasy of the poople
or thar of some individua' lictérateur, is in realiy the technical formaulatdon of a
metaphysical idea, an adequare and precise sviabolisi by no means of popular
crigin, however well adaptec to popula: wansmission. Whether or not we beleve
in the possible veridity of tae mirucles atributed e a given solar hero or Messiah,
the fact remains thar these smarvels have always an exact and spiritualy intelligible
siguificance: they cannct be gbstracted from the “legend” without completely
denaturing it; this will apply, ‘or example, to all the “mythical” elements in the
nativity cof the Buddha, which, moreover, are rzpetitions of those connected with
the nativitics o Agni and Indra in the Ry Veda.

In the present connection we may point cut further that the phrasenlogy of cur
text throws seme [ight on the nzture of the power of shape shifting and of imposing
2 disguise on others, which powers are so often attributed, for good or evil, to the
heroes of folklore. It to disappear altogsther is really to have perfecied a contem-
plative acr wherewith the person cencerned in a spiritual sense escapes from lin-
self, so that he no longer knows “wha” hz is, bul only that he “is,” and analogi-
cally van'shes from che sight of wlers who may be present in the flesh, one may
perhaps say of he lesser marvel of magical transformation involved in the imposi-
tion of an altzred appearance upon oneself or others that this is in a similaz mar-
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forth,” “made his exit,” or as in our rendering, “made o, or “disap-
peared,” as in Cowell and Francis (J v.65)-

What is really involved and implied by an “investiture of the body in
the cloak of contrempletion” is a diseppearance into one’s sp'ritual essence,
or “being in the spirit” (émany anturhita, guhd nihita, dtmany ctya)s”
just as in Manu 151, where the manifested Deity, having completed his
creative operation, is described as having “vanished into his own spiritual
essence (@tmany anter dadhe, being accordingly dtmany hita, aniarhila,
geiha nihita, adyéya) ** superenclosing Ume within time” (bhiyah khalam
hilena pidayan),’™ that is tc say, in the language of Genesis 2:2, “rested
on the seventh day from all his work which he had made.”

ner an investiture (vesfeng) of the body in a forn that has been simuilarly realized
i1 contemplation (diyana), and therealier projected and wrapped about one’s own
or znother’s person, so that wnly this disguisc can be seen, and not the person
within it

Finally, it must not Le supposed that the actual exhibition of marvels has any
spiritual siguificance: on the contrary, the exhibition of “powers” is traditionally
deprecated; it is only that state of being of which the powers may be a symptom
that can be called “spiritual,’ Tt is, moreover, taken for granted that any such
pawers can be more or lass successfully imitated by the “hlack magician,” in whom
they prove a cermain skill, but not enlighterment “There is rhis great difference
in the “treditional” and “scientific” points of visw, that in the former onz would
not be astonishad, nor one's philasophy upset, by the occurrence of an actual
miracls; while in the latter, while the possibility is denied, yet if the cvent ook
place, the whale position weuld he undermined.

57 As in Rev. 42, “| was in the spirit,” and 1 Cor. 14:2, “in the spirit he speakxcth
mysteries.” A great deel more than metaphor is jutend=d in Col. 2:5, “For theugh
| he absent in the flesh, yet am T with you in Lie spirit, joying, and beholding your
order.”

In Rev. 1723, “He carried me away in the spirit” (absedit me ia spivitu)y cf.
the Samgimavacara Jitke (J 11gz), where the Buddha “taking Nanda [not yet an
arhaz having the power of acrial flight] by the hand, went off in the air” to visit the
Leaven of Incra. Abstulit corresponds to being rapins, which is the consummation of
contemplatio. Tn these two cases the state of samadhi s rather induced than innate.

8RO My 121 anteredhayi, “discppeared,” and M 1.320 entaradhdyitum, 0
varish,” and antarhite, “vanished.”

5 That is, compressing past and present info the now of eternity; just &s in
Svet. Up. vi.20, it is a question of the “rolling up of space.” Being thus returned
into Himselt, He is "the hard to behold, abicer in secret, sel in the cave (of the
heart), the Ancient whese station is the abyss™ (KU 1,12} Ile can be known only
by the contemplative, as the immanent Spirit, “abiding in the vacancy of inner
mast being” or “within vou," enturblwvasya khe, MU vinat,

Expressed in the narrative terms of the myth, creaticn (in which Hs might have
been scen at work), being a past event, is corcealed from us because we cannot
pursus it ac a greater speed than that of light, or in other words are "not in the
spirit,” which if we were, the whole operation would he presertly apparent
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To have entered thus into one’s own spiritual essence, défmany antarhito
bhiitvd, is to have realized that state of unificarion (samidhi) which is,
in fact, the consummation of dhyare in Indian, as excessus or raptus 1s
that of comtemplatio in Christian yoga. Nor could we understand the
supernatural power of ascension and motion at will otherwise than as a
going out of oneself, which is more truly an cutering int one’s very Self.
One cannot think of the power as an independent skill or trick, but only
as a function of the ability o enter into samadhi at will and as 4 mani-
festation of that perfect recollectedness which is, in fact, attributed to the
arbat. To have thus returned o the center of vne’s own belng s to have
reached that center at which the spirirual Axis of the Universe intersects
the plane on which the empirical cousciousuess had previously been ex-
tended; to have become it not in the fullest sense a sddhu, at any rate
sadhya, one whose consciousness ol being, on whatever plane of being,
hzs beer concentrazed at the “navel” of that “earth,” and in thac pillar
(skambha, stauros) of which the poles are chthonic Fire and celestial Sun.

We have seen that the Breath of Lije (pranah), often identified with
the Spirit, and with Brahman, but more strictly speaking the vital mani-
festation of the Spirit, the Gale of the Spirit insofar as this can be distin-
guished from the Spirit at rest, departs from the heart by its apex; and
we know also that all the breaths of lite (prdndk) are, as it were, the sub-
jects of the Breath (Prana Up. w1.4) and diverge inte their vectors at
birth, and are unifizd in the Breath, or Gale, when it departs, and hence
it is that one says of the dying man that “He is becoming one” (Upani-
sads, passim). This supremacy cf the Breath of Life lends itself to a strik-
ing architectural illuscration, which we find first in the ditareya Arany-
aka, m.2.x (SA vm), es follows: “The Breath of Life is ¢ pillar (prano
vamséa). And just as [in a house] all the cther beams are met together
(samaéhitah) in the king-post (fala-wvamsa, ‘hall-beam’),™ so it is that in

30 Varzia is litcrally “bamboo,” and architecturally either a pos: or a cross beam
such as a wall platc. We assumc tha: the falé-vamsa is here a king post (either sup
perted by e beams, or even extending to the ground, and in either case coincident
with the main axis of the house) rather than a ridge pole, because it is only in such
2 post that all the other beams, i.2, ratters, can be said to meet fngether. And similarly
in the Milindapasiha passage helow [cf. note i3—=p.] we assurme that kafe is synony-
mous with kannika (as we krow thar it can be) and means roof-plaie rather than
ridge pole. If the meaning were “ridge pole” in either or both cases, the force of
iz metaphor would nor, ind=ed, be destroyed, but sumewhat lessenced.

In this conpecion it mway bz noled that i ] 1.146, a “great blazing Adta of bronze,
as big as a roof-plate” is uscd as a weapon by a Yaksa (so hanniba-mastam mahantam
adittary ayakitam gahciva). This seems to throw some light cn the cbscure passages
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this Breath |the functions of] the eye, the ear, the intellect, the tongue,
the senses, and the whole sclf arc unified” (semdhitah). I order to grasp
the connection of this simile with rhe later Buddhist variant, it is needfu!
to ahserve that o be samdhita is literally the same as to be “in samadhi.
In the Buddhist variant we have, Mil 3§ (1L.1.3): “Just as every one of the
rafters of a building with a domed roof (kitdgara) go up its roof-plare
(hitangamad hontr), ncline towards its roof-plare (kdtaninng),”™ anc arc

[EhE1

JB 1.40.2, where the sacrificial vietm "is ta he siruck on the karg” (kiie honyir),
by which wz should uncerstard “or rthe crown of the head”; and TB 1s9., where
a Sezson, described as “naving a ke in his hand” ( kira-hasak), descends on a
“ray of light (rasmrna prtyanetya): since the Season descends [rom thz Sun and
is the messenger of rhe solar Judge, we suppose zgain that this mcans that he has
in Fand zs his weapon a dijcas, enalogous to the solar disc, which is the roof-plate
of the na-verse, Cf. HF, Oertel in JACS, XIX (18g8), 111-112,

In the sarae way the discus (cekre) is the characteristic weapon (ayudka) of the
soler Vispu. Another use of the Suu in a likeness as a weapon can ke cited in the
Mahivrata, where an Aryan and a $dra soruggle for @ white sound skin which
represents the Sun, and the former uscs the skin to strike down the latter, Kiza-Aasia
then is tartamount to “armed with the Sun.”

Tust @ the sacrificial victim is to be struck “cn the fofa,” sn also we find that the
Jeceased yogi's cranium may be broken, in order 0 permir the ascension of the
breath of lifc; and in this connection Mircea Eliade {Voga, Paris end Bucheres,
1936, p. 306) remarks that “Yoga has had an influence alse upon archiwctare. The
origin of certain temple types, mgether with their architectonic conception, must
be explained by the funeral rites of ascetics.” Eliade gives relerences, and adds that
“the fracture of the skull (in the region of the brahmarandhru, dic foramen of Mon-
ro) is a custom feund in the funerzl rites of meny races. It is widespread oo, n
the Pacific, Incia, and Tivet” Tha: it was alse an Amecrican Indian prac:ice is
knawn from the discovery in Michigan and slsewhere of perforated skulls; the eireu-
lar perforation of the foramen met with here can oaly have had a ritual signifeance.
It is distinct from ordinary trepanning in that the operation was performad post
mortem. It would be perlecly natural w deseribe the perforation as an “eye” in the
dome of the skull.

9 Symnidhi (1) and améhitz (p2)) are from sam-a-dAa, 1o "pur together,” “make
to meet,” “con-centrate,” ‘resolve and herc: seduze to a common principle:
samidhi is “composition,” “consent,” and in yoga, rhe “constmmation” of dAyina,
in which consummation or unifizatien or at-one-ment, the cistinetion of knower und
known is transcended znd knewledge alons remains,

2 A¢ remarked in & previous note, we assume that Aeige i hese a synonym for
Eannika. Had o ridge po'e been meant, one could Lardly have sooken of every one
of the rafters as “converging” w it. Kiggdgdrs may indeed elso mean a “gabled
hanse.” Hut in the preseat context we lave evidence :hat the house envisaged had
really a dored rather than a ridged or cven a pointed roof, This is incicated by
afnnd, which implies tat the rafters (gopanastyo) arc curved, and th® roof therefore
rounded; ol (e expression gopdnasi bhogga, gopinasivanka, “bent like a rafrer,”
wsed of women and cld people (“bent” e, evrved, not beat double as implizd by
the A in PTS).
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assembled at ite root-plate (kdfasamosarapd), and the roof-plare is ca’led
the apex (aggz — wgre) of all, even so, your Majesty, every one of these
skilful habits (kusald dhamsma)™ has the state of unificarion as irs fore-
front (samadhi-pamakha honti), inclines towards the staze of unification
(samadhi-ninnd), leans towards the state of vnification (samédhi-pord).
and beurs upon the statc of unification (samddiai-pabbhdrg).”** It will be
seen that samddhi here replaces the previous prdne . .. camdhita, affecting
the emphesis, rather than the cssence of the meaning.

We are now :n a positicn to corsider rhe rexts in waich a brezking
through ‘he rool-plate of a housc, and even a breaking down of the house
itself, is spcken of. In J rney2, the arkas “Hies up in rhe air, cleaving the
roof-place of the palece (akdse uppatitvi pasidakanpikam dvidhi Ratvd).”
[n DAA 163, an arhat “Aying up by his ‘power,” breaks through the rooz-
plate of the peaked [or probably domed] house, and goes off in the air.”
DhA 111.66, the arhat Moggallina (cf. ] 1v.228-229) “breaking through the
round of the roof-plate, springs into the air (kannika-mandalan bhindiea
#kdsan pakhhanai),’ is incidentally good evidence also for the circular
form of the plate. Fiually, in J 1.76, we have the Buddha’s song cf triumph
on the occasion of the Full Awzkening (mahdsambodhi), in which he
glories in the fact that the house of life, the tabernacle of the flesh, has
once and for all been broken down {gahakitam viankhitam).*

If we have not by any means exhausted the subject of the symbolic

8 Defined in Mil 33, etc, as silam (conduct), saddha (faith), eivivam (enzrgyv),
saradd hi (unificasion, or “cne.pocnterness of the attention™), with the indr ryia-Duddani
(sense powers) and padda (insight, or more strictly speaking, [ursknowlzdge). Tt
will he seen thar while the application in the Brahmaunz is suictly mezaphysical, that
of the Fuddhist text is rather more “edifying.” The Miindapasiha pessage is 18
peatzd elsewhere: see Ccomaraswarmy, “Early Indian Architecure: 111 Paleces,” 1931,
p. 103.

BCE M 1n.322-323, “Just ar Lhe rocfplate (k@) of a comed mansion (Ripiga-
russa) is e peak (uggam) that tics wogether (semrghatanifam) and holds together
(samganikam), just so the sheltering coof of the [skillful] habits (channam-dharama-
nam) [is the peak that tics together and holds together the six landahle stares of
consciousness |,

35 The house of life, the spatial world of experierce, is ahove all a half-way house:
a place of procedure from potentiality © act, bur of no further use tc one whese
purposzs have all neen accomplished end is now altogether in act. We heve already
seen the came idea (that of na “urther validity of space) expressed in anuther way
by the miracle of the atonement of the four bowls. The cycle symbolized by the
building and destruczion of the house, or division and unification of the bowls, pro-
ceeds from unity to muldplicity, and returns from multiplicity to unity, in agrec-
ment with e Buddha's word, “I being one become many, and being many bezome
cne” (S m.2:2).
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values of Indian architecture, we may perhaps claim to have shown that
during a period of millennia this architecture must be thought as having
been not merely ane of “marerial facts” but also an iconography: that the
“orm of the house conczived in the artist’s mind as the pattern of the work
to be dans, and in response to the needs of the houscholder (whether
human or divine), actually served the double requirements of a man who
can be spoken of as 2 whole man, to whorn i had not yet cecurred that
it migh: be possible to live “by bricks and mortar only,” and not also in
the light of eternity, “by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth
of God”; by which we mean in India precisely “what was heard (fruzi =
veda),” together with the accessory sciences ($dstra), of which the basic
principle is to imitate what was done by the gacs in the beginning, or in
other words to mitate Nature, Natura naturans, Creatrix, Deus, in her
manner of cperation.® By touching on the subject of other things than
buildings made by art, and that of other than Indian architecture, we have
implied that the metaphysical tradition, or Philoscphia Pereanis, of which
the soecifically Tndian form is Vedic, is the hericage and birthright of all
mankind, and not merely of this or that chasen pecple; and hence that
it can be said of all humane artistic operation that its ends have always
been at the same time physical and spiritual good. This 1s merzly to re-
state the Aristotelian and Scholastc docrine that the general end of art
is the good of man, that the good is that for which a need is felt and o
which we are attracted hy its beauty (by which we recognize it, as though
it said, “Here am 1), and that the whale or holy man has always been
conscious =t the same time of physical and spiritual nceds; and thercfore
not in any capacity merely a doer or merely contemplative, but a docr by
contemplation and a contemplative in act.

Finally we contend that nothing has been gained, but very much last,
hath spiritually and practically, by cur modern ignorance of the meanings
of superstitions, which are in fact “stand-overs” that are only meaningless
to us becanse we have forgotten what they mean. If the thunderstorm 1s
no longer for us the marriage ot heaven and earth, but only a discharge
of electricity, all that we have really done is to substitute a physical for a
metaphysical level of reference; the man :s far more a man who can realize
the perfect validity of both explanations, cach on its own level of reference.
Of the man who could look up to the roof of his house, or temple, and say
“there hangs the Supernal Sun,” or down at his hearth and say “there 1s

5 Far the Vedas as a “map of life,” cf. $B x1.5.13.
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the navel of the earth,” we maintain not only that his house and temple
were the more serviceable to him and the more beautiful in fact, but in
every sense much more such homes as the digrity of man demands than
are our own “machines to live in.”

ArpEnprx: DAL kapnthd: Cireurar Roor-PLare®

The renderings of this word, in its architcctural sense, in published trans
latians of Pali texzs are so obvicusly unsatisfactory that it will be needless
1o cite them here. I have thercfore consulted afresh practizally all the
original texts in which the word can be found.

The liccral meaning of the word is, o course, “cer-thing,” probably
with reference to the idea of something stancing out or projecting. The
only example of the meaning “carring” (cf. Hindi karpphal) is DA rgy,
vilandhana-kannikd, cf. Skr. karnaka, karpika, “projection, handle, ear-
ring, pericarp of a lo.us, central point,” etc, Very often the word is used
to denote a part, namely the inner part, the seed vessel, of 2 lotus. Ir. J1.183,
we have patta, kifijakkhe, kunniki, Le., petals, stamens, pericarp of a
lotus (paduma); the two Arst fall away, leaving the last “standing.”” The
same words oceur in the same sense in Mil 361, except that kesara replaces
kifijakkha. As is well known, the paduma (Skr. padma) seed vessel has
a flat circular top marked with smaller circles. In iconography it is pre-
cisely this top which forms the actual suooort of a deity seated or stand-
ing on a seat or pedestal (girha); accordingly, we find the upper part of
a pecestal (vedi, pithaka) designaced in Sanskrit as karpikd (Manasara,
XXXILILL, 112, and 117 with v. | kari-karna).

The paduma-kanniki disk forms the top of a cylindrical body which
narrows downwards towards the stalk of the flower. Probubly because of
their resemblance in shape to this form, shocks of rice standing in a field
are called bannikd-beddhd (DhA 1.81); they are ded in at the waist, so
to speak.

In J 1152, a fawn is said to be zs beautiful as a puppha-kannika, which
may mean here no more than the “heart of a lotus Hower.”

We come now to the more difficult problem of fanniki and kanniki-
mandala as an architectural term. We find it as part of the rocf of a

87 [At the beginning of Part II1 of “The Symbelism of the Dome,” Coomaraswamy
takes for granted the reader’s knowledge of thic article, originally published in the
lotirnal of ihe Americar Oriental Soctery, L (1g30).—2n. |
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kiizdyara, DA 1309, DhA 1.77; of a s@ld, ] 1.201 (= DhA 1.269, ¢issamana-
sala); of a pasada, | w4zt and g72; of a king's vdsagire, ] 11.317-319;
of a geha generally, DhA w785 and D 194, where divination by the
lakkhana, lucky marks, af 1 kannikd is alluded 1o, the Ceramentary (DA
1.94) explaining that the kanniid may be either an ornament, or the fen-
nikd of a house, geha. Kuannikd-mandala seems to mean the same as
kannikd, as will appear from the texts (DhA un66, w7l | miiiy)
and from the fac: that the kannika is in any case rourd, just as a plate
and the circle of a plate arc practically the same thing,

In three places we have an account of arhats rising in the air end mak-
ing their exit from the house by breaking through the faprika. Thus,
pasida-kanpikam dvidka Ratva, ]ty katagara-Rannikam bhinditwi,
DLA 177; kanpiki-mandalam bhinditvd, DhA m66. In DhA 1v.178,
several novices make = miraculous exit: one breaks rhrough the kanniki-
mandalz, another through the front part of the reof (chadana), another
through the back of the roof.

In J 1200201 and DhA 1.26g, we have the story of a woman (Sudham-
mi) who contrives, against the will of the original ceners, to share in <he
meritorious work of building a public hall (sild, vissarnana-salz). She
conspires with the carpenter (vaddhaki) to become the most important
persen in connection with the hall, and it appeers that the person who
provides the kannikd is so regarded. A kapnikd cannot be made of green

vood, so the carpenter dries, shapes (facchervd), and perlorates (vifihic-
vd) a piece of kannika-timber (kannikarukkham),and the woman takes
it, wraps it in a cloth, and puts it away. Preseully the hall is nearly fin-
ished and it is time to put up the kamnika; as hers is the only one ready
for use thar can be found, it has o be used. In the DhA version we are
further told that an inseription was carved on the kannikd: Sudhamms
nama ayam sdld, “this hall hight Sudhammi.” alter the principal docor.

In J 11431, the king is told that a weevil has eaten up all the soft wood
(phegen) of the kannikd of the paside, bur as the hard wood (sdre)
is still intact, there is no danger.

The most instructive texe is that of the Kukku-jatake (] tmzrz—319).
Here the king's vasdgira is unfinished; the rafters (gopdnasiyo) are sup-
poriing the Aannikd, but have only just been put up. The king enters
the house (geha) and, looking up, sees the kanniki-mandala; he s afraid
it will [all on him, and goes out agein, He wonders how the kaznackd
and rafters are held up. Two verses follow; in the first, the size of the
kannika is given: it is cne and a hal? kukke in diemeter, cight vidaths
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in circumference,”™ and made of simsapa™ and sira wood; why does it
stand fast? In the second verse the Bodhisattva replics that it stands fast
because the thirty rafters (gopinasiye) of sdra wood “curved™ and regu-
larly arranged, compass it round, grip it tghily.” The Dodhkisattva goes
on to expound a parable; the kanpigd and rafters are like the king and
his ministers and friends. If there is 1o kunuikd, the rafters will not stand,
if there ere no rafters, there is nothing to support the kenniid; if te
rafters break, the kemnika falls; just so in the case of a king and his
minis:ers.

In DA 1300, gloss on kardggdra-sila, we have kannikam vojeted tham-
banam upari hdtagara-silasamkhpena deva-vimana-sadisam pasadam
akamsu. 1 now venrure to render this passage not quite as in CAFE,
Rhys Davids' translation cucted i JAOS, XLVIII, 269, but “putting in
the kannikd, they completed the mansion in the shaps of a gabled hall
(resting) on pillars, like to a palace of the gods.” This is quite in accord
with the architecrural farms represented in the old reliefs, waere the
commonest tyoe of more pretentious building is that of a pinnacled hall
resting on pillars: samkhepena is “in the shape ol,” just as in DA r.260,
bhimi-ghara-samkhepena pokkharanim. In DA 1.43, gioss on mandala-
mala (a building in which the brethren assemble), we have “Wherever
two kannikds are employed, and the thatching (channa) :s done in goose
or quail (-feather style), it is a mandala-mdfa, ‘a circle hall” and so also
whete one kunpikd is emploved and a row of pillars is set around about
{the building) it is called wpar-thana-sala (arrendance hall) or mandala-
mila.” Here then, mapdala-mila must mean “asserabdly hall.”™™ It is clear
that when tae size of a building required it, two circular rcol-plates
might be employed instead of one; presumably the building would then

52 Incicentally, we observe that a kekku must = 20/11 widatehs: Vin mrgg in-
forms us that a widarthi = vwelve grgulas, or “laches.”

The only other indicztion of the size is the vague refersnce in | i1n146, to a mass
of iron “as big as a kanmika.”

8 Dalbergia sisu.

7 Ths gopinasivo of a domed cr barrel-vaulted rool are uf course carved, as we
sce themn reproduced in the inweriors o7 sela-vetiye-ghuras, but the curve {often nsed
figuratively with referencs to old people) is a single rounded curve, not like an
inverled Voas stated in the PTS Dictionary, The ralters are bent, but net bent double.

" The word occurs else at DA a8y aud Mi 23, where it s a monaszery hall an
which an innumerable company of Lretlwen is seated. VbEA 366, explains it as a
“rectangular piside willl one pinnacle (fata), ke a refectory (bhcjena-siia).” See
also PTS Dictionary, s.v. mala: SnA o77 cxplains mala as saviténan mandapan, 'pa-
vilion with an awning (or overhanging caves).”
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be apsidal at both euds. The reference to thatch patterns is interesting.
It is to be noted that mandala refers not to the circular shape of the build-
ing. but to the “circle” of those assembled in it

It will now be obvious that the kannikd is made of wood, is connected
with the rafters, and s to be seen from within the house by looking up
(hence it cannot possibly bz a “pinnacle” as hitherto commonly trans-
lated); it is the most honorable part of the housc, and may bear a donor’s
inscription; it is probably alwzys ornamented, very likely representing
an inverted lotus. It is distinct from the rest of the roof. It is not obviously
firmly fastened to the rafters, but they and it are interdependent, and
support each other.

Only one possible architectural unit answers to these conditions, that
is, a roof-plate or putera. The perforating of J 1201 probably alludes to
the cutting of slots in the margin of the Aannika ro receive the ends of
the rafrers; once set in place, the rafters pressing inwards grip the kan-
ntha tightly and, on the other hand, the fannika itself keeps the rafrers
in nlace, Where @ building is not simply dreular, square, or octagonal,
but barrel-vaulted with two apsidal ends there must be twa (half-)
kannikas; on the other hand, in the case of a barrel-vaulted building
with gable ends, the rafters would rest directly against a ridge-pole
(kdta), as at Ajantd, Cave xix, or would simply meet above (as at Au-
rangabad, Cave 1v), and no kapnikd would be needed. In any case the
meaning “circular roof-plate” or patera must be regarded as definitely
cstablished for kannikd as an architectural rerm in Pili literature; taken
collectively, the various allusions are singularly explicit.

The present discovery of the roof-plate as a typical architectural de-
vice in the construction of early domed or half-domed (apsidal) roofs is
of considerable interest for the history of the deme in India. Like other
wonden methods of construction, it would naturally have been copied in
stone; only in making a solid dome, we should expect to find the stone
“rafrers” thinned and broadened out; and this is just whal we see in the
case of the little domed temple of the Amaravati relief illustratec in my
Hisiory of Indian and Indonesian Art, fig. 145, where it is evident that
there must be a rocf-plate (beneath the finial) against which the stone
rafters rest” It will be observed that the principle is that of the truc
arch, end that the roof-plaze is effectively a keystons. Domed constric-
tion of this type has survived in India down to modcrn times,

"2 E.g., in the case of the larger mandala-mile deseribed above,
" [A, K, Coomaraswamy, Histary of Indian ynd Indoncsian Are (Leipzig, New
York, and London, 1927; reprinted New York, 1965). zn.]
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Actual represcntations of the interiors of secular buildings are, of course,
very rare or unknown in the early reliefs. But it is well known that the
carly rock-cut caitya halls exactly reproduce wooden forms; and actually
I have been able to find two or three examples in which a %anrnikd can
be clearly scen. Onc of these, Ajantd, Cave xrx, reproduced in Martin
Hiirliman, [adia (New York, rg28), pl. 110, shows a small circular
rcof-plate which recsives the upper ends of the rafters of the half-dome
of the apse, while a long straight place 'n sim‘lar fashion receives the ends
of the rafters of the barrcl-vaulted part of the roof. Another 15 Cave v at
Aurangibiad, where in a photograph, so far unpublished, a semicircular
rocf-plare, or half-kannikd, reccives the apsidal rafters, while those of the
barrel-vaulting mest shove wirhout = plate of any kind; similarly ac
Karli. A majority of photographs of carly ceves do not show any of the
rocf details clearly, but it is almosr a cerrainry thar an examination in situ
would reveal a creular or semicircular roof-plate wherever we have a
dome or apsidal half-dome.

As an architectural unit our kaprrikd obviously corresponds to the cen-
tral pendant so characteristic of later Calukyan and Sclapki architecture,
but I am not able to say whether the term karnitd 1s actually used in this
connectiorn.

It is also obvious that the word may have other and related meanings;
in the Kamikagama Liv.37, 40, cited by Prasanna Kumar Acharya, Dic-
tionury of Hindu Architzcture (New York, 1627), s.v. karnikd, it is ex-
olained as meaning a swinging lotus pendant artached to the edge of
the cornice (fapota).

It is necessary alsc to discuss briefly the meaning of &sra, which occurs
so comumonly in the combinarion kitdgdars. As the top, peak, or roof-ridge
of a bulding, the meeting place of the rafrers, kzra is partially synony-
mous with kanmikd; and this is exemplificd in Jazzke no. 347, entitled the
Ayakdta Jataka because in it there is mentioned 2 piece of iron “as big
as a kannikd.” Usually it is morz specifically the horizontal ridge-pole or
roof-plate against which rest the rafters of a huilding with a peaked or
barrcl-vaulted roof. This is Just what is to be understood in Mil 38 (11.1.3)
whers we have, “As the raftars (gopanasivo) of a karagira go up 1o the
kdita, and arc gathered together at the £da, and the Fita is acknowledged
to be the peak (agga) of all, so. .. """ Kdaa does not, as I formerly sup-

™t An analogous simile oceurs already in SA vin (= A& mar): “Just as all
rhe other beams (zamide) rest on the main heam (sala-wamsa), so the whole self rests
on thiz hreath.” This enahles us ro rranslate falZ-pamiz more precisely as ridge-pole or
rocf-plate.
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posed (JAOS XLVIIL, 262), mean finial, but roof-ridge. eie. For [inial
we have (punna-)ghata, halasa, etc.; in DhA 1414, 2 pasdda bas a golden
kita designed ro carry sixty udaka-ghara. Hence hdrdgdra is not primarily
a pirnacled hall, though this is also implied, but a building with a ridged
or raunded, but a0t domed, rocf, and the #stablished translation “gabled
hall” is prebably the best that can be found; in any case a mansion, rather
than a mere house, is  be understood. The PTS Dictionary equa-
tion gaha-kita = thianirda = kannikd is not actually incorrect, but it
should he remembered that the twe first are horizontal beams, the last
2 circular roof-plate. When, as in DA 1.30g, cited above, a kdragara has
a kappika, it must be assumed that a building with apsidal end or ends
is meant, cach such end requiring its (hali-) kapnikd; but it is just pos-
sible thet here kannikd stands for kdta since, after all, the Lwo are alixe
in function althcugh different in form.
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"Apny dpny Adyo duiv, 6T €y el
i Bioa Tiv TpofBdTan,
John ta:7
Eine grosse Welthnie der Metaphyslk zicht sich dorch aller
Vilker hindurch. J. Sauter

The coincidences of rtraditor are bevand the scope of
accident. Sir Arthur Evans

‘Lhe “second bulding”™ (pasnafesss) ot the Fire Altar consists essentially
i the laying down ol three “Sell-perfvzated ‘bricks' ™ (svayamatrnna),
representing these worlds, Earth, Air, and Sky; the seasonal bricks,
representing  the Year; and the Universal-Light bricks representing
Agni, Viyu, Aditya (8B 1x5.15%61). As a part of the construction
of the regular Fire Altar, this “second building™ or rather “super-struc-
ture” of the Altar is described in detail in $B virgz & and TS v2.3 4.

Here we propose to discuss only the nature of the three “Self-perforares™
(swayamatrnnd) which represent Earth, Air, and Sky, and with the
three intervening “Universal Lights™ representing Agni, Vavu, Aditya
(Fire, Gale of the Spirit, aad Sun) composc the vertical Axis of the
Universe, the passageway from one woarld to another, wherher up-
wards or downwards. The three Sclf-perforates, of which the lowest
is a hearth and the uppermost® the cosmic luffer, form in effecr a chimney,
disons cheminée, @ la fois caminus et chemin (“hearth” and “way™)
var laguelle Agni s'achemine et nous-mémes devons nous ackeminer
vers le ciel?

b

The Self-perforates are referred to as “stones™ or “dry stones” (farkare,

Suskah farkarih)® in SB virz.3.20 and vinmsar, and J. Eggeling rightdly

[Tlnis smdy was first pudlished in Zalmoxis, 11 (1030). The last two epigraphs are
crawn respectively from the Archie fiir Rechis- und Sozialphilosophic, XXVIII
(1934), ¢0; and e Jowrna! of Hellewe Studies (19u1), p. 140 Beceuse of heir
length, the notes for this study are prinicd at the cad of e cssay.—en.]
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thinks of them as “natural stones,” which may have been larger than
the ordinary bricks (SBE, XT.TIT, 128, n. 2). It is evident that “perforated”
does no. mean “porous.”™ but rather annular or like a bead, since the
Seli-perforates are not only “for the npward nassage of the breaths”
(prandndm wtsrstyai)® but “also for vision of the world of heaven”
(atho suvargasya,’ lokasyanukhyatyai,” TS va.f.1, 322, and 37.2). They
are, moreover, the Way by which the Devas frst strode up and down
these worlds, using the “Universs] [ights” (zisvajotis “bricks,” Agal,
Viyu, Aditva) as their stepping stoncs (samydnayah, SB vinz.1.23)," and
the Way for the Sacrificer row o do likewise (SB viiz2.23 and
vi42.160), who as a Cemorehensor (ezamvit) “having ascended to the
Beatific Spirit (dnandamayam-atmanam upasamRramya), 1raverses these
worlds, ‘cating’ what he will, and in what shapc he will” (imdn lokan
kamani kamardipy anusamearan, TU mros; of. JURB L 1) 2 and 112f.4),
as in John 1v:g, “shall be saved, and sh.ﬁll go in anc out, and find
pasture,” and Pistss Sophia” From all this it follows that the Self-perfarates
of the Fire Altar 1must have been “ring-stones,” like the well-known cx-
ample at Satrufijava, called a “Door of Liberation (mf;!{n dvara),” through
which people are stll passed, end ke the many ring-stones of all sizes
thet have been found on Indus Valley sites.””

The Self-perforazes are these worlds (SB 1x5.1.58, etc.) in a likencss.
What s common to them is the “whole Breath (sarvah pranah),” of which
the three aspects are that of the aspiration (wddng) proper to Agni, trans-
spiration {zyana) proper to Viyu, and spiration (préna) proper to the
Sun (SB virtz.2r).”

We have here to do with the «itratman doctrine, according to which
all things are connected with the sun in what is literally a common
con-spiracy. The Selb-perfcrates, then, are quickened with the Breath
of life by the Sunhorse, which is made to kiss them (afvam uapaghri-
payati, pranam evisya dadhati, 'I'S vaBi, 322, and 37.4)5* for “That
‘horse’ is yender Sun, and those ‘bricks’ are the same as all these offspring
(prajd); thus, even as he makes it kiss [snuffle at] them, so yonder Sun
kisses these offspring® And hence, by the power of [that solar]| Praji-
pati,'* each ore thinks ‘1 am’ (aham asmi)'* . and again, why he makes
it kiss [snufie at]: that horse is youder Sun,'® and those Self-perforates
these worlds; and even as he makes it kiss [snuffle at], so yonder Sun
strings these worlds o Limself on a thread (sitre samavayate). ... Now
that thread is the same as the Gale (vayx),” SB viL3.2.12-13 and
vi7.3.00; “Verily, he bestows the Breath upon it” (TS wa.b.x, etc.).
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This, indccd, is the middle term of a ]argc group of texts beginning
with RV r.115.1, “The Sun ‘s the Spirit (@tman) of all that is in motion
or at rest”; and continuing, AV %838 “I know the extended thread
(stram) wherein these offspring are inwoven: the thread of the thread
1 know; what else but the ‘Great’ (mahat, the Sun), of the nature of
Brahman’"; BU nr.7.1-2, “He who knows that threed and the ‘Inward
Ruler’ (amtarydminam it:),}" knows the Brahman, knows the worlds,
krows the Devas, knows the Vedas, knows himsell, kuows All . ..
By the Gale, indeed, O Gautama, as by a thread, are this and yonder
world and all beings strung rogether”;™ JUB wng.13-115.1, “Lven as
the thread of a gem (mapisitram) might be threaded through a gem,
even s is all this strung thereupon [upon the Sun, Viayu, Prana, Brah-
man], to w't, Gandharvas, Apsarases, beasts, and men”; BG viry, “All
this is strung on Me, like rows of gems upon a thread.”™™

It can hardly bc doubted that the well-known “cotton-bale” (Figure
13A) symhol of the Tndian punch-marked coins (with which may be
compared a number of similar forms to be met with on Babylonian seals,
e.g, Figare 13B) is a representation of the Three Wozlds in the shape of
the Self-perforates, connccted by a common thread, which is that of
the Breath, Sunpillar, and Axis of the Universe.® The three Scll-perfo-
rates are, furthcrmorc, manifestly comparable to the naves ot wheels;
they are, indeed, the navel-centers (nabhi) of the worlds (¢akra) which
they represent. It is upon their axis that the three-wheeled cosmic chariot
of the Aévins rurns. These are the three holes (kkans) in the naves of
the chariot wheels through which Indra draws Apali, so that her scaly
cking are shed, and she is made to be “Sunskinued” (RV vunor, B
1.220, cic.) ;2 the Moon, the Gale, and the Sur, “opened up like the hale
of a chariot wheel or a drum” for the ascent of the deccased Compre-
hensor (BU wao-11), who, “when he departs thus from this bocy,
ascends with these very rays of the Sun. . . . As quickly as one could
thither direct his mind, he cormes to the Sun.** That 1s verily and indeed
the world-donr, a progression for the wise, but a barrier fur the foolish’
(lokadviram prapadanam vidasam wirodho'vidisam, CU virb5).*
Each of these holes is a birthplace (yoni), whoever passes through such
a holc dying to a former and inferior state of be:ng and being regenerated
in anocher and higher: in this the openings answer to the three birth-
places of JUB m8.9-111.9.6, AA 15, and Manu 1169 Whoever has thus
not only been Loru but boin again after repeated deaths and is duly
“qualified to pass through the midst of the Sun” (adityam arhati samaya-
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Figure 15.4. The So-Cailled " Corton-Bale” Symbol
As it appears on early Indian punch-marked coins:
three “3el? perforates” or “beads” are strung on a “pole.

»

Figares i 35-1. Related Motifs from Western Asiatic Seals

Frgure 13]. Symbol on « Corn from Hicrapolis
Rezalls Figure 13A. “The Assyrians themselves speak
of a symbol, but they have assigned o it no
definite name” [ Lueiar, De Syria Dea, 33).
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sturm, JUB 1.6,1) has cither virtually broken out of the cosmos while still
in the flesh® or will for the last time he reborn at death, so zs 7o be
“altogether liberated through the midst of the Sun" (adityam samay-
diimucyate, JUB 1.35); [see also Garuda Purapa x56-59, on rebirch from
the pyre].

We shall now consider more cspecially the uppermost Scif-perforate,
which is at once the roof of the cosmic hause, the crown of the cosmic
cree, and the skull of the cosmic Man. It is the kale in :his firmament
o the sky that chiefly concerns us; this opening is variously referred to
as a hole, chine, foramen, mouth, or door (£4a,” chidra, randbra, mukha,
dvara). Tno have ascenced these wor'ds as one mighr = ladder or a tree
and to have escaped the jaws of Death is tc have passed through this
strait gate. JUB r.25-15.5 continues, “Thet is heaven's chine (divas chi-
dram)s as might be the hole in the nave of a car: or chariot (yathd kham
vianasas syad rmha.\"}-'ez:),” even so 1z this ‘heaven’s chine! Tt is seen all
covered over by rays (raimibhis samchannam). . . .” Thus ‘through the
midst of Him,” who knows that? Tf verily when rhese waters are all ahcur
aim, he indeed invokes the Gale,® He verily disperses the rays (raémin

. wydihats) Tor him. . . ** Thercupon he separates himself from death,
from cvil. Who knows what is beyond the Sun (yat parcnddityam),
what beneath this homeless atmosphere (idam andleyam antariksam
avarepa) " That is just immortality!”

Tn the light of all this it is easy to understand the prayer of Ia Up.
15-16 (and parallel rexts, BU w50 and MU vi.35), “The Gatc of Truth
(satyasya . . . mukham) do thou, O Pasan, uncover, that [, wha am of
the quality of Truth® (satyadharmdya), may see [thy fairest form]. ...
The rays disael (raémim vyuha), unify the fiery energy (samaha tejas),
that 1 mav scc thy Zzirest form™; and possible, too, to understand stare-
ments to the eT=cr rhat it is a sign of dearh “when sun and moon are
opened up (vihiyete).* when the sun locks like the moon, when its rays
are not seen (driyate na raimayah)™ . . . when the sun is seen as if it
were a chine (c}zz'a'm izfai(firyo d_a*.f’ya!c'], and looks like the nave of a char-
it wheel™ (ratha-nabhir iva, AA m2.4; cf. SA vin6s; and xr.3.4).

All that is under the Sun is in the power of Death (8B x.5.14),** the
Sun (8B x5.2.3, x1225, etc.) “whose shadow is boh immorrzlity and
death™ (RV xa21.2); and, “inasmuch as the Sun is Death, his offspring
here below are mortal,’”® but the Devas are beyond and therefore un-
dying” (SB 11.3.3.7); “Whatever is embodied is in the power of Death,
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but whatever incorporeal, immartal” (JUB m33.0, L. 5B x.4.3.9). The
whole intenton of the Vedic tradition and of the sacrifice is to define the
Way (marga) by which the aspirant {here in the liccral sense of “up-
hreather” rather than the psychalogical sense ot one who has mere amhi-
tion) can ascend these wnrlds and escape altogether through the midst
of the Sun, thus cressing over from mortality to immorta’ity. Tike all
other “passages,” this passing over is at the same tme a death and a re-
hirth (regencration), and cqually so whether the “death™ be sacrificial
and initiztory (in which case a return to “lile” is provided for in the
rirual) or that real death following which the man is laid on the funeral
pyre and “reaches the Sun, the world door, as quickly as onc could
direct the mind to Ilim” (CU vir6:5).

We find eccordingly in the literature 2 conception of the World-trec in
which the trunk, which is also the Sunpillar, sacnificial post, and axis
mundi, rising from the altar at the navel of the carth, penetrates the
World-door and branches out above the rcof of the world (#sthaty utta-
sam diwah, AV x73) as the “nonexistent [unmauilestec] branch that
yonder kindreds know as the supernal” (AV x7.21), Le, Yama's supa-
laéa of RV x.135.7, the afvartha of AV v.4.3. This conceplion s directly
reflected in the form of the hypacthral tres-temples which in India were
originally Yaksa holysteads and suhsequently Buddhist temples;® in all
of these rukkha-cetivas and bodhi-gharas the sacred tree rises through the
open temple rcof and branches above if, an arrangemer:t thet is not in
any way uniquely Indian®

Connected with these conceptions we find in the literature that the
ascent of the spirit is often described in terms of tree climbing, and in the
ritual we meet with a variety of explicit climbing rites. Thus in JUB
132, “As one would keep climbing up a tree™ by steps (yatha vrksam

Figure 14. Han Hypaethral Tree Shrines
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dkramanair akraméanah iyad) . . . he keeps ascending these worlds
(imin lokan rohann ¢ti)”; cf. SB 1.9.2.10, “ascending (semdruhya) thesc
warlds, he reaches that goal, that suppors” (etam gatim etam pratistham
gacchati}, even as the Sun himself climbed: “1 know that of thine, O
Immartal, namely thy climb (a4ramanam) in the sky, thy station in the
uttcrmos: empyrean” (AV xrm.r.44). Further references to the ascent and
descent of the Tree will be found in PB 1710, XIv.1.12-13, XVIIL10.703
JUB 111.3.9; Mbh, Udyoga Parvan 45: thosc who reach the summi, if
still callow, fall down, if fully fledged fly away (cf. pennuto in Dante,
Purgatorio xxx161).

Climbing rites are enacted in connection with the sacrificial anst
(viipa), onc of the most characteristic aspects of the skaméha or axis
mundi, and coincident with the “Bridge™: “Verily the Sacrificer makes it
a ladder and a bridge to attain the world of heaven (dkramanam cva tat
setum yajamanag kurute suvargasya lokasya samagtyai, TS vi6..2).°
The rites themselves are described in TS 1.7.5, where the Sacrificer mounts
on behalf of himself and his wife; he climbs by means of steps (2kra-
mana) and on reaching the sumnmit stretches out his arms and says,
“We have come to heaven, to the Devas: we have become immortal”:
sitnilarly 5B v.z.1.5, where the Sacrificer climbs and “rises by a head
above the post, saying, “We have become immortal” and thereby wins
the world of the Devas.” 12 TS v6.8, the “mounting after Agri (agner
anvirohah)™" is a part of the construction of the altar itself, in other
words, it is by means of the aloresaid “stepping stones”; and “were he
[the Sacrificer] not to meunt after Him [Agni], he would be excluded
from the warld of heaven™; of. CU vinbs, niredho’vidagim, AB wao-
22 (cf. KB xxv77) describes the “difficult mounting (darohana)”: “Verily
thus he mounts the world of heavew, who is in this matter a Compre-
hensor, . . . He mounts with the verse in which are the words “The
Gander, . . " ‘Like u ship lel us mount;* verily thus he mounts it for
the attainment of heaven, the winning, the reaching the world of heav-
en. .. . He mounts by feec™ . . . and descends like one Lolding on to a
hranch. . . .** Thus having obtained the world of heaven, the sacrificer
finds support [again| in this world, Tor those who desire only the one,
viz. heaven, he [the priest] should mount in the forward direction only;
they will win the world of heaven, but they will not have long o live
in [rhis] world.” In SB v.r5.1 and TS 178, the priest on hehalf of the
Sacrificer mounts a wheel sct up on a post, navel high, and mimes the
driving of horses; he makes the wheel revolve three times. The whole of
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a race is cnacted, while the priest, still seated on the nave of the wheel,
chants verses in which are the words, “Hasten, ye steeds, for the prize

, attain the goal (kdstham, the Sunoiller, or Sun). ™ All this belengs
to a regular ritval sequence, consisting first of an actual raze by which
this car:h is won, then of the mounting of the wheel bv which the ai~
warld is won. and finally the mounting of the sacrificial post, as in TS
1.7.9 cited above, whereby heaven is won.

The citation from AB 1vz1 shows us that the 1ite, involving as it does
an initiation and symbolic dezth, is a dangerous one. The initated Sacri-
ficer is ritually dead, no longer a mau but a Deva; “if he did not descend
azain to this world, he would either have gone to the suprahuman world,
or he would go mad™® (PB xvirio.av), “would cither go mad or perish”
(TS vir3.104); “if he did not relinquish the cperation, the sacrificial
fire [in which he has symbolically immolated himsell] would be apt to
consume him” (TS 17.6.6).2* Supremely important as the ritual death
may he, in which the Sacrificer’s final aczzinment ol his immcrtal goal
is prefigured, it s still of utmost importance (as explained in SB x.2.57-8,
where alsn suicide is expressly condemned) that he should live out his
full term of lifc on carth, for the “hundred years” of his earthly life cor-
respends to the “rhonsand years” of his heavenly life (the “thousand
years” is @ round number: “a thousand means everything,” SB pas-
sim).** He therefore “relinquishes the rite,” either by means of the [ormal
“descents” and the use of inverwed chants, or, as in B 1.9.3.23, with the
words, “Now I am he whom T acrually am” (raken from VS 128b).
Tor ir. undertaking the operation he becomes as :f nonhuman (a Deva):
and as it would be inconvenient for him to say, “I enter into untruth
from the Truth,” which is how the matter really sterds, and as, in fact,
he now again becomes a hnman heing, he therefore relinquishes the
cperation with the text, “Now am I he that actually am,” ie., So-ard-so
by name and family. By means of such reversals the sacrificer, having
virtually left the bodvy* and virtually broken out of the cosmos, never-
theless “secures whatever full measure of life remains for him here”
(VS m.18). The logic of the whole procedure is supetb.

Tt will have been remarked thet a qualification is a necessary condition
of admission by the Sundoor: “Who is qualihed (arkat) to pass through
the midst of the Sun?”™ (JUB 16.1), “Who is able {arhazi) to know that
God?” (KU 11.21). It was by their cualifcation (arhana) that the Adityas
in the beginning partook of immorialicy (wmrtettvam dnafuh, RV
x.634). In order to complete our understanding of the Vedic tradition
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of the Sundoor, we must ask in what such = qualification consists, ‘Lhe
qualification 1s primarily one of likeness, ard consccuently of anonymicr;
anonymity, because whoever still is znyene cannot be thought of as
entering 1n, as like to like, to Ilim “who has not come from anywhere
nor becomea anyone” (KU ni18). “One should stand alocf frem inten-
tien, from concepts, and from the conceit of ‘self.” This is the mark of
liberation (moksa). This is the track.” here and now, that leads te Brah-
man. This 1s the ‘opering of the door™ here and now. By it one reaches
the farther shore of this carkness. Here, indeed, is the ‘consummaticn
of all desires.” . . . There 15 no attainment of the goal by a bvpath here
in the world. This is the road to Brahman here and now. Breaking
tarough the Sundecr (sawram dvdram dhited),”” the Marut (Brhadratha)
made his exit, having done what was to be dene.™ In which connecticn
thev cite: ‘Endless are the rays of Ilim . .. and by that™ of these that
breaks through the solar Orb (sdrya-mandalam bhited), oversunding
into the Brahma-world, cne reaches the supreme goal” (MU vizo). At
world's end® the wayv is barred by the Sun, the Truth, the Janitor of
Ileaven (apasedhanti, JUB 15.1; vicnur vai deviandm dvirepah, AD 1.30;
niredho'mdisgm, CU vnnbs; yatra svarodhanam divah, KV 1mx113.8; “and
the door was shut” Matt, 25005 Agnl, mdstiietisraksya, AB 11.42). But
whoever comes to Him as like to like, ag very 'L'ruth to very ‘L'ruth, wor-
shipping him as Spirit, cannot be rejected™ (JUB 15.3, nefe yud enam
apasedhet; AB 11142, stuto atyasarjata, satyena labhyas . . . dtma; Mund,
Up. mr1s). “Open unto me in whom the Trach «lides” (I8 Up. 15,
apavrny satvadharmaya; cf. BU vas.: and MU v1.35) is the password;
“disconnected with both well done and i1l dowe (w'suf(ﬂu Vicz'z«:\}';({?mf}),m
the Comprehensor of Brahman goes on to Brahman” (Kaus. Up. 1.4):
“they puss over by way of the Sundoor” (s@rvadevdrena prayantz, Mund,
Up. 1.2.11); “I'he Janitor opens that doos for him” (dvirapah, sa evasma
ctad dedrum vivrnoti, AB 1.30).

What is really involved when we speak of “passing through the midst
of the Sun” is already apparen: in the cited texts to the effect that this is
not a matter of salvation by works or merit. It is stated, more plainly
perhaps than anywhers else, in JUB mr.14.1-5, “Litn Uiat has reached Jile
Sunceor] He asks *Who art thou?’ In case he announces aimselt by his
own cr by a family name, He says to him, “This sell of thine that hath
bezn in Me, be that now thine’™ Him arrived in that self, forsooth,
caughs by the foot on the threshold of success, the Scasons drag away
Day and Nighr rake possessian of his ‘worlc.” Bur to Him he should an-
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ewer thus, “Wha T z2m is the Heaven thou art. As such unto Thee, heaven-
ward, am [ come unto Heaven.' . .. He says to him, “‘Wha thou art, that
am I; and who T am, that art thou (vo'ham asmi sa team asi).® Come. "
Of the many parallels to this great passage, the most literal occurs in
Rami’s Mathnawi 1.3055: “Whosoever is uttering ‘T and ‘we’ at the door,
he is turncd back from the door and 1s continuing in sef, A certain man
came and knocked ar the friend’s™ door: his friend asked him, “Who
art thou, O trusty onc?” He answered, ‘1. The friend said ‘Begone.” Save
the fre of ahsence and separation, who will cook that raw one?* The
wretched man went away, end for a year in travel and separation he was
burned with sparks of fire. That hurn=d ene was cooked. . . . He knocked
at the door. . . . His fricad called to him, “Who is at the deor?’ He en-
swered, ‘Tis thou art at the donr, OO charmer of hearts” ‘WNow,” said the
friend, ‘since thou zrt I, come in, O myself:* there is not room in the
house for two “I"s. The double end of the thread is not for the needle:
inastnuch as thou art single, come into (the cyc of) this needle. . .. Tis
the thread thzt is connected with the needle: rhe eye of the needle is not
suitable for the camel,” "

We liave now before us a fairly complete account of the Indian doe-
trine of the Sundoor zt World's End, and of how it may be passec. At-
leution has already been called to the universality of the doctrine, of
which the Christian and Islamic forms have been noted. We shall con-
clude with some sccount of the docirine as it is simiiarly dcvclopcd in
the Chiness, Siberian, Egyptian, and Hebrew traditions.

Iu China we shall be concerned with only two rather than threc stone
objects, which we can speak of, fer the sake of uniformity, as “Perfo-
rates”: these ubjects of jade are symbels of Earth and of Heaven, and
are employed as such in the Imperial worship of Heaven and Farth.®
Of :hese two “Perforarces,” the &5ung, or Earth symbel, is internally tubu-
lar and externally square (Figure 15), while the pz, or Heaven symbol, is a
perforated circalar disk or ringstone (Tigure 16), The Way (the most es-
‘sential meaning of tge) is thus ooen fram below upwards and from
above downwards. The t5'zing is nor a disk, but rather a cylinder of some
height, and can readily be assimilated to the first and second of the In-
cian Sclf-perforates by regarding it as consisting of two disks, a lower
and an unoer, connected hy a continuous passage. It is of grear interest
that these #s'ung are regularly thought of as “cart wheels” or “wheel
kuhs’: for example, in the Ku i o'z p's, where the illustrared examples
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cre all described as “wheel hubs of the ancient jade chariot.,” The interior
is, ir. fact, “unifcrmly anllowed ou: into a cylindrizal cavity, into which
the end of rhe axle would be run” (B. Laufer, jade, Chicagu, 112, p.
125). Archacologists heve beer disturbed by the tact that jade ssung are
nevertheless by no means very like the actual bronze wheel naves (or
rather axle ends, Skr. d»#) which have come down to us from the Chou
period. Bu- “ancient jade chariot” no more implies an zctual chariot used
by human rulers than do the Vedic chariot of light or Biblical chariot of
fire refer to vehicles that might be unearthed by the excavator's spade.
Jade in China (cf. “adamanc™) stands for immorzality: “to eat in the per-
fectinn of jade” is “to obtain immortal life” (Leuler, Jade, p. 207); just
as gold in India means light and immortality (SB 12,4, v.4.2.12, etc.). A
chariot o7 jade (yé lu) is hardly more conceivable as an zctuality than
onc of gold (ki ), and if “great vehicles (#a /ir)” called by these names
were reserved for “the Emperor, the Son of Heaven” (Lauler, Jude, pp.
125, 126: Hentzs, “Le Jade ‘pi, " p. 2¢8), one may well inquire, Who is the
Fmperor, the Son of Heaver, in principle?™ The “ancicut jade charot”
is rather the archetype of the earthly vehicle than vice versa.*” ‘Lhe #s'ung,
as 2 hollow cylindar, is indeed intended to receive an axle tree, bar an axle
of purely spiritual (pneumatic) substance, not made by hands, and in fact
the Axis Mundi.** In the funerary use of the six jades (pr, ws'eny, chang,
hu, huang, keei, respectively dlue, yellow, green, red, white, black, and
representing heaven, earth and the quarters E., S., W., and N.), the t5'uny
is laid on the abdomen (note the association of “earth” with “navel” here),
the pi vrder the back, and the images of the querters su that N. and S.
are head and feet and E. and W. the left and right hands (the body there-
fare facirg south), so that the whole bedy is enclosed in what is called the
“brilliant cube” (Chou Lz, ch. xvi, cited by Laufer, [ade, p. z2¢).® The
evident inrention is to provide the ceceased with a new and ademantine
cosmic body of light. In later Tacist tradition, the “new man” born cf
miriation (ju ské, Skr. diksa) is actually called the “Diemond Budy”

ging gan shen, cf. Skr. Buddhist eajra kéya), initiation prefiguring the
sransformation to he actually and forever rezlized at death,™ A jade cicada
placed ir the mouth of the corpse of the deccased is the symbol of his
resurrection in this stzte of rransformed being,™ in which he is set free
from the limitations of human individualization.

The Siberian Shaman symbolisin correspouds even more closely with the
Indian, as U. Holmberg (“Der Baum des Lebens,” Helsinki, 1922-1923,
p. 31) has not failed w observe. We meer again with a pair of annular
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svmbols, of which the cne is a perforated disk representing the Earth
(Ilolmberg, “Der Baum des Lebens,” fig. 13), and the othes the luffer
above the central hearth of the yurt, which is also the openiag in the roof
of 2 hypaethral temple, through which pesses the stem of the World-
tree to branch above. We shall quatz the mast pertinent passages
from Casanowicz and Helmberg™ The Dolgans and Yenisel-Ostizks
erect Werld-pillars surmounted by a horizontal transom representing the
skv and a double-headed “Bird lord” deseribed as “all-seeing.”™ Sacri-
fices are offered hy the Lapps to the “World-man,” represented by a
tree sct up in a rocfed shrinc. In the Shaman rites of Altai races, a green
birch tre= is set up in a yurt, its crown rising shove the smoke-hole;™
within the yurt the stem is madc ro slope so as to leave space for a hearth
situated beneath the smoke-hale ar Tuffer, and “rhis hirch symbolizes the
Door-god (udesi-burchan) which opens for the Shaman the way into
heaven”:™ the Shaman climbs this birch, zrd so cut on to the roof of the
yart, and there invokes the gods, As Holmberg comments (p. 30), “The
reference of the luffer in the roof of the yurt, amongst the Alrai races and
the Duriats, is evidently to a heavenly prototype. The Ostiaks speak of
the house of heaven as provided with a golden luffer.” The opening is
identified with the Pole Star, or takes its place; it is 2 “hele through
which it is possible ta pass from ones world to another”: Shamans and
spirits, and the heroes of folkta'es who ride on eagles or thunder-birds,
are said to slip through the series of similar holes siruated under rthe
Pole Star, and thus {as our Indian texts weuld cxXprcss it) pass up and
down these warlds.™ There is a corresponding hole in the earth, which
lcads down intc the nether world.”

The climbing r:tss referred to above are especially strixing, consrituting
as they do a ritual Ilimmelfahrt of just such a sort as is deseribed in the
Brihmanas. The essentials of the rite may be summarizad as follows
(Casanowicz, “Shamanism of the Natives of Siberia,” Smizhsonian Re-
port for 1924, pp. 427 £): “In the yurta a young airch tree with the
lower branches lopped is sct up. . . . At the bottom: of the tree nine sieps
[iapry = Skr. akramana] are cur with an axe. Round the yurta a pen-
fold™ iz made . . . a birch pole with a noose of horsehair is set up. Then
a horse agreeable to the deity is chasen. . . . The Shaman waves a hirch
twig over the horse’s back, thus driving its soul to Ulgan [Bai Ulgan,
who dwells in the sixzeenth heaven, and is next in rank 1o Kaira Kan, the
highest god|, accompanied by the holcer’s soul. . . . The Shaman goes
outside the yurta, sits down cn a scarecrow 0 form ol a goose [Skr.
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Figars ry. Han Grave Slab
Sacrificial horse, fao 7'ieh mask
and ring, the mask and riug I'ke
a door knocker.
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hamsal| stuffed with hay and covered with cloth, and moving both arms
rapidly Lke wings, sing in a loud voice:

Below the white sky,
Above the white cloud

Below the blue sky,
Above the blue cloud—

Mount a bird to the sky.™

“The goose replies by quacking. . . . On this feathered stezd the Sha-
man pursues the soul [pura = Skr. drman] of the horse,* imitaring the
horse’s neighing. . . . He drives to the birch pole . . . after much strainirg
and drawing . . . the Shaman ‘ncenses the animal with juniper, hlesses
it . .. and kills it. The dead animal is skinned and cut up in a very
elaherare manner®™ so that the bones are nor broken. . .. On rthe second
evening . . . the Shaman’s journcy to Bai Ulgan in hcaven is cnacted. . . .
He circles several times the birch tree in the yurta, then he kneels in
front of the door and asks the imaginary porter spirit to grant him a
guide. . . . At last begine the ascent to heaven . . . the Shaman passes
into ecstasy. Then he suddenly placzs himszIf on the first step cut in the
trunk of the birch tree. . . . He is rising to the sky. From heaven to
heaven he passes, riding on the goose, . . . At each stage he tclls the au-
dience what he has seen and hezrd. And finally having reached the ninth
or cven the twelfth heaven, he addresses a humble prayer to Bai Ul-
gan. . . . After this interview with Ulgan the ecstasy or delirium of the
Shaman reaches its climax, he collapses and lies motionless. After a while
he gradually rouses himself, rubs his eves and greets thnse presert as if
after a long absence.” A closer correspondence with the Indian rites could
scarcely be imagined.

The old Egyptian doctrine of the Sundoor and its passage is essentially
the same as the Indizn, excent that the door is thought of as rectangular,
Citations following are from E.A.T. Wallis Budge, Book of the Dead
(London, 18g5), pp. exvii-cxviit and 12-14.%2 The sky is thought of as =
metallic “ceiling of the earth and flacr of heaven,” tn reach which “a lad-
der was thought to bz necessary.™ This 1s the “ladder of Horus . . . who
is the Lord of the Ladder,” and the deceased, entering “in His name of
‘Ladder’ . . . the ceiling o7 the heavens unbelteth its gates” tc him when
the welcoming word is uttered, “Come forth then, t heaver, and enter
therein in thy name of ‘Lacder’ ™ Admission depends upon the result
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of a psychostesis®™ in which the “hzart” is weighed against the feather
Maat, the symbol of Right and Truth, The deceased “is sponsored by
Ilorus who says, ‘His heart is rightzous; it hath not sinned against any
God or Goddess. Thoth hath weighed it . .. it is most true and righteous.
Gran: that cakes and ale™ may be given unto him, and let him appear
ir the presence of the God Osiris; and let him be like unto the followers
of Horus for ever and ever.” And in turn he says,” "I have not knowingly
spaken that which is not true,”® nor have I doue aught with a false hear.
Grant thou that I may be like unto those favered ones who are in thy
following, and thar I may bz an Osirls, greatly favored of the beautiful
Ged and beloved Lerd of the World,” Illustration to the Book of the
Dead show us the World door with the Sun-god seated within it, or
represented by a disk above it (Figure 18), in either case as :f to say

T 3
]

Figure 18, Dgvptian World Doosr and Sundaor

A. The cpen door, guarded by the Sun God in anthropomorphic

‘erm: B. the apen docr, with the Sundisk abeve (cf. T. Dombart,

“Der zweirlirmigs Tempel-Pylon” in Egypien Religion 1 [1933],

93, abb, 7, the closed door susmounted by the winged disk):

C. the closed docr, alsu u representation of sunset (the Sun has
“gone Lome,” agtam yatra ca gaselats, KU mv.g).

again, “1 am the door, by me if any man enter ir, he shall be saved,” a
formula expressed or implied in every branch ol the universal tradition
that we have studied; and again the coor, shut anc bolted, as in Matt.
25:10, “and the door was shut.”™ We have oaly to add that for those who
fail to pass the test of the psychostasis there lies in wait the cracodile-
headed monsrer called Amim, the Devourer, or Ammit, the Eater of the
Dead”” We cannot enter here into a more general comparison of Egyp-
tizn with Indian mythology, and shall only remark that both Horus and
Osiris are “faleen gods,” like Agni (and Gawain, Gaalchmai), and pein:
out the equivalence of the conceps of the Egyptian Amon-Ra’ and Indian
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Indra-VZyu, or Stirya = Atman, with the Christian “God is a Spirit: and
they that worship h:m must worship him in spirit and in truth. . .. Gven
the Spirit of Truth” (John 4:24, 14:17).

In conclusion, we cite from the Zohar (Vayaqhel, pp. 211-216) : “There
is, besides, in the center of the whole nf the heavens, a dnor called
Gbilon. . . . From that door again there is a path mounting cver higher
and higher until it reaches the Divine Thrane. . . ** In the center of that
firmament there is an opening (G’bilon) facing the onening of the super-
nal Pzlace on high and forming the gateway through which the souls
soar up frcm the Lower Paradise unto the Higher Paradisc by way of
a pillar that is fixed in the Tower Paradise reaching up to the door on
high. ... The garments of the Lower Paradisc arc made of men’s actions;
those of the Celestial Paradise of the devaron znd earnsstmess of his
spirit.”*?

Not only is the symholism wirth which we are already familiar clearly
recognizable here, but we also mect with it in a remarkeble work of the
fifteenth-century Christien painter Hieronymus Basch (Figure 19), for
which the words “gateway through which the souls soar up from the
Lower Paradise unto the Higher Paradise by way of a pillar that is fixed
in the Lower Paredise” might have scrved as the prescription (dhydna
mantram). We are already familiar in many contexts with the ascent
“by way of a pillar”: more remarkable is the manner in which the “Ascent
to the Celestial Paradise” is depicted by Bosch, which migh: as well have
oeen based upon BU v.12.10, “He reaches the Sur; it opens out there for
him like the hole of a drum. Through it he mounts higher.”

It is one of the most distinctive traits of the “primitive mentality” that
objects, beings, phencmena in gencral, can be for it at onc and :he same
timne what they “are” and samething oher than themselves.®™ We see
only the aesthetic surfaces, or facts, of phenomena, whether natural or
artificial: bur for primitive meraphysics the words of St. Thomas hold
good, that “this science has the property, that the things signified by the
words heve also a significarion” (Sum. Thenl., 1.1.10). Primirive art de-
picts not whar the artist sees, but what he knows; it is algebraic rather
than arithmeteal. Tt is net 2 question of ahilitizs; we know very well that
the primutive artist, old Egyptian or Aurignacian, fo- cxample, could be
wonderfully realistic when he had this intention, just as we know that it
was nof an artistic inaxlity that can be evoked tc explain the absence of
an anthrooomorphic imagery iu carly Christian or early Buddhist art.
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Figure 104. Hieronyrius Bosch:
Entrance 10 the Celestial Paradise
“He raaches the Sun, it upens out for 2im like
4 hole woa drum,” BU vro,

Figure 19B. Hicranymus Bosch:
The Earthly Paradise
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If our children also draw what they know and mean, rather than what
rhey see, it Caes not follow thar the primitive artist (who held, like Au-
zustine, that it is by their idcas that we judge of whas things ought to be
like and “really” are like) was a child by comparison wirh us, who very
soon. demand of our children to “correct” their drawing by the “model.”
Ta draw what cre means, just as to make noises that embody meanings
and arc not merely onomatopactic, may be simply human: and our en-
dravor to subtract meaning fram representation, our “subtract” rather
than “abstract” art, may be less than human, and even devilish, implying
as it does & will to live by bread alane.

We have callated above what may be called a symbolic text, preserved
i many recensions, horh visual and verbal, in all n which a definite
pattern can be clearly recognized. Where formulations are thus precise
and perfectly intelligible, it can only be presumed that an underszanding
of their mcaning cocxisted with their promu]gation and use. One docs
not first discover a mathematical equation and afterwards read 2 mean-
ing into it; if a dizgram of the fifth proposition of Euclid should appear
on the surface of Mars, we should infer the existence there of beings
alrzady acquainted with geometry. If we assumc that a language is under-
stood by those who speak it we munst assume that a dactrine is coeval
with the symbolic formulac in which it is expressed. If new we cxamine
the symhels, verhal ar visual (we often overloak rhar ne distinetion in
principle can be made hetween zural and visible or tangible symbols), in
which cur text anc the Urmythos o which ir is intrinsic is stated, it will
be scen at once that none of these imply a “civilization™ in any litcral
serse of the word, but only a cnlture of such a sort as the American
Indian or Eskimo posscssed (we must be carcful not to prejudice cur
udgment of “primitive man” by an exclusive scudy only of whar are evi-
dently degencrate races, such as the Veddas). Of all our symbols, the
chariot with its axle and wheels, etc, and harnessed horses, is the maost
complex, But even this form was alrcady a widely distribuzed acruality
as earl;.- as “he heginning n® the fourth m-llennium r.e. and among peo-
ples who still madc usc of stone implements, although acquainted with
metal. O the others, few or none could not have been narurally nsed by
Paleolithic man, who, as we now know, already posscsscd his circular
huc with central hearth and = hole in the roof for the escape of smoke,
and could therefore perfectly well have said that “like a builder hath
Agin upheld his pillar of smoke, upheld the sk (RV w6éz2), and

thaught of Him accordingly as the missal priest by whom man's sacrifice
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is cenveved to the gods heyond. Primitive man already posscssed  his
needle and taread of sinew, and just because his thread was of sinew
could have felt in a cesignarior of the act of kind as a sewing (cf. RV
11.32.4 cited above, and sya# as both “sewing” and “otlspring”), and in
the expression “unstrung” applied to the body at death—and hence
anzlogically o that of the cosmes at the end of the world—an image
cven more vivid than at a later rime, when thread was of totton™ The
principal word for “Way” in the thealogical sense is mérga, a derivative
of mrg, to “hunt” by Zollowing in the track of the pursued, as in Eck-
hart's “following e spoor of her quarry, Christ” The Vedic and Chris-
tian Eucharist alike preserve the values of cannibalism. If, in facl, we
hould subtract from the most spiritual end intellectual forms of re-
ligious doctrine all that is in the last analysis of prehistoric origin, if we
decide to reject “perticipation,” and to think not really but only logically
(1o reverse the Scholastic “logically but not really”), very little will be left
of what we are accustcrmed (o think of as spiritual values, If we enterzzin
such values still, it is because we have inherited them, not becauss we
have creared therm, Whoever will study the Urmythos dispassionately
and apart frem wishful thinking in terms of “progress,” will be con-
vinced that we cannot separate the content o the myth from the fact
of its first enunciation, and will realize taat it is only with difficulty rhat
we, from cur na-rewer point of view,"® can raise ourselves ta the level

of reference of the prehistoric “myth-making age.™

WNoTEs

U Ugtara, cf. English “utter,” is net oaly “nppermost”” “highest,” “supe-
rier,” “last,” but means also “northern,” and in this connection it may be
remacked that the degaydng is constantly described as a “northern” way. We
are primarily concerned with a solar symbolism in the presenr article, But it
must not be overlooked that the polar and solar symbolisms are almost in-
separably combined in the Vedic traditivn, and thas this is incvitablz in any
universal rradition, not exclusively polar. The Axis Mundi is naturally thought
of as vertical. This is enly literally 2 north and south axis ‘v an observer at
the north pole, whils for ome at or near the equator, it is evidendy the sun
that is overhead. “Ce qu’l imperte essenticllement de remarquer A cet égard
cst coci: Vaxe vertical, en tant que joignan: les deux péles, est évidemment
un axe Nord-Sud: dans le passage ¢u symbolisme polaire an symbolisme
soluire, cer axe devra &tre cn quelque sorte projeté sur le plan zndiacal, mais
de facon de conserver une certaine correspondance, on pourrait méme dire un=
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équivalence aussi exacte qu'il esi possible, avec "axe polaire primitif, . . . Les
solstices sont vérilablement ce qu'on peur appeler les poles de 'année; et ces
poles du monde temporel, §'il est permis de s’sxprimer ainsi, se substituent izi,
en vertu d'une corresponcance réclle et nullernent arbitraire, aux péles du
monde spatial | . . et ainsi se trouvent reliées Pune 3 Pautre, aussi clairement
que possible; les deux modalités, symboliques dont nous avons parlé” (René
Guénon, “La Sorsie de la caverne” Etudes tradirionnelles, XLII, 1938,
149-150). In the samc way our “polarity,” although implying originally a
north-south orientation, has a more general application o the correlaton of
sny Lwo apposite stétes, end “pole” is not merely “north pole” but also any
upright “post.” Ontclogically there are, of course, three distinguishable polari-
ties, (1) east-west, {2) north-sourh (these two with refererce o the deily and
yearly morioa of the sun), and (3) axial (po.ar, in the primary sense, and as
at the rorth pole). Of these three polarities, the connection of the first is with
birth (hence in the Agnicayana, the Golden Person is laid down with his head
to the East; cf, VS xnr3, “The Brekman frstborn in the East, “rom the limit
|simaras|"; scc SB ving.rr4-18, anc the corresponding Ait. Up. mmrr-ig,
sa etam eva simdnam viddryaitayd dvdré prapadyaia, saisd vidrtir ndma dvdh,
“Cleaving that 'Imit,” ke proceeded by that door; rhe name of thar doar is the
‘cleft’ ). The connection of the second is with life {standing up, erecticn, wfrhd-
na; and moticn, ¢aropd), and that of the third is with sleep and death (one
sleeps with the head to the north, the deveyinag is a Northern Path, the Bud-
dha’s death bed is “headed north [wrtara-siso],” D m.137).

2It is not without significance n this connection that it is by the chimney
that Sania Claus ascends and descends, T try to bring our a hermeneutic s
suciation of ideas by means of a play or words. The actual relations of chemin
and cheminée are not quite so simple. Tazdin caominps, of CGreel ariging i3
“hearth,” as was also “chimaey,” when as vet no chimneys in our sense ex-
ist=d; at the same time Spenish and Italian cxmino are “way.”

# Sarkara is, broadly speaking, “gravel,” iLe., weter-worn stones mixed with
sand, but when the word is used in the dual or plural, or as a proper name,
only “stone” can be nient. The occurrence of natueral “ring-stoues,” ol con-
cretionary origin and with decayed centers, is not unknown, bur it is quite likely
that in pracice holes wers artificially bored, and only in theory “self-bored.”

A baetylic origin of farkardh, of which a ritmal use is made, is predicated ‘n
TS v2.6.2 (perhaps the oldest text extan: in which such stones are thought of
as “thunder-belts”); the varicnt in $B 1.2.4.1 assigns the scme origin to arrows
(fara), cf. Part 11 of Cocmaraswamy, “The Symbolism of the Domc” [in this
volume—zn, ],

Sedvimsa Brahmapa 17,2 derives ferkars (= sikasi) from the cves of the
Sadnya deitics; sezzram asinanam sadhyanam devanam aksasu Sarkara jajiire.
I7 these eyes are understcod to be the sun and moon, this would nct be incon-
sistent wich the connection of Sarkara with Agnisomau zs develaped below, nor
with that of perforated stones.

“Sarkara” can also he connectad with the Self-perforates, and particularly rhe
Uppermost szayamdatrzsid, in another way. Sarkara is the name of the Rsi

4
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&itumara (lumira, “crocodile,)’ and literally “liller of children™ = .jka{a.
makara, graha, grdha) in a version of the Flood Legend referred tn in B
v 6.8-g and x1v.5.14-15; [B v174, 175 and 111.193;‘_311& AB L1g.3: I—Ie.gs—
cended to heaven; he is that Sarkara who rises (udeti) there . .. whoever isa
Comprehensor thereof, attains to heaven.” Cl. TS 1\2_6.3.4,. v\_rhcrc the_sur: is a
“spangled stone set in the midst of the sky™ (madhye divo mk;ﬁul{}:‘ prsuir asma),
and SB nv.6.5.1, “The graka, indeed, is he who glows yonder, l'c'.’_th:.f‘_m'
The Siméumari (probably m. from -marin) is i-:icntiF_lerI with ic ,Y:amaylaml{ya
Szman (in Sadvimsa Erihmana 1.3.16, “the head of the sacnﬁrf__ ) ar,lc \"a’llﬂl'];
Apni Vzidvanare, and is deseribed as lying in wait “or. the sacri Fi:t‘.l: s path

or as “lurking with yawniug jaws in the one-way, countercurrent (ekdyane
limbumari pratipam vyadaya ghai). in which connection it should hf: re-
membered that “the wav ta heaven is countercurrent” (prafipam, pratikilar,
Pali patisow, uddhamsoto; cf. RV xa8.4, TS viL5.7.4, PB and JB pa,\':sm, 8
136 £, cte,, and especially TS vi654, “Tf he should ‘offer th.at o Veruna
aloag the strcam of the waters, Varuna would seiv.e_}ns offsoring: he offers
facing north on the south side sgainst the stream of the waters, to prevent
Varuna seizing his offsoring”). [In SA 115 the head bar (firsapya’y of the
‘hrone of Brahma, the Breath, is identified with the Samans Bhadra and
Yajfiayajfitya. while in actual construction he two c.nlcls of this bar are
makara heads, presumably the auspicious and nauspicious aspects of the
solar miumara (Gméumdra, the “devourer of bzbes™: the initiate aud the
deccased on their way to rebirth are “babes™). _

Varuna's “maw (kikuda)” into which the Seven Rivers flow (RV viiL6g.12)
is the Sea as man’s last “home (as#wm),” wherein the mdividnal’s I“nalmc
and likeness” are dissolved (bhidyare), and it is called only the Sea (Prasna
Up. vig = Ud s5). For Varuna as Vidviyus and_ Graha, cf. JUB w.1.7: for
Agnisoman as the jaws of dezth, sec §B 1n:.0.3.19.] So the Brahmans of yore
used to wonder, “Who will taday be delivered from {e#iprosyata) the Simsu-
miri’s open jaws,” the answer deing that he who places the roperly worded
chant as a soo in his mouth, comes safely through (t7:ydnnddyam eva muk}:a
'pidhiya roasty atyeii, |B 1174, where zasya . . . mukhate . . . atyeti = I\qU
vi1, mriyu-mukhidi pramuktam); of. VS x.10, avasta dandasakih, :m_d 5B
Vo LI, Sdredn .. . mitydn efimucyate . . . fasya jaraiva mrtyur bhavati—the
Sacrificer’s ritual death and liberation prefiguring his ascent from the pyre
when he literally “dies.” The Yajfiaya‘fiiya as “head of the sacrificc” can be
identitied with Makha-Snma (-Vrtra, etc.): cf. §B xmv.ig and xvior.z.oy, etc,
o also Coomaraswamy, “Angel and Titan,” 1035, p. 31€; for the “mouths”
of Séma Prajapati, ef. Kans. Up, 11.9.0. The intenticn is, then, the samne as in
$B nr3.c.21, where “Agni and Soma (-Visou) have seized him whe is inideted
{end thersfore an ‘infant. gerbka, sife) . .. and is himself the offering: thus
ﬁhcy have seized him between their jaws: and by the victim he now reclezms
himself": “in it he sees Limself® (TS vi67.2}, and “thus ransoming sFlf by
sclf, having become free of debt, he sacrifices” (KB xur3; of, TS m.3.8). L'he
sacrifice of szIf is represented by thar of the vicim, King Soma, who 1s a_]ways
“dlain” (TS vi.6.9.2, SB x111.2.8.2, ete. ), and thius the rite is performed as it was
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in the begirning when the Devas “sacriiced with the sacrifice (yejicna yaj-
Aam ayajentd, RV x.90.16),” znd as in the Christian sacrifice (the Mass)
where Chrict is the vietim, with whom the participant identifics bimself (cf.
Bede Frost, The Meaning uf Mass, London, 1934, pp. 66-67).

It will not be overlooked that it is as o solar station tha® ferkara is translated
to heaven (JB 11L.193), becoming in fact the constellation Capricorn. The ron-
trasted aspects of the Janua Coeli {opened or shut, to admit or exclude, as in
CU vrrf.5 and Matt. 25:t0-12) are in the Fythagerzan tradition (sec Guénon,
“Le Symbolisme du zodiaque chez les Pythagoriciens,” Etudes tradition-
nelles; XLIII, 1638) the two separate gates of Capricorn and Cancer, of which
the lormer corresponds to the Hindu devaydna, in which the passage of the
Sun is ach:eved, and the latter to the pierydne, by which there is no breaking
put ol the costnus, These ydnas or courses arc, respectively, northern and south-
ern, inasmuch as the apparent motion of the sun, which the sacrificer follows, is
an ascent northward starring from Capricorn, znd a descent senithward stz rt-
ing fraom Cancer,

Thus darkara appropriately designates the uopermost szayamatrpna, not
only in its sense of “stene,” but also in that of grafe: the Sundoor is cither the
Gate of Life ar the Jaws of Death, all depending on the Sacrificer’s under-
standing, who 1f he thinks of himsclZ as Sv-and-sc, “thinking ‘Tle is enc, and
[ another,” 1s not a Comprebensor, but as it were a beast to be sacrificed to
the gods” (BU 1...10). All “passages™ (from one state of being to another) are
in this sense “dangernus”™; and there can be a0 doubt that the makara (= fimiu-
mara) placed over doorways, and known in Java as Adle-makara (kila, “Time,”
being one of the well-known names of Death) has a lixe signihicance; cf. J.
Scheftelowitz, Die Zeit als Schicksalsgottheit in der indischen und ivanischen
Religion, Stuttgart, 1929. The A#la-makara head is celled in India and Ceylon
both “svakara [uce (makura vakir)” and the “lon's jaws (ambemukha),”
and it Is not=worthy thar in what is perhaps the earliest reference o this morif,
KhA 172, the sihe-mukha is an “ornament at the side of the nave of the king's
chariot,” evidently as in the Chines= example, B. Laufer, Jade (Chizage, 1912),
pl. xvy, fig. 1.

An author (I have mislaid the relerence) deseribing a Phrygian gravestore
o the second century a.p., remarks that the lion represented on it “als Hiiter
der Tedestiir im Bogen iber der Tir erscheint,” and that “als Sinnbild der
Mache st der Léwe wolil auch an Toren aofzalasszn.* Tt will not be cver-
lecked tha: Christ, who says of himself that “I am the door,” is the “Lion of
Judah™ as well as the “Sun of Men.”

The Indian and universal theory of art assumes 4 mimesis of angelic proto-
types. The king’s palace, fer exanple, reproduces the forms of the celestial ciry.
A remarkable illustration of this 15 afforded by the palace-fertress o° Sthagiri
in Ceylon, described as “hard of ascent for human beings (duwrdrohan ma-
nussehi, Mhv xxxwmma; of, the divohane of AB v.21).” Herc Kasscpa con-
structed a “stairway in the form of a Lon (sihékdrena . . . nissepigehind) .. .
and built a sightly and delightful royal palace like a second Alakamanda
(Celestial City, D 1,147, 170} and dwelt there like Kuvera” (i44d., 5-5). The
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main ascent must have led, in fact, through tae jaws of the colossal brick and
srucco lion. “rom which the fortress takes its name and of which portions are
il extant (Archaeclogical Survey of Cevlon, Annual Report, 1898, p. 9, and
Cilapamsa, tr. Wilhelm Geiger and C. M. Rickmers, 2 vols,, Oxford, 1929,
1930, p. 42, 0. 2). An assimilation of the palace-fortress o a divine drotorype
and of the ascent to a Himmelfahre was manifestly ‘ntended,

The place and the rature of the crowning mask of a makara lorans (c.g.,
Covraraswamy, History of Indian and Indonesian Art, 1927, fig. 225) e
the same: Lac forepa functions, indeed, as the niche of an mage, but it is
torane by name Lecause the niche is essearially a portal and to be undersrood
as part of the frontal aspect ol the deity whose image £lls the gateway. The
hack of the image is concealed, sud gencrally left unfinished and relatively
formless, net withont sound metapaysical reasons, Tliere can be no doubt of
the similarity between this k'rd of figure and the radiate figures of Christ in
Majesty (a complex cenception, oiten connected with the psychostasis «nd
Last Judgment) sct over the portals of Romanesque cathedrals as if to say,
“45 man comcth to the Father but by me,” and, “except ye he horn again”™;
such are fipures of the Sun of Men, who divides the sheep from the geats at
the “parting of the wavs.” The figure above the portal prefigures that of the
Pantakrator (Figure 2¢) which fills the circle of whar is really the “eye” oI
the dame (“The central dome was rclt by ke stupendous frewn of Christ
Dantakrator, the sovereign jndge,” Robert Byron and David Talbot Rice, in
The Birth of Wesiern Panting, Londan, 1630, p. 313 Vincenr of Beauvais
speaks of Christ’s feracizas). The Way to the “eye” of the deme is horizontal
(tiryak ) untl the altar, the navel of the earth, has beea reached, and thareafter
it is vertical (@rddheam iy or 1o sey the same in other words, the way into the
Church orefigures the entrance into Heaven: In Muslim architecture the same
principles are implied by the circula opzning which, in very many cases, sut-
mounnts a niche or doorway,

‘I'he well-knawn Chinese “ogre mask,” which appears in so many charac
teristic ways on the earlisst Chinese bronzes, is certainly formelly related to
the “makara face” of the Indian traditien. Tt cannor but be recognized that
tke relation s one not only of form but also of sigridrsrce. and that the desig-
nation fao 7ieh, meaning “glutton” (cf. Agni as grasspu, gravyai, etc., and
such Lexts as DU v, tam jatam abhivyadadis), although given by Chinese
scholers to the “ogre mask” very long afterwards, was appropriatzly given
(see zlso n. 78). A similar inerpretation can ke given of the devouring mons-
ters of the Tndonssian sword grips, which have been so brillianty stedied by
R. Heine-Geldern: these, however, we should not so tuuch attach to a parucu-
lzr legend, but rether see in them an illustration of the general principle that
jc reflected in such legends. Ia JISOA, V (1037) and in IPEK (1925), IIeine-
Geldern connects the forms of tnese sword grips, where a monster is de
vouring a human being, often a child, with the Sutzsoma Jitaka, no. 337, in
which a king Brahmadatta (alias Kalmasapada) of Bensres is the incarnation
of a cannibal yekkke, anc becomes a cannibal in this life urul converted by
his own son Sutasoma, the Bodhisattva, But this legend is itself only a psendo-
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historical and fransparent’y enhemerized version of the Urmythos: Brahma.
datta (“"I'hecdore”) 1s an incarnation of the Brahman-Yaksa ot the Vedzs and
Upanisads, and plays the part of Death {Mrtyv, Mara, Yama) as Overlord of
the World (represented as usual by “Benares”), until overcome by Sutazoma
(as Mara is overcome by Gautama, Angulimila converzed by the Buddha,
ctc.). The monster af the sword grips is cssentially Death, and the reference
only accidentally, if at all, to the [drrke. The applicaton o the “Deatl’s head”
t the handle of @ weapon is as appropriae as that of the #mhe-mukha and
“fan rieh” 0 the hub of a wheel, noted above and in 2. 77 The “Tlearh’s
head.” wherher in a leonine, aquiline, reprilian, or “glutton”™ form, is the Fare
of God who bath “kills and makes alive” As Carl Hen-ze has rightly sCEn,
“Die T"wo-rren-Darstellungen verbinden Nacht- und Dunkelheitssymbele . . |
mit Licht und Erneuerungssymboler. . .. Der T'ao-#¥ek ist gerade derjenige
Dunkelhcitsc¢amon, der Licht urnd Leben aus sich entstehen ldsst,” thus com-
Lining lurar ernd solar charecters (Fréthchinesische Dronzen- und Kulpurder-
stelfungen, Autwerp, 137, p. 85). This is e unity of Mitrfvarunau, Love
and Death: “The Divine Dark is the inaccessible Light | . . all who enter are
deemed worthy 1o know and see God” (Dinaysins, Fp. ad Dar. Diac)); “And
tre ceep of the darkness 15 as great as the habitation of the _ight; and they
stand not cne distznt “rom the other, but together in one another” (Jacob
Boehme, Three Principles of the Divine Essence, tr. John Sparrow, London,
1919, X1v.56),

The sermc relations can be studied in the Ravennz sacrophagus ol Figure
21, in which the rectangle of the Cosmos is surmounted by the vaule of the
suora-sclar Paradise, the Sun and Face of God being represented by the lion-
mask (sapha-mukha) odlaced at the center of the raof of the worlds below
and hase of the heavens above, We racognize i descending order Lion, Dove,
and Cross, e, Sun, Spirit, Christ—or, in Sanskriz, Aditya, Viyu, Agni.
The Cross is supported in and rises from a vessel (kumbha of RV vin33.13)
which, insofar as this 15 specifeelly a representation of the Paptism, significs
Jordan (as was pointed out by |. Strzygowski), but also the Nether Waters
wnpregnetzd by the descending rav, or, in other words, the Theorokes, Mother
Earth. The mare demailed our knowledge of Vedic ontology and its later iconog-
raphy, the more obvious will be the parallels. Here, as regards the Theorokos,
we can merely allude ta the hirth of Agni from rhe Waters, which is also that
of the Prophet Vasusta in the Iotvs — vessel — (earth) ship (RV ving3.ri-ia
and 88.4), and to the frequent iconograpaic reprasentation of 8ri Lalksmi by
the Brimming Vessel (parna-humbha, cte.) in early Indian art. More immedi-
ately perinent to the present study is the Zact that the Lion’s open mouth is
the Janua Cocli, the uppermost Sclf-perforaze, from which the Spirit procecds:
and the mouth of the vessel below, the corresponding terrestrial Sclf-perforate,
the birthplace of the Son, who is also himself the Lion and whom it is for us
w [vlow in his return to the Father throngh the Lion's jaws. [t is, of course,
the point of intersection of the zrms o the Cross that cerresponds to the in-
termediate Self-perforate of the Vedic altar,

Analogous forms coonr in more remote areas, The handle of an Aztec sacri-

450

Figure 21. Sarcophagus from Revenna
In the rectangle of the cosmes the Baptism of Clirist s rcprcsunt&fl Y-
Lolizal'y by ‘he dove (Spirit), Cross (Chiist), and Vcssc% (,c;_r:ian)-,.,]‘o_m and
the angel by affronted doves. The open mouth (he “strait gate”) cf the
Lion-mask of the Sur (the Sun of Men, Skr. s@rvo #ran), at the junctien of this
rectangle with the vault of the Celestial Paradise above, is the passageway f_rmj‘l
Uie oae o die other state of being. The axial Descent ot the Dove is the f:uﬂs
spiration (sdrya dmd, RV v115.0) and tae Sun-kiss, as much as to say, This
is v beloved sen” (atma tvam putra, Kous 1p. 111, of 0. 150 The fol_'ﬂll.‘i
Lelow are reseated in principle annve, where however we do not see the Spirit,
for “the Gale blaws only on this side of the sky” (8B vivy7.3.9 12).
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fcial knife, for example, is composed of a Garuda having a man's hezd, in
this context assuredly the victim's, in its open mouth (F. Radin, The Srtory
of the American Indian, New York, 1927, facing p. 108), We say “Garuda”
only descriptively and without begging the question of formal scurces or in-
fuences: the representation is in any case o che Sunbird in its rapacious aspect.
[t would be farferched to inveke the Jaraka hers, and rash to take for grantzd a
specifically Indian iafluence; reasonadle, however, to explain the Tndian (see
“The Rape of a Nag1” [in this volume—en.]), Chinese (see Uarl Hentze, Os-
jets vituels, croyances, et dieux de la Chine et de I'Amérigue, Antwerp, 1936),
and American Indian (Radin, Hen:ze) formulae in accordance with the uni-
versal prineiple most explicitly stated in Vedic contexts, but not less clearly
expressed by Eckhart (Pfeiffer ed., p. 399) when hLe says that the soul is swal-
‘owed up by God “als diu sunne die morgenroste in sich zivhet, daz si ze
nihte wirz.” For in every sacrifice. a God 1s “fed™; or, in other words, the soul,
or rather spirit, of the victim is rerarned ro its source; in the ast analysis, it
is himnself (proprium) thar the sacrificer kills, and himszlt (esce) that he re-
turns alive to Him that gave :t, Hence the question asked in the Upanisads,
“Which is the self? (katame dzma, BU v.3.7),” “Which onc is i7" (MU
1), and the corresponding Buddhist, “By which scl? (kew'arzand) does one
attain the Brahma-world?” (5n 508), ie., whether Ly the “lesser” or the
“greater” sell of A 124v; of. Luke 19:33, Mate. 16:25, John 12:25; Song of
Songs 1:8 [« ignoras 1e, egredere); and also n. 58.

*]. Eggeling uses this ward in SBF, XLIII, 155, n. 8, but in 58 vm4.2.2,
where cvayamadtrppd 1s explaned, he renders correctly that it is so celled be-
cause the Breath thus “bores itself (seayam Gimanarm ornite)” Awrd is used
of “plercing the ears.” In RV mr3e.to, alitrpah, derived by Yaska from #d
(Nirukta vi.2), can bost be understood if taken w be, in accordance with Say-
ana’s first explenation of wldirndsuk in 1166.7, andrrneh, drardana-rakitah, “not
picrced,” Here the Maruts are “nor pierced” in the simple s=nse of “un-
wounded™: in m13e.ro, Vala, about to be opened up by Tndra (cf. 1m.24.3,
abhinar valam . . . acaksayat cvar) is “not yet pierced.” Max Miller's explana-
tions in SBE, XXXIIl, 227-228, are implausible.

?For the return of the soirit to its source,

°Susarga = svarge, heaven or lightworld; and/or su-varga, goodly fcllow-
ship, from erf as in erpana, “fold, camping ground,” ctc.

T dd visionem cocli coclesti. Anukhydryai corresponds wo drsraye in TiE Up.
15 and parallel texts. I TS v.2.8.1, Keith's “to reveal” is corzect, but in v.3.2.2,
“for the lighting up of” misses the point, Tt is just as when one Iooks *hrongh
the duor of the Sadas o the Havirdhana (SR v.6.7.0-10), “freely nne may look
through thz deor, for the door ‘s made hy the gods.”

® Samydni = akramopah in JUB L3.2, ete. In TS v.3.9, special bricks are laid
down as stepoing stones: SB regards this as inordinate, the Universal-Light
bricks deing all that is required, The symbolism of the cosmic ladder is vn-
mistakable. Cf, Ger. 28:12, 17 18: “He drecamcd, and behold a ladder set up on
the earth, znd the top of it rcached to heaven: and behold the angels of Gud
ascending erd descending on it . . . Aud he was afraid, and said, ‘How dread-
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ful is this place: this is noae other but the house of God, and this is the gate of
heaven. And Jacob rose up ezrly in the morning, and ook the stwne, . . . and set
it up for a piller.” [Ct. Figure 22 | Meister Fekhart cites this ladder as an ex-
amplc of the first class of parables (symbols), in which “every .wnrd, or Vll‘l}lﬂl})«'
every word of the parable considered by itself has a symbolic meaning,” and
says that “this ladder signifies and cxpresses pn.rlal.)ohcaHy‘ and in a likencss the
one entire universe und its chicf parts” (Expositio cancii evangel, secandum
Tohannew, 175). Cf. also J. ben Gorion as cited by UL Holmberg, “Der Baum
des Lebens,” Annaies Acadernige Scientiarum Fennicae, XVT (1922 1923),
28, n. 2. ) o

In Dha 11.225 the Buddha is descrihed =5 descending from the Trayasmmsi
heavens cn a ladder (sopina), his intention heing to “tread the hurnan patly’
( munussapatham garaissami), From the tep of this }.adder_mﬂ be seen up-
ward inw al the Drahmalokas, downward into the depths of hell, and round
ahout the whole extent of the universe in the four directions. The foot of the
lzdder is at the gae of the ity of Samkassa (“Place of 111.anifestatign"_),
where there is a shrine called “Immovable (zcalacesrya).” This ladder s il-
lustrated in reliefs at Bharhur and Szficl. .

D 1.245 describes a ladder (misseni) erected “as if at fC"I.ll: crossr(:lads" (s-:._atl
the navel of the earth) and leading to an unseen palace (cf. che aisseni-gehim
at Sthagiri deseribed in n. 3). The reference (although intended contempra-
ously) is tu such means of ascent as have been cited above from various
Frahmana sources,

?Such a descent is wld of in JUB 129, where Uscaifravas ‘Kaupeyaya
(“Clarion-voicz, the Child of the Well'—i.z., of the Fons Vizac), who h:_ts
“chaken off his bocies and found the Warden of the World,” appears to kis
still-living nephew in a recognizable shape. This is not, of coutse, a “spiritu-
alistic” manifestation but a resurrection, or quatarana. The nephew, Lntliced..ca-n
hardly Delieve that the uncle has appeared to him here on earth, since it is
commonly understocd that “when anyope manifests himself (@wir &naa‘ﬂt?),
the fact is that others [to whom he manifests] ascend to Ais w1orld [net thar
ke descends to theirs].” Uccaiéravas explains that it is as one that has tound
God that he is @ “Maver at Will"; ke car, thereloce, essume the ferm once
worn on carth as readily as any nther. o

10 See Sir Johr Marshall, Mohenjo-Daro and the Indvs Civilieaton, 3 vo‘l.s.
(Londen, 1931}, I, 62, with further references (far ERE i, readl Em}*dupmzi{
of Religion and Ethics, x1), and Coomaraswamy, “The Darker Side of Dawrl.,
1435, 1. 21. AL Dabliot a stone slab with a circular opening 1s used for rlmrdea_s:
the stoutest man. if innocent, can pass through it; the guilty, }wwever thin, can-
not. For the Satrufijaya stone sce Forbes, Rus Mala (1878), p. 574, and for
the Srigundi stone at Malabar Point, which absolves from guilt, p. 57¢,

4 I'he Lrniversal Lights are laid down “ia proper order” (Isdr.nyaﬁd), s0
that Agni shines upward and the Snn glows dowaward, and the Gale blows
between (athwart, ziryan) in tae midspace (8B vimz.r20). In F:V x.85.2 Ehc
vyana is the axis (aksa) of the cosmic chariot—i.c., Axis Munudi. Tlll: vyanda
(vi-dna) is so celled both as being the distriburive Breath whereby the Gale
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blows everywhere and with reference to omniprescrce {vibhave), and dis-
junctively, inasmuch as 1t separates heaven and earth (which are as onc
beyend the Sun, “where no Cale blows” (5B vir.7.2.0), and “where hzaven
and carth embrace” {JUB 15.5). The disunctive funcrion of the trans-spira-
tion is, of course, the same as that of the Spirit when the latter is thought of
as a bridge which not only ccnnects but also separates heaven from earth,
as in BU w.q.22, esu setur vidharana esam lokaném, and similarly CU vins.a;
Acts of John gg, “This viuss, then. is tha: which fixed all things apart,”
2'his life-giving kiss is both a breathing and a shining, between which
there is no distinction in dizinis, but only logival'ly. “Light 1s gereration”
(fyctih prajananara, S8 vimg.ouab-17 Witelo, Lider de intelligentils 1%, “Lux
in cmne vivente est princisium motvs et vitae”). A like concepron s jplied
when Adi is addressed as “O thou bresthed on by Vivasvat” (vivasvad-vite,
TS 1v.4.12). [1 is in this way that the “sole Samsirin” (Sanksra on Vedanta
Satra 1.15) is universally born; “It is as the Breath that the Provident Spirit
(prajiatman) grasps and erccts the (lesh” (Kaus, Up. mr3): “inasmuch as
the Breath indwells the extended seed, su It takes birth” (sambhavari, JUB
un10.5); “it is by the rays (rafmibAip) that all these ollspring are imbued
with the breathsof life” (pranesu abhihitah, SB 11.3.3.7). “The power ol the
soul, which is in the semen, through the spirit enclaszd therein fashions the
body” (Sum. Thecl. m32.1). “That divine Truth is the T.ight, and its ex-
pressions (zspressiones = srstayah) with respect te things are, as it were,
luminous rayings (guasi luminosas iradiationcs = ratmaya fva), albeit in-
ward (licet intrinsicae = onzar-nikitd upr), and whick particularizations (de-
terminats = bhagak) lead and point the way to that which is expressed” (#d
quod exprimitur, St. Ronaventura, De scientia Chiisi 36, concl. 4, = #atra
nayanti yetra sarjak ). Or, as Plotinus expresses it, “Under the thzory of praces-
sion by powers, souls are described as rays” (Plotinus vi.4.3). “The Light is
srogenitive” (jyozih prajenanam, SB vi7.1.17); the many rays of the Sun are
his sons (JUB 1ng.10); the pharach speaks of himself as "I'hy child who came
torth from the rays” { James H. Breasted, Daswn of Conscience in Egypt, New
York, 1933, p. 201): ‘n Navaho ritual, virgins arc simply “pon sunlightstruck
pirls.”

C:. Mathrawi 13775 1., “When the time comes for the embryo to receive the
spirit, at that time the sun hecomes its helper. This elryo is brought into
movement by the sun, for the sun is quickly endowing 't with spirit, .. Iy
which way dic it become connected in the womb with rhe beautzous sun? By
the hidden way tha: is remote from our sense-perception.”

2364 1d the Lord God formed man of the dust o the ground, and brearhed
into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul” (Gen. 2:7).
See Coomaraswamy, “The Sunkiss,” 1940. “Tt is the breath of lite in the nnstrils
to behold thy rays® (Egyptian hymu to the Sun-god, Breasted, Dawsn of Con-
science, p. 2G1).

14 Primarily the Keeper or Herdsman (gope) of the Worlds, Prajapati in JUB
Hr2.10-11 = Agni in RV LI64.31, & c7 par@ cu pathibii carantam bhuvanesy
antak, to be considered with JUB w1.37.3. 2ad ye ca ha vd ime prapa ami o4
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rafmaya etqir ha vd esa etad & ca pard ea pethibif carvati (“New verily what
-hese brecths here and those rays there are, it is by these ‘paths tha: he comes
and goes hitherwards and hence’ ™), For “ray’ as “path” of. |B 149.9, reandm
vho .. . raimind pratyavetya, “one of the Seasons having descended by means
of u ray.” CL “converse escent by means of z ray” in MU vi.zo and JUB
1r.37.3, where breaths and rays are paths, [n Egyptian religion the Sun-god is
also the “Valiant Herdsman,” as in Christianity the “Sun af Man is the “Goad
Shepherd.”

¥ That is, as Sayana says, feels that he is Jabdhdtmaka, has gotten a “self”;
cf. Sayana on RV x.72.6, rusemrabdhal — susthu labdhatmanah. Labh here
in the commen sense of “know” and “be aware 0" = #/d in BU 1.4.10, where
it is “inasmuch as It knew Itsclf (dmdnam cvaver), that ‘I am Brahman’
(aham brakmdsmi, ‘T am that T an), It became the AlL” In the same way,
wharever is quickened by the Breath can say “I am” such and sach, in accozd-
ance with the extent of its knowledge, nartial or total, o° “itself” ar the
Spiritual Self; cf. BU ra.1, atmanei pam, where the Godhead assumes es-
sence.

The Sunkiss is the archetype o7 the socalled sniff kiss (see E. W. Hopkins,
JAOS, XXVIIL, 1908, 120 134, Of this kiss, which is quitc distinzt from
the erotic kiss called the “joining of mouth to mouth” {BU vi4.9), there is a
description in Kaus., Up. wrry; cf. SA v, where % [ather who has been
abroad, on returning should kiss (abhzjighres, v.). adhimpier, “should touch’
[anugraha, 'grace’]) his son’s head, saying ‘Tndeed, my son, thou art myself
{atma tvam putra): live thou a hundred autumns long.” , .. Then he grasps
{grhndts) him, saying "Wherewith Prajipati grasped {paryagrhipat) his off-
spring for their weal (arityar), therewith I grasp (parigrhpami) thee’ He
‘grasps’ (grhnau) his name, . .. Thrice he should kiss (awajighrer) his head.”
“Wherewith Prajapati grasped’—i.z, &s above and Kaus, Up, 1.3, whaerc
it is the Breath (prdna), the Provident Spirit {prajidrman ), that “grasps and
establishes the body” (Seriram parigriya wihapayar) [cf. $B 163, where
Indra grasps Wrtra, limb to limb]. Thus AV xr4.70-15 (summarized), “the
Breath, the Gale, Prajapati, Death, indwells (anuvasair; not ‘clothes’'—cf. RV
VIIT3.24, dtmé pitus tondy vdsahy AV X1.4.20, pitd putram pra viveda; AB viLi3,
j@yama pravitati . . . tesydm punar navo bhiiva javate, etc.) his offspring,
as a father a dear son. Within the womb he both expires (apanati = mriyaze
i JUB urg.1) and comss to life (prapes = carazi in AV x.8.13 and x1.4.20).
When thou, O Breath, quickensst (nvesyuibu—Iic., makest w be a jive,
Tiving soul, as in Genesis 2:7 [¢f. MU 1.6]), then is Hz born again® (viz.
the Person, sule Samsirin, Agni as in RV vin43.9, agne . . . garbhe samidyase
puneh; the Sun in AV xuL2.25, se yonim aitf sa wjdyate punah). As Schiller
also realized, “es ist der Geist der sich den Kéaroer (haut) schafft” ( Wallen-
stein, and ed,, rev., New York, 1goz, mnzz).

The so-called sniff-kiss is a selutatio as distinct frem an escrlatio. It is either
1 communication of being or an acknowledgment of an essential identity
(dtmé tvam pusra, for example), Tt ic rather a ritualistic gesture of blessing
than an expression o° personal feelings. The “hely kiss” or “kiss of charity”
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of the New Testament and early Christianity may have been of this sort; at
any rate, St. Cyril of Jerusalem (*“‘Catechetical Lectures, Lecture XXITT: On the
Mysteries, V. On the Sacred Liturgy and Communion,” 3) says, “This kiss is
the sign that cur souls are united and that we banish zl. remembrzr.ce of injury,”
and if it is to this “vnion of souls” that Clement refers when he speaks of this kiss
as a “mystery,” the parallel with the Indian greeting would be close. Some trace
of its “originally” salutary significancc survives in the expression, “kiss the
place to make it well,” Closely related w this is the American Indian hunter’s
practice, when & bison has been killed, of smoking the ritual pips (calumet)
and directing the smoke (ordinarily blown roward the six directions of space)
toward rhe muzzle of the slain animal in erder to compenszte for the taking
of life by a gesture implying the gift of life. Analogous rites have been rec-
ognized among the Siberians, Ainus, and African Pygmies, and one may say
with SB xm1.2.8.2 that the slayer of the victm “thereby lays the vital airs into
it, and thus offering is made by him with this victim as a living one,” in
accordance with the principle enunciated in B 11.8.2.4, “the food of the gods
is living . . . and thus thae food of tie geds becomes truly alive, beeomes
immerta] for the Immortals.”

That the sni f-kiss, although s breathing upon and not an inhalation, in-
volves a smelling of (ghrd, “to smell” as in JUR n3.0, cpanah: surabhi ca
Ay enena jighrati durgandhi ca; and in BU ura.2, apanena hi gandhan fighrati,
where the meaning “exhalzticn” for zpéna 1s assured by JUE nrs.6, pa sty
cvapanyit, “He should simply breathe out saying ‘p2’ ™), is net a difhculty
fromn the Tndian and waditional peint of view, according to which sense-
perception depends upon an extension of the sense powers to their objects,
rather than upen any rezction effecred by the sense organs, which are merely
the channsls of perception and not themse'ves percipients. This depends,
in the last analysis, on the doctrine (BU m1.7.23; MU 1.4d, ere.) thar the sense-
powers, &s distinguished trom the sense-organs, are those of the indwelling
Spirit, whose perceptiens are not determined. but orly accompanied, by the
physical and in themsalves completely unintelligent reactions of the sense
orgzns, which cxist merely for the sake of their objccts, as stated explicitly in
KU v and MU 1.6, Henee it is not the sensations themsclves that onc
should try to understand, but Him whose means of perecouon they arc
(Kaus. Up. uné).

0 Tdenrifisd with the Breath (TS vim2.7.2, PR vrios, SB wving.2.0, JUB
w2y, MU vi1, ec.) and commonly also with Brahman aad Atman.

¥ Siyana adds that He who is the Inner Centroller by means of this thread
moves al] things, as a puppet master moves his puppets. The outward man,
the psycho-physical vehicle of the Spirit, hes not as sweh any freedom, but
this name and sppearance are not his real being; he has only to know himscli
as he really s to be alogether frze, The doctrine of the Inner Coatroller
(eniaryimin = Guoostic Fyepdr; cl. Scholastic “synteresis”™) is cxpounded
at length in BU mny: “He is the unscen Seer, the unheard Hearer,
the unthought Thinker, the uncomprehended Comprehensor, other than
whom there is no seer, no hearer, ro thinker, no comprehensor. He is yous
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spirit (Ftman), the Tnner Conrroller, the Tmmaorral ” Note that Yo antaro -
mat; = Yama — Mrtyu, Yo enam veda . . . aha punar-myiyum jayati, narnam
mrtyur dprot, myiyur asyarmi bhavaii (BU 1.2.7).

Plutarch describes the intellectual darmon of 2 man as a being floating in a
higher world but conaceted by a cord with the soul below (visien of Ti-
marchus, De genio Secratis 5910 f1,), A Canadian Catholic once told me that
she was taughs by a priest that the soul is connected with God “as il by a
rubber thread to a rubber ball”

8 Hence at the end of the world rhere is a “severarce of the windernpes”
{wratcanam wita-rajjindm, ML 1.4), and microcosmically, “They sav of a man
departec |from this life| that "His limbs are unstrung (eyasramecatisydngs-
n/)'y for it 1s by the Gale, indeed, =zs thread, that they are tied together”
(ramdrédhani, BU m.72), or that he has been “cut off” (SB x.5.2.16). This
is also the “thread” that is spun by the Greck Fates and Scandinavian Norns
(Past, Present, and Future); when the thread is cut, the man dies,

1 Cf, Tripure Rohasya, wr. M. 8. Venkataramaiah, 2nd ed. (Tiruvanna-
malai, 1952}, v.170: “This Mr. Motion, the friend of Mr. Inconstanet, is most
powerful and keeos them all alive, L'heugh single, he multplies himselt,
manifests as the city and the citizens, pervades them all, protects and holds
them, Witaout him, they would cll be scattered and lost like pearls without
the string of the necklace. He is the bond between the inmztos and myself;
empowered by me, he serves o the city as the stiing in a neckluce, If that
city decays, qe collects the inmates together, leads them to another and remains
their master.” Here the speaker, Hemalekha, is clearly the vaice of the para-
matman; Mr. Mation the sdzrdtman, and Mr, Tnconstant the jisatman.

TInmistakable traces of the dfdzmen dectrine survive in Pali Buddhist
literature, Thus. in M w17 {echoing SA x1.8, “Man is the jewel, breath the
thread, food the knot,” erc.}, the body with its consciousncss (the psycho-
physicel individuality) is comparced to a transparent gem, and “cven as a man
with cyes to see needs only 1o handle it w see that “tiis is such and such @ gem
(and strung) on such and such a thread,” even so have [ taught my disciples
the Way whereby to have such an understanding of the hady and ifs con-
sciousness”; in 12 1113 the nnharn Badhisattva is visible ia the wombh, jist as
the enlored thread on which a gem is strung can be seen within it; and in
DhA 111224, where Moggallina ascends to spsak with the Buddha, then in the
Lrayastriméa heaven, “Diving into the zarth right there, he willed that his
ascent might be visible to the assembled multitude. Then he climbed up the
center of Mt, Mcru [sineru-majitena; Bloomfield’s ‘side of’ misszs the point],
in appearance like a thread of a vellow blanket strung through a gein, and
the multitude Leheld him.” More ofwen, such =n ascenr is represented as a
levitation and breaking through the roof-plate of a building [a survival of
which is found, for =xzmple, at J 179 and vaon, and Vin Tong, where, in
order to escape from a deadly disezse, the person wishing <o seenre health
and life for hims=If has to make 2 hole in the roof or the wall and then run
away]. [n either case, of course, the miracle is primarily one ol interior dis-
position, and ascent from lower to higher levels of reference, the exercise of
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such powers being always dependent on contemplation. ln the .Sz:r:?b,&ﬂr:ga
Jaraka (v.azv), the Bodhisattva, “Kecper of the Light” (jotz?c?{a), is a ‘:taTget-
cleaver” (akkhana-vedfm, not without a side glance at vedhin in the epistermno-
logical sense of the word “penctrating™: ¢l Vedic vedhas in this sense s_md
Mund. Up. 11.2.2-3, viddki, the impezatve here ol vyudh but oftcn of md?.
Stationed in the middle of a srricken field, he attaches a scarlet thread to his
arrow and shoots it so as to pierce (eiffhitva) four plantain trees set up at thc_
four corners of the field, The arrow passes throngh hese four and a sccond
tne through the one that was first pierced {thus completing the Iound) ’rd
finally teturns with the thread to his hand. This is called the "thrt-.nd_mg of
the circle” (cakka-viddhum), We have no doubt that the authors of these
rexts understood their ultinate sigrificance, though it may well be that those
who related them, like the scholars who read them today, c¢id not. We agree
with C.AK. Rhys Davids (JRAS, 1037 p. 25¢) that the Duddha tack the
arman doctrine for granted and rhat, while @rman used reflexively st be
rendered by “self” it is unfortunate thar in those contexts where the reu-
dering “Sclf” has been customary, “we have no: consistently and pﬁfsistendy
used, not soul or self, bus soirit” (What Was the Original Gospel in “Bud-
dhism”?. Londou, 1938, 0. 39; ¢, also Coomaraswamy, “The Re-interpreta-
rion. of Buddhism,” 1939).

20 Consens’ suggestion that the Indus Valley ring-stones may have been
“threaded to form eolumns” (Marshall, Mokenjo-Daru, 5. 1) is by no means
zltogether irrelevant, though it need not hz taken to mean t.ha: pillers uf_actual
buildings were thus constructed. Harthenwars rings superimposed to tU:m. d
columnar finial have been found at Paharsur ( Archaeological Survey of India,
Annwal Report, 11, 1934, pl. 53¢). The very varied scale of the Tndus Vallzy
ring-stones is no objection in principlc (they vary from hal an inch to four
fest in diamet=r), because syuibolic constructions do not depend on scale
for the'r significance; as, for example, 10 the case _of miniature carts, which
cannot be thought of as having been merely wys (cE. R. FO{TCI’,“‘LCSIChilr,S
culteels préhistoriques et leurs survivances aux épugues historiques,” Pré-
histoire, I, 1932, 122 ££.), any mors than the gigantic processienal cars of toduy
arc toys, In any case, the ring-stones ol our texts were thought of as threaded
on a spiritual pole.

% See Qertel in JAOS, XVITT (1897), 26 ff, and Coomaraswamy, “The
Darker Side of Dawn,” 1935, _

22 - will be scer that in the Indian cschatology the “end of the world” :s
reached and rhe “las: judgment” pronounced immediately; this appears to have
heen the dacrrine faught by Christ himself, for in Matt. 24:44 we And the
words “in such an hour that ye think not the Son of Man coieth” immediztely
tollewed by the parable of the wise and foolish virgins in which the lonmer are
admitted by a door that is shut upen the larrer.

2 Nirodha here — awvarodhanam divah (RV 1x113.8). This nirodha as
“sarricr” corresponds to the Islamic jidarayya, or “murity,” which separates the
inward aspect (al-datin, al-‘amd = Skr. avyakta, asaz, Para Brahman, Varuga)
from the outward aspect (al-zahir, ahadiyya = Skr. car, saryar, mahat, Apara
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3rzhman, Mitra) of the Supreme [dentity (al-dhar = Skr. tad ekam, sadasat,
vyaktdvyakza, Brahman, Miwravarunau). It is the line of demarcation between
tke hidden (guha) and manifested (@uis) operations {vrata). It is the “wall of
Paradise 5y which none can pass bur those who Liave overcomes the Reason
that guards 'ts gate” (Nicholas of Cusa, De visione Dei 1x, where “Reason” =
satyam in JUB 15.3, satyam haiji devatd). As cited above, CU 0.5 cor-
responds to Matt. 25:10, “they thar were ready went in with him to the mar-
riage: and the door was shut”

It ruay Le observed that in Buddhist contexts, =g, A m48-50, loka-nirodho
(= lokanu) is the “end of the world” as much in a temporal as in 2 spatial
cerse: “there is no surcease rom sorrow until world's end is reached”; and
it is emphasized that world’s end is “withia you.” The end is similatly tem-
poral in JUB rv.rs.r, “T will rell thee that, which knowing, yc perceive the
door of the world of heaven (swargasva lokasya dvdram = januam coelt),
and having successtully coms unhurt to the end of rhe Year, shall speecily
arttain the world of heaven” (esyathe, “shall speadily attain,” from i, sug-
wosts the motion of the Asvins, compared to arrows in XV 1,184.3, and the
symbolistn of Mund, Up. m2.3-4, where the Brahman s the target “to be
penetrated” and one makes of vueself the arrow); o, §B x.2.6.4, “it 1s thus the
immortal that lies beyond this” (Year, temporal existence, the tor-fold Pra
japati of <R x.1). The connzction of the “end of the Year” with the “door
of heaven” will be evident from the Capricorn symbolism described in n. 3.
Cf. 8B 1.6.1.19, “IHe alonz gains the Year who knows irs doors; for what werc
he to do with a house who cannot find his way inside? . . . Spring is a door
and likewisc Winter is a deor therecf, This same Year the sacrificer enters
as (e World of Ileaven.” Consider also JUB 135, where the “twe ends of the
Year are Wintzr and Spring”; just as these arc united, making the Year
“endless” or “infinize” {@nanza), so is the “Eodless Chant”” The separation of
theee “ends” is the sundering of Heaven from Earth, the Sun from the Moon,
Essence from Nature: their rennion, effected by the Compreheusor, the perfeet
circle of eternity (“dic Schlange, die sich in den cigenen Schwanz beisst, stellt
den Acon dar'™).

2 And is thus in Riami's serse “a dead man living” (Marhnawi v1.744,
“Walking on the carth, likc living men; yet is e dead and his spinit gone
to heaven®); Skr. jivanmuka. So also Eckhart, “The kingdom of heaven is
for rone but the tharoughly dead. . . . These ase the blessed dead, dead and
buried in the Godhead.” For in‘tiation as a deatl, cf. JUB 1in.5-9, as well as
SB m.8.12, yo diksate tasya rivicdna iv@imd bhavati. The samnyisin, or
“truly poor man,” is one for whom the funeral rites have already been per-
tormed {Sannydsa Upanighad 1; cf. Paul Teussen, FPhilosophy of the Upuur
shads, . A. S. Geden, Edirburgh, 1906, p. 375; René Guénon, “De la mort
initiatique,” Le Vode d'lsis, XXXIX, 19325 The Grear Liberation, tr. Ar-
thur Avalon, 2nd cd., Madras, 1927, p. Lxxxv; Hermes, 1I, 370; Firmicus
Maternus, describing pagan mysteries, says that the initiand is spaken of as
homy moritgres—see van der Leeuwr, “The SYMBOAA in Firmicus Mzrer-
nus,” Egyprian Religion, 1, 1933, 67). It nced hardly be said that no one who
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still is anyonc is qualified to pass through the midst of the Sun (JUB 1.14.1-5
and Mathnawi 13055 f1.). This “ablencss” (arhana), as the author of the
Clond of Unknowing cxpresses it, “is mought clsc bur a strong and deep
ghostly sarrow . .. and well were him that might wia w this sorrow. All men
have matter of sorrow; but most specially he feeleth matter of sorrow, that
wotteth and feeletn that he is” (ch. 24). This “sorrow™ corresponcs to Skr.
vaigya, and “ableness” corresponds both o arhana and o the root meaning
of diksa (“iniziation”), from aeks, “tc be able,” the dikgita heing precisely
“enzhled” (cf. the series of articles on initiation by René Guénon in Efudes
praditionelles, XL, XLI, 1635, 1336).

Ou the other hand, we have scen, and “or excellent reasons, that the Sacri-
ficer, who Jeparts [rom nimself and during the ritual operaticn is no longer
himselZ, by name So-ard-sc, actuzlly says, when he redescends t carth and
finds it inconvenient ra say in so many words thar this is a cescent [rom reality
to unreality, “Now am T again ‘myself,”” and thus, as we might express it,
returns from the supersensual to his senses, the world of “common sense.”

5 Cf, Coomaraswamy, "Kha and Other Vords Denoting Zern’ in Con-
nection Witk the Metaphysics of Spzee” [in Vol. 2 of this selection—szb. |.
Trd, “wo pierce or perforate” (the root of svayamdtrand ), 1s commonly found
with kAa, eg. KU 1v., perdici khani vyasrpat svayambhih, “The Selfexist
en: pierced the holes onrwards.” ie. (wdhidarwasam) opened the doors of
perception by which the transeendenr Spirit surveys all things [rom without
and at the same time (@dhydtman) opened the doors of the senses by which
the immanent spiriz looks forth, It is in the former sense that Tr surveys all
things through the eagle Eye of the Sun (RV passim). Thess twe (the praj-
Aatman of the solar Eye and amterizman that looks cut through the micro-
cosmic eye) being one for the Vedas, as for Eckhart, it 15 not “1” that see, Sut
“Gad's Eye that sees in me” There is no other scer than He (JUB 1288,
BU mr7.23), just as thzre is no other agent (JUB 1.5.2 anc 122, EG pas-
sim), no other transmigrant except the Lord (Sankara on Vedunc: Sitra
11.5).

The khdni ere likewise the Hoodgzates through which the imprisoned waters
are let run free, as in RY w133, khany atrnah nadinam, “opened the sliices
of the streams,” and vi.82.3, #nu apim khany airntam, “Ye, Indravarund, have
pierced the sluices of the watess,”

In Plato, Republic x.614 [[., there are two holes, eis rémor rwi dawponon,
and two on earth below, all cf whick are called ydopara, the etyrological
equivalent of Zhani. O the two above, one on the right is for the entry and
ascent of the righteovs, and nne on the left for the exit and descent of the
unrightzous; the latter corresponds to the jaws of Ammit in the Egyptian and
those of Hell in the Christian Judgments, and to the unfavarable aspect of the
Simfumara-grahe in the Indizn. The two openings cn carth from which the
unrightcous frem (Hell) below and the rightecus from (Heaven) above are
rcborn may be compared to the garhapatya and dhavariya hearths, by which
onc is born respectively of the flesh and of the spirit. It is noteworthy that the
passage of the former is an ordeal; orly those whose sins have been purged
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Lelow can come forth, while the most evil tyrants are kept below (cf. the
Dalilioi ring-stone used for ordeals, as mentioned in a previous nate ). Cl. also
the interpretation of Numenius, cited by Emile Bréhier. 7.2 Philosophie de
Flotin (Paris, 1928), p. 28, as follows: "Lz Leu de jugement devisnt le centre
n monde; le ciel platonicien devient la sphere des fixes; le lieu souterrain’ ot
sont punies les dmes, ce suul les planttcs; la ‘bouche du cel’ par laquellz les
ames descendrent 3 la naissance, est le opique de Cancer; et c’est par le
Capricorne qu'elles remnntent.” Capricorn is significant here in connection with
what has been said above regarding the Sim$umira, the ultimate rcference
being, no coubt, to the Sun in Capricorn. Finally, it may be remerked that
the rebirth is thought of as taking place at the commencement of an acun,
as [ollows from the “thousand years” that intervenes hetween the death and
resirth of the individual princinles, See further René Guéncn, “Tes Portes
alsticiales” and “Le Symbolisme solsticial de Janus,” Etudes #radisionelies
XLIIT (1638), 180-185 anc 273-277.

26 RV vigry, Bhe rathasya khe'nasah ke yugasya,

2 Mathnawi v1.1203, “The veil bzlore the faze of the Sun, what 15 1t but
excess of brilliance and in-ensity of splendor?” The multiplicity of the rays
conccals the unity of their source.

28 RV w.16.3, daryan cakgur gacchatu, vatam dtmid; X.92.13, drmdnam vasyo
ubhi vitam arcata; x.108.4, 3imd devandm . . . tasmi valayd havia vidhema,
BU v.10-11, yadd vai puruso’smal lokat praite sa vayum dgacchati, tocmal sd
tatra vifikite yarhd-cakrosys Khon, tena sa drdhvam akrvamaie adityam age-
cehati . . paramam heiva lokam jayest . . . ya cvons veda, All this 15 implied
also in the “ascent after Agni” (agner anvarohas, TS v.6.8.1), for yadé va
agnir udvayarn vayum apyeti.

A Vikarnf brick resresenting the Gale is laid down with the last end upper-
most Self-perforate and immediately north o7 it, for the Gale “blows ouly on
this side of the Sky” (5B vir7.3.9-12), That the Gale of the Spirit, which
“gocth as it lisw " (yazhd veéam carati, RV x.168.4), “never sets” (nimlo-
canfihinyd devard ma wiywh) “ror ever goeth ‘homc’ ™ (anastam itd devaid
yad wayuh, RU 15.22), just as “Death does not dic” (8B x.5.2.3, mptyur na
mriyate), is wherehy He is “the onc whole Gudbicad” (cki ha viva kytsna de-
vata), and that He never “goeth” home is because He s e “home” to which
all other Persons of the deity return (sa haiso’ siam fidma . . . fam ciam cvi-
pitah, JUB uri1.r-11). “Whence the Sun arises, snd where he goctl: Lome
(astam yatra ca gacchati) . . . beyond that nonesaever goes” (na atyeri, AV
%806, KU 1v.g; cf. M 1130, etc., naparam itthatdyat); “From the Brezth he
rises, verily, and iu the Breath he goeth home” (prape’ stam e, B 1523,
prana corresponding © vdyu in 15.22). “Verily, when one hinds a ground in
that invisible, despirated, homeless (amld@yana) [noa-being of the Godhead],
he has passed heyond all fears” (TU 1), Il is in the same sense that “the
Red Bird has no nest” (RV x.55.6) and that “the Son of Man hath not where
to lay his head” (Luke 9:58), being himself eur bed and pillow, To JUB
HLI.T, 2kd@ ha viva Kitsne Aevata, corresponds BU 1.4.7, where insofa; as the
Brahman is designated by what are “merely the nzmes of his actions ( Rarmea-
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namdny cea),” he is “incomplere” {ekyzena), and “one should worship Him
as ‘Spirit’ only (@mety cvdpasita), wherein verily all these arc unified” (ekem
bhavanti—i.c., tud ckam, =s in RV x.12g.2): “God is & Spirit: and they that
worshin Him must worship Him in spirit and in truth” (John 4:24).

With respeet ro the deceased Comprehensor, Sn r175-1176 asks, “Has he
‘gone home,” or is he no more?” and answers “He who thus ‘gocs homz’ is
without measure (ma pamanam atthr). There is narhing Dy which he can be
named., This unification of all qualities {sabbesse dhammesu samuhatest) in-
volves the unification of all wordways (semidikats vadepathd pi sabbe).” Vst
as u spark blown away by the wind ‘goes home’ (wttham paleti) and is in-
connumerable (ma upeti sonkham), so the Sage, rleased from a name and a
body, ‘goes home’ and is inconnumerable” (Sn 1o74).

8 Whereas Oertel’s rendering assumes in this sentence #d . . . vd . . . vet,
ours is based en wer throughout, Vywhati here is “disperses” in the scnse
of “does away with,” not as in wyiha i the sense of “distributor, emanation,
menirestation.”

3 That immortality lies beyond the Sun is regular; the second part of the
sentence is not altogether clear to me. Cf. BG .28, “Beings ars unmanifestec
in origin, manifest in their middle state, unmanifest again in their dissolu-
tion.” All thar is logically “knowable” lics within the cosmos, between the
limirs of heaven and earth; what lies beneath znd what lies beyond are equally
inexplicit (anirukia). All within the cosmos is in the power of Death, all
creatures zre his food, The atmosphere is the abode of creatures (antarifsay-
atandh pataval, SB vin3.niz), but has no “place” of its own as if it were
one of these. All that is external to the cosmos is continuous and immertal;
whether we think of an cdefinite “below” or an :nfinite “above” cr of nether
and upper waters, these arz only cur lugical distinctions, invalid for the Su-
preme Tdenrity, circumambient and interpenetrant, “vanifested and unmani-
fested™ (wpaktauypakta). .

81 Ct, JUB 1.5, where the Sacrificer whn has ascendec these worlds, as one
would climb a tree by steps (JUB 1.3), is accepted hy the Sun, wha is the
Truth inasmuch as he, the Sacrificer, tells him truth and thus invokes the
Truth, The identification o the Sun with Truth or Real Being (sefyam )
recurs throughout the wadition (RV x1219 and x139.3, TS w.1.3.9, §B
w.2.1.26 and v.3.3.8, Mund, Up. vz.c3 and 111.1.5-6, ctc.). This Truth, which
must be literally penctrated (veddhavyam, heuce vedhas, “penstrating”; in
many texts, the equivocarion siddhi, imperative equally of wid, "o know,”
and of eyadh, “to pierce or penetrate,”’ is very significant), is the cutward
asoect of the Sun and the same as his disk, light, or rays, as is clearly seen
in BU 16,3, where satyena chansam corresponds to rafmibhis samchannam
in JUB r3.6. It 1s through the Sun, the Truth, that whoever would “win
beyond the Sun” {CU 11.10.5, paramdd odityaj jayati = BU m1.3.2, apa punar
mirtyum jayaii ya ceam veda) must Aad his way, All this is as in Chrisnanity,
where Chuist, Lhie Sun of men, is “the way [#earga, satyam, prapa|, the truth,
eud the life: no man cometh unto the Father, bar by me” (John 14:6), and
“the door: by me if any man enter in, he shall be saved” (John zo:g; of. sdrya-
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dodra, muki-driva); and ss in Shaman theology where, just 25 in Veadic
climbing rites, a tree is set up in connecticn with a fire altzr, and “this birch
symbolizes the ‘Door-god’ (wdedi-burchan) who opens the entrance to heaven
for the Shaman® {Holmberg, “Der Baum des Lebens,” p. 28; cf. pp. 30, 142].
Christ is in precisely this scnse zssuredly he “Door-god™ (per passionem Christ
apersa est nobis janwa regmi caclesits, Sum. Theol, r149.5¢; i, Micah 2:13, “He
who npens the brezch will go up before them,” ew.): as is Agni (YAguni
rose aloft touching the sky: he opened the door of the world of heaven . . .
him he lets pass who is a Comprehensor thereof,” and “Were rhe Sacrificer
not to ascend after him, he would be shut out from the world of h=aven”
{AB 1142 and TS v.6.8.1}; or Vispu (“Visnu, indeed, is the Devas’ Jan:tor;
[Ic opens that door for the sacrificer,” AB 1.30). Similarly, Heimdallr, the
Sun (“his teeth were of gold, his horse hight Gullrappr”) who, in the Prose
Fdda 27, “abideth in the place hight Himinbitrg by Bilraust [Asa-bridge],
he is wardar o the gods, anc sitteth there at heaven's end to keep the bridge
agzinst the Hillogres: he needeth less sleep than a bird . . . {cf. George Webbe
Dasent, tr., 1'he Prose or Younger Edda, London and Stockholm, 1842). Cf.
Bokhiri 1xxx148, “The bridge that is cet between Paradiss anc Hell. It is
there that men pay the price of their misdeeds, . . . When they have settled
their acccunt and are puriied, they arc allowed to enter Paradise.”

Note that chennu, died cbove [rom BU 6.3, is also “thatched” and “thatch.”
It ‘s clear from UdA 56, tzsmi channam vivarezha, “So open up the thawh)”
that the Buddha's constant epither eivata-chadda means “whose roof is opened
up’—iec., for whom the way out of the warlds is open; ¢f. J =76 [and Dh
154], gakakdtam visanbhitara, “the roof-plate shatiered”; Sn 1g, wivatd Rufi.
nibbuto gini, “the hut is opened up, the fre slaked” [wizata chadda, Sn
1003 ]; ard KU 113, “An open house {efvream: sadma), methinks, 15 Nacike-
tas.” [“The rool of the house is, as it were, a veil over the sun’s beauty. Make
haste to demolizsh the roof with the mutwek of divine love” (Rimi, Divin,
Nicholson’s commezntary, p, 218).] On the Buddbist erAas “breaking through
the roof,” see also “The Symhnlism of rhe TDome™ [in this volume—zn. .

With weddhavyam and widdhi, cited above from Mund. Up. 1.2, cf. Ud o,
yadd ca attan’@vedi . . . pamwucears, Woodward’s rendering of dweds being
“hath oierced (unto the truth),” where, however, I woulc omit the “unto.”

2 Vidiyete, “arc cpened up,” from ezhz, as in RV v.;85 wiphisva, “be
opened op”’; AV xma.48, wijidite, “opens itself” (Whitney); and BU v.ro,
@dityam agacchar, wsmai su tatra vighite yuthi lumbarasya kham, “he reachces
the Sun, it opens out for him there liks the hole of a drum.” Keith's rendering
of vikiyeie in AA 11.2.2 by “are separated” is indeed “not very logical.” “The
fissure of the moon typifies nothing else but renunciation of the external for
the internal” {Dabustin, 1L, 201, quoted in Romi, Digan, Nicholson's rom-
mentary, p. 224 ).

“Are opened up” because the Sundoor 1s normally “closed"—eg., JUB
1.3.6, samchannam; 181 Us. 15, apibizam. In JUB nrar3, the Sun is said to
“close the opening (deeandm bilam apyadhah),” vihich “opening” is another
designation of the World-door, as in CU nr15.1, where the “opening atop of
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the World-chest is the sky (dyaur acpottaram: Eilam ) —the “'sky,” that is,
as represented in the constriction of the Fire Altar by the 1.1E'.-pc‘rmost Self-
perforate (SB wvingz.11y, dysur ed'uttamd svayamatyppd). With the syra-
bolism of the world as a box or chest in CU nr1s, of. W, R, Lethaby, Ar-
chitecture, Mysticism and Myth (Now York, 1892), p. 13, “this vast box
whese lid 1s the sky.”

“*“When one is about to go [orth (wtkremisyan bhavati) he sees that Orb
quite clean (fuddham), nor do its rays any more reach him™ (BU v.5.2): cf.
vimalo hor :dryo &s an omen of furure Brddahond in J 118 Many of the
signs listed in AA 154 recur in SA wviny and x13, 4. These are not “ole
tollklers 1deas” in Ke:th's sense (AA, p. 251, n. 5), but the technical language
of the sdtrdtman doctrine according to which, as Plotinus expresses it, “souls
are described es rays” (Flotinus vi.4.3). Cf. Coomaraswamy, “The Nature of
‘Fol<lare’ and Dopular Art,”" in Why Exhibes Works of Ave?, 1943.

# Similarly in the Christiun tradidon: Ecclesiastes, passim, Sum. Thecl.
1.103.5 ad 1, “These things arc said t be ‘under the sun’ which are g=nerated
and corrupred,” and 1. Supp., gr.1 ad 1, “The state of glory is not under the
sun.”

® The Sun, Prajapati, "who slays and quickens” (yo miarapati pranayar,
AV xnrnz.3, which hymn is closely related 1o RV 1v.53.3). Similarly, in SB
x5.2.13, Death, the Person in the Solar Crb, who is the Breath, plants his
fect in the heart and, when he withdraws them, the crezture dies. The “fesr™
are the same as the “rays” of the Sun (Ardaye padav atihatau, corresponding to
MU v1.30, anenta raimayes dipaved pak sthito hydi). CF. BG X6, tag jiieyam
grasispu prafbhavispn ooy Deut. 32:39, °I kil and | make alve”; similarly
r Sam. 2:6 and 11 Kings 5:7.

“iln the Vedic tradition the primordial Yaksa, the “onefold,” is the
Brahman, aad the tree the Brahma-spkse. The Buddha can still be called a
Yakkha, and the Bochivukk e o at least one passage (Kalingubodhi Jituba,
[ 1v.228) is defined as the only kind of cexya that is not in the last analysis
2 “groundless and fanciful” substtute for the Buddaa's visible person as a
recipient of offerings (pujenrya-tthana) For Yakwz = Rrahman s=e Cooma-
raswamy, “The Yaksa of the Vedas znd Ubdanisads,” 1938. C:, Figure
23—¥n |

T For the forms of bodhi ghara: see Coomaraswamy, “Early Indian A~
chitecture: T, Cities and City Gates, II. Bocki-gharas,” rg30. Fo: similar rep-
resentations of hypacthral yekkha-ceiiyes see Covngraswamy, “Yaksas” [Pr.
1], 1928, pl. 2¢ on the lower left, and Archacol cgical Survey of India, Annual
Report, 1928-1y29, pl. xLixa; for Chinese examples see Figure 14.

**The ascent is to a marriage: as the commentator on TS virg.top #c'agra
vrksasya rohatah expresses it, maithunam-artham-ekam  drohatak. As in
Matt. 25:70, “they that were ready went in with him te the marriage,” where
“Iread‘_;” corresponds to arkatz in our texts. The true union prefigured by the
rire is a nuptial fusion apeart from the consciousness of “I” and “thou”: “As
4 man embraced by a darling bride i5 conscious neither of a “within’ nor a
‘without,” so the Person embraced by the Providential-spirit xnows naught of

305



TRADITIONAL SYMBOLIEM: SUNDOCE

a ‘within’ nor a ‘without'” (BU iv.3.21); “Prepare thyself as a bride to re-
ceive a bridegroom, that thou mayst be what [ am and I what thou art”
(Trenacus, 1.13.3, quoting the Gnesde Markos; of. F. R. Montgomery Hitch-
cock, tr., The Trewiise of Irenacus of Lugdanum ageinst the Hercsies, Lon—
don, 1016): “The expressions “this’ and “that’ lave no meaning of themselves,
‘I and ‘thou” also are meaningless. TAou art the same as &e. . . . Resignation
from thinking, speaking, acting from oneself . . . is resurrection” (Kuwigm:
Pir, vin8 [ed. and tr, W. lwznow, Londan, 1935] )3 “each is hoth” (Vidyapati).

Figure 23. Solar Tree (aévaiths, Ficus religiosa),
with Sun-Disk and Guardian Dragons.

# We proposc to trcat in detail the doctrine of the “Bridge” later. [See
W. Hultmann, “Die Bernwardsiule zu Hildesheim,” Zertschrift fiir Kunst
geschichre, Vit (1930), 150-158.] We wish to say here enly that although the
rainhow can he regarded as a bridge (e.g., Bifraust in the Eddaic tradition),
the Indian “Bridge of the Spirit,” with Christian and other European parallels,
is by no means the rainbow, but the Axis Mundi, also thought of as a ladder,
or, to express this architccturally, by no means a rafter of the Werlc-rocf, but
the king-post of the cosmic structure “eam columnam a qua culmen sustenta-
tur, quam Tirstsul [elsewhere Trminsul’] vocant” (Monumenta Germanica,
leges 11308, dited by T. Suzygowski, Larly Church Art in Northern Europe,
New York., 1928, p. 85). )

0 For Agni's ascension, see AB nraz and TS v.6.8.7, cited in & previous
nate.

41 RV 1v.40.5, “The Gander seated in the Light, the Vasu whose seat is in
the air, the Priest whose szat is at the altar, the (suest whose seat is in the
house,” referring to forms of Agni anc the Sun, The Gander is regulall‘lj,r the
Sunhird, with particular reference to his movement in the worlds, whe plunges
evew iuto the waters and again rises aloft: “To and from the cuter hovers the
Gander . . . the Gander unique in the midst of the world” (Svet, Up. .18
and vi.15); “the Golden Bird indweling heart and Sun” (MU viig); “the
Golden Person” of BU v.3.11, at the sume e Oiseau-soledl et olseRH-fme.

22 [n the same connection, “Just as men set sail on the veean, so they sct
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sail who perform a ycar or a twelve-day rite; just as men desiring to reach
the other shore mount a ship well found, so de they mount the Trismhbhs
[chants].”

*“Feer,” both as metrical units or, rarher, quarter verses, and zs “steps.”

* As in PB xvinio.ro, “Just as he would dsscend holding on to branch
after branch, sn thereby he descends to this world, to obtain a support therein.”

**PB 1x.1.35, “Then they made the Sun thair goal {fdsthdm) and ran a
race” (viz. in the beginning; i is this racc that is imitzted in the rite).
KU ur11, “Beyond the Person there is no more, that is the goal, the last step
(sd Rasthi sq perd gatih)” — Eckhart, “On reaching God all progress erds.”
Kastha (lixe simd, s cited in n. 1) is “rerminus” in the designation Jupiter
Terminus, In the same way Ra or Re, the name of the Egyptian Sunged
(whose symbol is a post) is hterzlly “End.” On hastha see Coomaraswamy,
“Nates on the Ketha Upamisad,” 1938, p. 107, n. 2 [see JUB r.10.9, sky-sup-
porting sthaga, and RV x5.6, ciyor skambhara patham visarge].

““When there is dementation, that is the last step” (MU vi3q, vedd
amanibhayam, tadi tat parem pedam); Leklacl, “This knowledge dements
the mind” (Evans ed., T, 370). And just as the Sacrificer, not wishing to die
prematurely, makes due provision for a converse descent from the height of
rruth that has been ztmained, so he is careful not to let ga ot his "mind” beyond
recall. He looks at the victim, which is by symbolic intention himself, and
that he can do so 1s preot that he is sull “alive,” for “He who cannot see
himself would be dead . . . he should lock at it, for in it he sces Lhimself, . . .
He whose mind hzs departed should look a: (the victin, saying), “Thar mind
of minc which hath gonc away, or wiich hath gone elsewhere, by means of
King Somz, we keep within us'y verily (thus) he keeps his mind in himself,
fis mind has not departed™ (TS vi6.7.2). The cited text, “That mind of mine,
etc.,” summarizes the content of RV x.57-58 and its application in TS explains
this content,

*7 Similarly, “metaphysically [ie, in a manner disguised] they employ the
antstubh, and that is, verily, Prajapati [cf. PB 1v.5.7 and AB mea3]: if they
literally employcd the anustabh, they would go unto Prajipzt,” PB 1v.8.0; i.e,
as Siyana explains, woull attuin prajiperel s7yujam, which is indeed their “last
¢nd,” but an end which they do no: proposs to reach oremarurely. The distine-
tion Letween the sacrificial and the actual death of the sacrificer correspondi
to that of mbbéna from parinibbana in Buddhism,

# This principle, so often enunciated in the Brihmanas, explains why it is
that the Sacrificer, although desiring tc go to heaven, does not think of deing
fo until the natural term of life has been reached, and similarly explains the
traditional prohibition of suicide. The Brahmana formula recurs in Uhe same
words in the Kaldmi Pir (W. lwanow, ed.), “A hundred in this world in the
next life will bzcome a thousand.”

4 “No one Secotnes immortal with the body™ (8B x.4.3.9; cf. JUR nr.38.10).
In JUB m.29-30, Uccaifravas Kaupayeya, who “has found the Keeper of thar
world” (tusya lokasya gopraram; of. w1.37.2, prano wai gopah, and 11383,
prano wai brahma) cannot be taken hold of, for “a Brahman who was a
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Comprehensor of the Chant sang a Mass (udgitha) for me wit?& thesc.;n{m:
by means of the ‘[ncorporeal Chant’ he shcok ol my bp-:l.cs (ngag:)
adhunot).” Onc should employ as a cherter onlg‘r! onclwho 15::thus ; Ojn
prehenscr {evarpeit, [UB mm.a14.12). lr:‘ place of 5hj1kmg (_lf:,‘. onc &..an say
cither “cuts off® (PD 1v.g.20-22, here “part by part, 25 111 JUB 11.39.1), cr
« ” are, | B 11.374).

IZS?QZ;JI(E£H;aIdali}=a -?£|4)]3U 1.4.5, in accordance with the f.’.fcl‘_-knu'f-.n
sarable of the trecking of the Hidden Light by its spoor '(y:_-;fzgmm _r‘.n?d:;_).

1 Dydra-giverah. The door that was opened by Agni _{d:»amm ap:wg'gf.r}ajrf
AB n1.42), by the Buddha (aparuta teiam amaiussu ..I;’mra, D 133, ?tc), )
the Christ {per passicnem Chrisn aferia eit nobis junua regne caciesiis, as
cited above), auc which must be opened by Fveryman asuc_ndmg after them
but 1s “chur” {or thuse who have not trimmed their lamps (Malt.}_ 2_-’,:?—1.?.)-—
ie, the light of the Spirit in the heart (RV w.sH.11 and -n.g:[); ;l;z\;}cG
CU vnr3.3; MU vi3o, anani raimayas tasya ‘dzp:zlyadyﬁf: sthito 3“41% ,
v.3.6, atmarvisya jyotir bhavati, cic.). as also implied i DD 11.10-3} eh;.(:‘
such as have the Spirit for their lamp . .. such as have the Truth for thets
lamp” (ereadipé vikaratha . . . (ff!a?‘{l.mﬁd?‘ﬂé). o L

st ] ke Aanpika-mandalam bhinaiiua, DhA nLb6, aud pﬂa:mﬂz—&wfzp. ham
dvidhi kawva, | tn472 = pandens, as in Micah 2:13'.F?r a L‘l:LllCL' accougt of
the departurz of Buddhis: arets by way of the :‘?-n,_;gui(a, or roof plate,” scc
Coomaraswamy, “The Symbulism of the Dome” [in this _1.-'nlllmc-——_r-.n.].

% Kyeakrtyah, here and elset}'lhcrc, lik:”k_rzmm .'.;ra_rm,zi)‘-‘am nm ﬁfldfijhmtﬂ:::isa
is “having reduced all potenriairy to act. CL kpiyé es “potentuality” regarde
as a coil to ke rid of, RV x.85.28. ‘ X . 1od

s1By hat"—i.c., by thet one of the seven rays ol the Sun which 15 calle
the “seventh aud best”; sce “The Symbalism of the Dome. ,

s World's end. end of the road, end of the Year, et and I—lc:uv;njs cn.d,
(— beginning, if considered frem below). For example, JUB 155, _atwg mi”'.L
tad ime dyavaprihivl samilisyoeal; 1154, seargasya lokasya a‘:.fafam. L?IE';J
prajiayanartas svasti saravdtsarasy o’ i gaivd, svargam iolf(cm; 'ay(;n‘“r\]:
g, adhvanak parem . . visnoh paramam pedam, where there 1s the _ ell
at the World’s end, RV 11544, visnch pade pade parame m’adhm utsam,
which never fails; RV vi.g.1b, wisem AuhantoaRsitam, Vzru‘r}a s place \a-_he;;e
the Rivers vl Life arise; RV vingr.a, simdunam upod:".yc, the souscc of € ;
Sarasvati (JB 1124, serasvatyal fmtavara = hrada in 5B IV.1.5.12), whic

“vavana is rejuvenated. N N
{_Y:'J."l;n;x:r:ji]:nC‘I}Wo:ld's end” and its iraport survive in Blnrlrln'_sm, v lxrklldly.
in A w4849 (S 1.61-02, a version of the Rohita story of Ab ?-11.15): T ere
is no release from sorrow urless World's End is rea'chcd (na_ca appatvl
lokantam). So should a man beccme . . "‘wmld—.cnd‘:f‘ l‘io}(ﬁm‘fzgu-) . h Ii:ndg
assuaged (sarnizges),”’ In Sn 1728-1134, In 4 series ?t“solér cpx;c!hf;_s,ft e gu(:
dhix is spoken of as lohenzagd. Nere that Samiavs, guicied,” is from ><r.
farm, “lw quiet,” “‘give a quietus,” “kill}” and implics 'Iwhc-n.t E}c%d‘;z_art:"n'teanf;
when he szys “the soul must put itselZ to death.” The derivative s@nti, " peace,
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alwavs implics a death in some sort—a prolovcd and poignant wath [sce
Nicholas of Cusa, De wisione Der 1x], The use of samitivi (= nibbuiv) in
the present context echoes the position of the Brahmanas, where it is re-
peatedly explained thar the Sacrificer is really offering up humeelf; similarly,
in the Christan sacrifice (the Mass), Quicumque quassieret animam suam
saluam facere perdet illum | Luke 17:33).

8 %What is metaphvsically an infallible necessity (“ask and ye shall re-
caive”’; “knock, and it shall be opened”) becomes, when Deity is considered
in a more personal way (“shinking, 1le is onc and I another™}, a “being
justificd [1eely by His grace” (Romn, 3:24].

TCU vIILg.2, naitam setum . . . laralo . . . nd sukriam mi duskriom, and
many similar statements clsewhere, Whnoever breaks out of the cosmas through
the Sundoor leaves his good and evil deeds behind him as o bequest (JB
1505, daye, and BU v5.17 and Kavs. Up. 1015, sampratti, sampradisam).
Being beyond the Sun is supra-individaal, superhuman (amanava, CU 1v.15.5-
6). To conceive thar “I” have done either goed or evil belengs t¢ human
r:gu;;llsm {:?."w{n Cd TR ody Buddhist anatid, e me 5o atd; Bernard’s pf‘sp?’:l-
um) and would lead to a beliel in salvation by wenit. To lave realized the
Truth (“Thow art the doer thereof™) s therefore an ‘rdispensablz condidon
of acreptance hy the Sun (JUB 15.2-3). “I7 any man come to me . . . and
hate not his own life (pryche, anima) alsn, he cannnt he my discinle” (Luke
14:26); "By their works they cannor go i agamn, ., . If mzr is to come to
God he must be empty of ell work end let God work alene . . . all that God
willeth to have from us is to be inactive, and ‘et Him be the Working Mas-
ter” (Jolwoues Tauler, The Following of Christ, London, rn.d, pt. mib-17);
“For in truth the waching by which we receive @ conmand o live soberly
and righ-ly is ‘the Letter that killeth,” unless the ‘Spirit that giveth life’ be
presen  (Angustine, On the Spirit and the Letter 6); RV wviL;yog,
nakis-taw karmapd natat . . . na yajiaik, “No man getteth Him hy works
or sacrifices”™—but only those whe know Him, nence JUB 161, ko etam
adityam arhot! semay@wm, “Who is able to go through the midst of the
Sun?” (= KU 1vz1, kas tasm . . . devam jiatwm arhetr, “Who 15 eble to know
that God >™),

* He does not know himself as he is in God, but only as he is in himself,
and is accordingly rejected and literally dragged away by the factors of Time,
“He answered and said . . T know you nn”” (Marr, 25:12; cf. JUB m14.2);
s ignoras te | ., egredere (Song of Solomon 127, Vulgate — “if thou knowest
not thyself, depart”). Eckhart, *As long as thou knowest who thy tather and
thy rother have been in time, thou art not dead with the real death. . ..
All scripture cries aloud for freedom from self” (Meister Eckhart, Evans ed,,
I, 323, 418), “ ‘Know," he replied, ‘that I am harsh for zood, not from ran-
cor or spite, Whoever enters saying “Tis L7 I smite him in the face’ ™ (ROmi,
Divan, p. 115).

The two “selves” (cf. TB n17.6, dvydrma; AA 115, ayam Gtma . . . lara
@rmd) are the “soul” and the “spirit” of St. Paul, Heb. 4:12, “The word o!
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Guc is quick and powertul, and sharper than any two-edged sword, LZ-iFE&;iJ.‘lg:
even to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit.” See zlso the conclusion o:
n. 2. .
5 Tacmin hatmun vratepattam ptavas sempaldyya padgrhitam apaRarsantt.
6¢ “That art thou” (fet ceam asi, CU v19.4), CL TS 1575, “That theu
art, thus may I be.” Eermes, Lib. v.r, “Am T other than thou._} Thou art
whatsoever T am.”" Eccles, 12:5, “the spitit shall return unte God who gave
i St. Paul, 1 Cor. 6:17, “Bur ke chat is joined unto the Lord is onz sp1:1t.'
61 The regular Suti use of the designations “_Fricnd“ and “Ctlm'u'adf:' as
yames of God parallels the similar use of the worcs mitra d'}d sakhi as epithets
of Agni, the Sun, and Indra throughout the Vech_ tradlrmn__ '
 The melaphor of maturation or cooking (\/pac covermg_hn‘rh_ ideas,
whether of fruit as ripened by the sun or food as cooked by fire) is used
throughout the Vedic and Buddhist literature in the same way.
0% Marie Saint-Cécile de Rome (1807-19zy) speaks of hearing Jesus address
her as Ma petite Mor-méme; see the Vie Abregée published al SHICI’}",—QI_ZCbCC.
& Mathnawi 12935, “Thou art the end of the thread,” as in the saordeman
doctrine and the symbolism of the Sun and Spider. The camel and needle re-
call Luke 13:25, but arc not necessarily derivative. The camel is he outer
and existent man, Soand-so, as distinguished from the “thread” cr “ray”
of the spiric, which alone is lLis veritable cssence and by whick alogc l'.i
can return chrongh the “eye” of the needle, which is also the solar eye,
to the source of his life (cf. rhe Sun as Varuna's allsesing eve, RV passim).
The phallic significance of the Spirit (Ftman = Ercs) in the Indian anf!
Christian ontology hae been touched on in a previous note, For the “needle”
as a phallic espect of the Axis Mundi (and i this respect an_alo_gous. 10 [h_c
plowshare and planting stick} cf. RV 324, sivyate apah ::;(J_Jar{f;:d;.mma-
nayd, dadau virem (putram), Siyana's yathd vastradiRem siicyd syutam,
pointing to RV viIL3.24, &mad pitus tanar vasak; similerly, Loki “Nadelsohn‘
(see L. von Schroeder, Arische Religion, Lripzig, 1915, 11, 556): for Ass
Mundi as “nail,” see Heolmherg, “Der Baum des Lebens,” pp. 1e-11, 18,
and 23. The widespread prenistoric use of Ringnadeln, ot pins with annular
heads, may also be remarked. . _ i ;
Such are the “mysteries” of needlecraft and weaving, The eye’ of the
“necdle” through which the “thread” is pessed is always th.l’ Surcoor; the
“thread,” the Spirit ur DBreath, Hence the ralismanic sigmﬁ:ance: of_tmd
threads, “sacred threads,” and girdles {cf. AV v1L133.5, 57 tvam par jvapasod
mam dirghayutvaya, mekhale, used in the epandyana ceremony, cc-rrcl;gmg
pari svajaspa with BU 1v.3.21, prajieniimans samparispaktal), and strmgjs,
of beads (*All this universe is strung on me like rows of gems upon a thread,
BG wirsy and JUB 1.35.5, where the nigkas samantam griva a!:}:zg)a-ryu&xczf:_,
the necklace of which both ends meet ahcut the neck, is a symbol vf wneniatd,
literelly “in-finity”). [Also note SA %18 and ¥11.33.] Lo :
It is accordingly in or as this thread [DhA 1m.224, as flted in a previous
note) or by the thread, as if by a rope ladder, that one climbs th{i Tree tkfe‘.t
is also the Needle and reaches its tep or eye. This is the paramarthiga sig-
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nificance of the “ropetrick.” Almost all traditional “jugglery”™ has in this
way symbolic values, which it is much more profitable to uncerstand than
it is to asle whether such tricks arc “really” perforrmed. So in story no. 377
of E. Chavanncs, Cing cents contes et apologues extraits du Tripitaka chinois
{Paris, 1910-1034), I1, 377, the snared or Jassued woll, no. yet realizing what
had happened, “veul [aize croire que ‘7z corde’ au bout de laquelle il se trouve
est une échelle gui lui permertra de monier an ciel” (italics mine). The rope-
trick irself is described in J 3oy, whers the performer, prodicing an ap-
pearance of “Vessavana’s Mango, ‘Monpar=1l, 7 throws up into the air a ball
ot thread (sutta-gula) and, making it hang to a branch of the tree, “climbs
up by the thread” (swszena . . . ebhiriihi). Vessavana’s servants cut the body
to pieces and throw them down: the other parformers put them together,
sprinkle them with water, aud the first performer stands up alive again (cf,
the OId Irsh version in 8, H., O'Grady, Silvs Gadelica, London and Edin-
burgh, 1802, II, 321, where the performer is Manannan). It is impossible
not to recognize in this narrative ¢ demonstration of the doctrine of PR
xv.1.12-13, “Of those who ascead to the top of the great Tree, how do they
fare thersafrer? Those that are winged fly off, those withour wings fall down.
The Comprehensors are winged and the foolish those without wings” and
TS wf.2.1-2, “The watess are the ‘Water of Litc’; therefors they sprinkle
with warer onc who Is faint; he docs not go to ruin, he lives all his life, for
whom these arc set down, and who knows them thus™—ie., understands
their fermality. This “understanding™ corresponds to “hzving faith” in many
of the miracle contexts af the New Testament—e g [ake 7:50, “thy faith
hith saved thee” and luke 15:19, “thy faith hath made thee whole”; for
“through faith we understand” (Heb, 11:3), and “The natare of faith . . .
consisis in knowledge alone” (Sumi. Theol. 11.47.13 ad 2}.

From an Indian point of view, she question of whether such phenomena are
“real” (in the modern sense of the word) is of litdle or no interest; the would
of “lacts” (in the= same sense) is one of appearance only, the work of a
Master Magician, and it cannor be said of any of these appearances thar they
“are” what they seem. It ic taken for granted, in fact, rhat the magician’s
performance is “unreal” (MU vivnio, satyam ivangtam pasyanti indvajilavat).
What matters is the meaning-and-value (@rthe) of the appearance, a thing
in this sense being more “really” what it means than what it “is,” just as
the bread znd winc of the Eucharist are more really the flesh and blood of
Christ than they are bread and wing, althougl the Catholic knows perfectly
well that both have been imade by human hands and will be digested like any
other food. And this is all that the famous “participation™ of Lucien Lévy-
Bruhl’s “primitive mentality” amounts to: an intellectual ability to operate
on more than a single (and rhat the Inwest) level of reference at one and
the same time. Tt is precisely the man “who knows what is mundane and
what not mundane, whose purpose it is to obtain the immostal by means of
the mortal,” that in AB 1m.5.2 is distinguished as = “Person” {in the classic
sense of Boethius' definition) from those “others, animals whose keen dis-
ctimination is merely in terms of hunger and thirst,” cr, in other words,
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such as are literalists and pragmatists, [or whom “5};;:11 i{_:lowlf:dgc as“is ot
cmpirical is meaningless” T we accept Lévy-Brahl s“d.csllgua_non of 1‘?1-’1’”“:
tive mertality’” ae collective and prelegical, and of . civilized mentality™ as
individual and logical, it may well be asked how it can 'be possible from
such a point of visw to speak ot “progress.” The comparison of primitive
man 1 1 ¢ild and civilized man to an adult is cssen'rmll)f qnn]y scl}-colngfatig:
latcry. “Civilized man” is much rather ser{ilc than_adulF' The r.h'_] animists,
as distinguished from the “psychologists,” were rlght in assuming thz cnnl-
stancy of the form of humanity: but i whom is t‘l‘u.s fEc.>rm mest clearly man:-
fested—in the “primitive” metaphysician or jn the cu'thzcg' _ noltlt_mg-monst
{Skr. nasuka)i See Conmaraswamy, “Primitive Mentelity” [in this volume—
dD;l.H. Elodgett, “The Wership oz Heaven and Earth ‘-J}r the E.Inpch:. of
China,” JTAOS, XX {1899). 58-6g (an admirable :{cr.rnmr)l;‘ L C. Hopkins,
“On the Origin aund ITistory of the Chinese Ccin’agc,” JRAS LIRQE); Laufer,
Jade, pp. 120-168 (he Tighty speaks of pr anr.l #'ung, together with the_ IFm\-.r
other jades that represent the Quarters, as “images” of the :::osr_nc dzities);
R. Schlosser, “Chinas Miinzen als Kunstwerke,” OZ N.S. IF { :?25), 283-305
(on p. 298 “cash” or ring-morey is called pi l}t‘C&lubt.:“Uf LLSlllkCncss ':iod :!'ue
jace symbols of the same torm and name); E Erkes,’ Idols in Pre-Buddhist
Clina,” Artibus Adae, 11 {1628), g-12 (pr and iung are 1mages of the
Sungod and Eari Goddess; cf. Laufer, Jade, p. 144); EZ Hentze, Le Jade
‘pi’ et les symboles soluires,” Artibis Astac, [II,.LZSI—-QID (comparison of the
pi with neolithic flawered mace-heads and spindle whorls and with selar
symbols from varinns sources; the pi “n’est peint limage direzte du solal | ..
rmais de la roue solaire,” a sourd observation, since th= wheels of the solar
chariot are Heaven and Earth, and it is Heaven rather than the Sun that
is represented in a likeness by the pi. The Sun itself should be rt:plb'cscnttd
by an unperforazed disk or by a disk contziming a rfntral’ poin: which rep-
resents the “seventh or best ray” of the Sun’s “seven rays,” which ray alone
passes through the Sun and thus out of the cosmos: “le jade pi ¢tait symbole
de riel, ohjer de sacrifice ct de présent”). ) _

Quite in the Upanisad style is the text ol the Chung Yung (Thei Chinese
Classice, trans. James Legge, 2nd ed, Oxford. 1393-1895, 1, 404)3 He w..’m
undersiands the rites of the sacrifices tn Heaver and Earth, and the meaning
of the scvoral sacrifices to ancestors, would find the governmert of a kingdom
as casy as to lock into the palm of his hand.” - . _

¢ «Oply (he Dmperor can perform the rites; and 12 be sits on his throne,
but is without virtus, he will be unable to give effect to tng rimal offices and
‘he mrusic. . . . The Emperor is not, indeed, “The Sor of Heaven’ be‘cqusr'. of
his politicz] position; it is the effective guardian of th¢=T Tac that is really
the ‘Son of Heaver, nossessing inwardly the virtue of holiness, ‘and ﬁl‘ltwardl:y
the ‘becoming’ ]herl;‘ﬂf‘l'lf‘.i.'l oF we, ‘becomwing, ‘werden, anc we tbrone ,j,
o° a sovereign” (E. Kousselle, “Seelische Fithrury im lebenden Tamst:nu&
Chinesiseh-Deuzscher Almanach, Frankfurt, 1034, p. 25). Ts not the Tao itself,
in fact, a rider in the “ancient jace chariat,”” in the sense of KU 1134, aimdnam
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rathinam viddhi, “know that the Spirit is the charioteer” [and | vizz2]?

[“The wise ruler practices inaction, and the empire applauds aim. . . , Chari-

oted upen the universe, with all creation [ur lis team, he passes along the

highwey ol mortality,” Chuang-tzu, ch, 23].

" Cf. Forrer, “Les Chars cultuels préhistoriques,” p. 119, “L'invention du
char ost due aux idées religicus=s que 'homme préhistorigne an début de
Cige de métal s'est faires sur le soleil, sa nature et ses gualitds bienfa:santes.”
Practical values are, normally speaking, secondary apolications of metaphysi-
cel principles, to which applicatsions the name of “inventions” or “fAndings”
13 oroperly given; a later age resorts to the more uncertzin method of ex-
seriment {“trial and error”™). In the present connection, another good illus-
wation of the application of metaphysical principles is allorded Ly Vedic khe,
originally the “chasm” represented by the Sundocr and World-door, and
subszquently the marhemarical zern (cf. Coomaraswamy, “Kha and Orher
Words Denoting Zero’ :n Connection with the Metapaysics of Spacs” |in
Vol, 2 of this selection—zp.], and the discussion by Betty Heinan in JISOA,
V, gi-941), and in ethics the source of good and evil (s khae, duh hha). In
the same conncetion, sce Two Te Ching x1, “it is on the space where there
is nothing that the wtility of the wleel depends,”

“ CL E. Rousselle, “Die Achse des Lebens,” Chinesisch-Deutscher Almanach,
Frankfurt, 1933, Sh2nrao (Shinw) = devayina.

% The ritwal jang-ming, to which the body of the deceased is thus assimi-
lated by the placemen: of the six ‘ades, is itself a six-sided, probably cubic
slab, marked with six colors reprzsenting the six directions and on which six
iades are placed, apparently in the same way as described above. In the ex-
pression itsclf, feng mcans “squarc,” or “planc,” in the scnse of a direction
{quarter, airt), and mmg means “lighe,” espedally the lighe of dawn or day.
There can be no doubt that the fang-ming is an image of the cosmos; ci.
izu fang, “the four quarters”—ie, the rest of the world cutside China;
wy fang, “rh= four quarters and center”—ie., the owrer world and China;
and fang wwai, “extracosmic” or “supramundane” The intention is therefore
literally to “universalize” the body of the deceased, and thus to provide for
the deceased a cosmic body of light, It may be added that the T'ang Com-
mentary which Laufer cites but does not name is the well-known Chowu If
cha su of Chia Kurg-ven; I have bezn able o make use of this only by the
kind help of my learned colleague, Miss Chie Hirano,

" E. Rousselle, “Seelische Fithrung im lebenden Taoismus,” Chinesisch-
Deusscher Almanach, Frankfurr, 1934, pp. 172-43. Tt may be ohserved :har
instead of treating the six jades as the centers of limiting planes, we teeat
them as points and connect them by lines; the figure of a diamond replaces
that of a cube, while the axes (which are the same as these of the “Cress of
Light”} remain unchanged. Cf. Coomaraswamy, “Eckstein,” 1939, _

" Cf Hentze, Frithchinesicche Bronzen- wund Kulturdarstcllungen, pp-
13- 16,

"2 The follovring citations are taken from Holmberg, “Der Baum des Le-

T3

bens,” and Casanovicz, “Shamanism of the Natives of Siberie,” Smithsonian
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Report for 124 (Washington. D.C.): e Unvo Holtubcrg‘ I}:E:mo—bgr':c; iz
berian Mythology (Boston and Oxford, 1927), Vol. 4 '_):_M}'.:ilr'z.fm?g*y of A‘Z? Races,
72 Te Dolgans call the square column, the apex ot whu:ln is wppcc by the
imzge of the cagle which represents heavenly pewers, the ‘mever ‘fa;_l_mg sup-
port’ (zispit turit) and they imagine that its courterpart, which ‘never alters
nor falis, stands bzfure the dwelling olace of the nigh god. Qne often sees,
in additian, below the bird image on those columns al,she]tcnng roof which
represents heaven” (Holmberg, “Der Baum des Lebens,” p. 151):“ . _
¢ Just as, in the Volunga Sagi (tr. E. Maguusson ‘}nd .N._uha‘m Morris,
London, 1g901), “King Velsung lat build a nobﬁle hall in such Wlsc,_t'hat a
big oak-tree stood therein, and tnat the limbs of the tree L]-lusls(;mcd tair m‘.l.t
over (ke rocf of the hall, while below stoad the rrunk wn_hm it, and the said
tres did men call ‘Dranstock’ [ie., ‘Burning Bush’|.” Indian hypucthra‘l‘ Tem-
ples were similarly coustructed; cf. illustrations 1n Coo::lnar;sv.':m*fy: _‘F,:arly
Indian Archirecrure: I, Bodhi-gharas.” Tor the corresponding cults in Greees,
see Arthur Fuans, “Mycenacan Tree aud Pillar Cult,” JHS (1go1), p. 118,
“Wooder columns . . . often taks over thcir sanctity “rom the sacred tree out
of which they are hewn” (see also . 173, “the Sun-god as « pj:rarmdal 1p|l—
lar,” ete.). Por climbing rites ct. Lucian, De Syria a’sc_ .28-19 (E;T' ]qhn Ciar-
stang, ., The Syrun Goddess, London, 1913, L. hﬁ—éqg).'(,hmb:l;l_? rites
are {lustrated in later European tradition by St .SlmDn..‘_\T)-'lltCS. and ir the
papulzr milicu by the sport of climbing a greasec pole in order to secure a
prize attached to its summit, Fo: some further references to climbing rites,
see P, Mus, Barchudur (Hanoi, 1935), ». 318 [and R. A Nicholson, Szudies
in Islamic Mysticism (Cambricge, 1921), pp. mj:,n_r']. . o 5
5 Cf. Janus (whence panua, “gate,” “ingress.” cl. 9{ ydna}, 3o r:all.e
guod wb cundo nomen est ductum, Licero, De natura deorum, 1.27.07. With
Janus us two-faced {onc cssence and two natures), cf. the !ncmn d:)ut.)lc-llu;adcd
Sunbirds, Eagle or Gaader, and the Sun s symbolized in the V Edlc.r:tts by
the Golder. Disk thut shines downward, and the Golden Person laid upon
the Disk, face upward (8B ving.r.5-13, VIIL3.LIT, and x.s.:.ﬁ., 13, r"rf:_.)—-
“The one so as tn look hitherwzrds and the other so as to look away from
here” (SB virg.1.18). For the Janus type cf. I, Le Gcntilhommc: “L.e; Quacr\i—
gati Nummi ot le dieu janus,” Revue ?zzcmx'sma_!f.gu:'. ser. 4, XLK”\/H (934),
ch, 3, “Les Doubles Tétes dans l'art a ntique™; for the “two laces as sém;nual
and temporal power, and the assimilation of Christ to Janus, see Rr:m;“(_mcnon,
Auitorité spirituclle et powvoir temperel (Paris, 1930), . 125, and “Le Syur-
bolisme solsticial de [anus.”” For Marcuk, a Janus type, with rr‘.f;rencc to the
course of the sun by day and night {¢ exwa and ab ntra: Puhtrﬁ';‘arunau)_.
cf. S. H. Langdon, Semiuc Mythology (Boston and Oxford, 1931), p- 68.
Vol. 5 of Mythology of All Races. _ ) 1
70 Qimilar formulations are found among Lhe North Amencan Indizrs.
Tt may be added that amang these there are soue Lri)hcs w!m r:g::r‘larly enter
their houses by the smoke-hale and a stepped ladder {C Wissler, T'he Amer;
can Indian, 31d ed, New York, 19so, p. 113). Atenton may also be caJleE
to the post-mortem perforation of skulls, no doubt w facilitate the ascent o
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the spirit of the deceased, as in Indis, Ly way of the cranial foramen {brahma-
yundhre, sima, dyti); see Wilbert B, Hinsdale and E. F. Greenman, “P=r-
forated Indian Crania in Michigan,” Occasional Contributinn; from the Mu-
seum af the University of Michigan, Nn. 5 (1936]. Similar post-mortem
perfarations of the skull have been observed in European and African Neo-
lithic cultures. See Alexandra David-Neel, Magic and Mystery in Tibet (New
York, 1932). p. 208. [ Analogous to the perforation of skulls is that of bowls
and vases, which, in the case of cxamples from the Mimbres Valley (New
Mexico), “were generally perforated or ‘killed” before being buried witlh the
dead . . . the thought, as we know from certain Pueble Indians, being
allow the escape of the breath bady or spirit of the bowl in order to permit
it to accompany that of the former owner to the land o7 shades.” When the
body is buried sitting, such bowls “are placed on the cranium like a cap”
(J. Walter Fewlkes, IPEK, 1625, p. 136).]

7" Cf. the remarkable accourt of a descent into the nether world in Pster
Freuchen, dretic Adventure (New York, 1935), pp. 132-137, where the prac-
tittoner 1s spoken of as having trained himsclf 1o “swim through he rocks”
and, on nis return journey, as “fighting his way up through the granite”; an
exact equivalent is the “power” (#ddhi), ascribed in numerous Pali Buddhist
texts (e.g. A 754 1, S1iat2 ff and S v.254 1) ta the arhat who is perfect=d
in the practize of the Four Contemplations, of “plunging inte and emerging
from the earth as though it were water.” Associated “pewers” are those of
walking on the water, levitation, and ascent in the body cven as far as the
Brahmaloka.

The Christian radition is also acquainted with One who “can” (arha)
descend inwo hell or escend to heaven at will,

™ This “nenfold” correspands o the srable {of 2fzafihe wond) pur up for
the sacrificial horse at or near the offering ground (1B 8.2, Commentary).

‘I'he word afvattha, denoting the tree of which the sacrificial post is typically
made in the Indian rite, means “horse stand,” and is equivalent to afvastha
in this sense—that of T8 1v.1.10.1, where the offer'ng is mace o Agri kin-
dled at the navel of the carth, *as it were wnto a standing horse (wSzdyena
tisthente)) It is, accordingly, noteworthy that in the Yakut saga cited by
Holmberg, “Der Baum des Lebens,” p. 58, the Werld-tree, of which the roots
strike deep inte the earth and rhe summir pierces the seven heavens, is callzd
the “Horse-post of the High-god Uriin-ai-Tojon.”

For analogous relationships of horse and tree or post in China, see Hentze,
Friihchinesische Bromzen- und Kulturdarstellungen, pp. 123 130, The very
remarkable Hen grave relief reproduced in Figure 13 may bz szid to
illustrat= at the samc time Indian, Siberian, and Chincse formulations, A
Lorsc, designated royal by the wbzella on its head, is ted w @ sacrificial post
that rises [rom an altar. Above is a Zeo fieh mesk holding a ring. CI A,
Salmony, “Le Mascaron et 'armeau,” Revwe des arts asiatiguies, VIIT (1934).
Like a pi, it is assuredly through this ring that the spirit of the horse, when
it has been slain, must pass to heaven. The ring is held or guarded by the
fao fieh, just as in the previously cited case of the hronze axle or hub
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(Lauler, Jade, pl. xvi, fig. 1). The relief itself is more cloquent than anv de-
serintion uf 't could be. And as Janse commsznts, “Tais ces MONUTIENTS O
ceci de commun; leur décor témoigne de croyances et de Iigendes rc*.l:;t'.:v'es
3 la vie, & la mort. & l'idée ce Vimmorualité, croyances .. . qui ont dil étre
trés répandues parmi les gens d'alors, car souvent 'artiste s'est contents
dévocuer des scémes entiéres par quelques ¢léments is‘l)lés. Souvent nous
ignorons encore le sens exact du décor, mais, d'autre part, 11"; a :ﬂc ncr,r’nbreux
¢éments qui sont faciles 3 déterminer” (“Briques et objets céramiques, P'.-:’)'

TL may be added thar this Han relief int=rprated above throws a vivid Iight
upon the traditional form of even our own door knockers, so oftea compo;ed
of an arimal 1wask holding & ring. It would scem that no mare appropriate
or significant form could have been found, The more, indeed, we learn of
the origins of the forms of traditonsl und folk art, thc‘ mere we realize that
their application is inevitable and see that they are neither prol-'_l'_lcts of con-
vention noz of “artistic” cheice, hut simply correct: ars vecta ratio factibilizmn.

™12 TS n7.9, the mantra “We have come to the heaven, w Elli‘g_o'ii? we
Qave become immortals we have become the offspring of Prajapati” iy cnun-
ciased by the Sacrificer on rzaching the top of the post, where he strerches
out his arms, o Jdoubt in ir'tation of a bird; cf. JUB nr13.9, “Verily he wha
withour wings goes up t the top of the Tree, he falls down from it. But if
oae having wings sits at the wp of the Tree, or on the edge oE. a sword, or
on the ecge of 1 razor, be does no: fall down from it For ke sits §uppc-rted
by his wings . . . sits withou: fear in -he hezvenly werld, and likewise moves
ahout”—i.c., as a kamdeirin, = "maver at will” See alzo PB £IV.1.12-13. The
bird o7 the Shamar’s song corresponds to “the Grander whose seat Zs in the
Light” (KU v.2); “to and from the external hovers the U%nder" (Ihvet. Up.
n1.18): “the Golden Bird, indwelling heart and Sun” (MU wvr34); =te. As
for the “cuacking” of the goose, it is, ¢l course, the Shaman that quacks;
insofar as the Shaman is heside himself and is in the spirit, he is the goose,
and is fiying; cf. PB v.3.5, “ac 2 fakune the Sacrificer, having become a bird,
soars to the world of heaven.”

ITorse and bird arc essentially one, as is explicit in SB xrm2.6.15. Mahichara
cn this pussage “identifics the horse with the horse-sacrifice [as in BU 1.2.7]
which, in the shape of a bird, carrics the sacrificer up t heaven” (J. Fgge-
ling: cf. SBE. XLIII, xxi-xxii).

20 SR xima 8.1, “Now the Devas, when ascendiag, did rot know the way
to the wor.c of heaven, hut the herse knew it,” and mere fully_ N XOL2.3.
[Cf, TS vra.8, on grasping the victim as guide on the way to heaven; the
victim is the psychopomp. It is similar for Christ in the Chiristian sacrifice,
and in the “mounting after Agni” ] _

SLCL TS voetr-12 and AB vin1 with its elaborate account of the ritual
dissectioa of the horse,

e Verbatim, excepl that italics and some capitals are mine.

53 Tn addition to previously cized references to the ladder, cf. Vis 10, s72ga-
arahana-sopdnd. S Tl

“ALEchelle du Ciel, suivant une [ommule toutc byzantine d'inspiration,
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drzit représentée sur le mannserit de 1""Hortus deliciarum’ de Uabbesse Her-
rade de Landsberg: un chevalier, un clerc, un moine, un ermite gravissent les
échelons, mais, attirés par les vices, ils sont précipités dans le goufire; seuls
quelques élus, protégés par des anges qui battaillent contre les démons tirant
des fléches, recaivent la couronnce tenduce par le main divine” (Louis Bréhicr,
L’Art chrétien, Daris, 1918, p. 294). Tor the carlicr history of the resresenta-
tons of the Clustian “Heavenly Ladder™ see Charles R, Morey and Walter
Dennison, Studies in East Christian end Roman Art, 2 wvals, (New York,
1014-1918), pp. 1=28. Ir is from this ladder (xAiuaé) thet St John Climacus
takes his name.

** The decezsed assuming the name ol the God, to whom he thus enters as
like to like. CE RV x.61,1€, "Himself the beidge”; the Shaman “Door god™;
St. Catherine’s Christ “in the form of 2 bridge”; the Bodhisattva atiénam
suppkamatgy kawd (] unyzz), with TS viOg4.z, ekramanam cea tat sctum
yajamdina kurute suvargasya lokaiya somistyal.

¥ The peychostasis survives in Christian iconography, where St. Michacl
plays the part of Thoth: of. e.p., Emile Mile, L' Ar¢ religienr du XIII° siécle en
France (Paris, 1803), hg. 237; Louis Bréhier, L'Art chrétien, Peris, 1918, p.
2g3. Cf. Koran 7:8: “The balance of that day is true, and whosesoever’s scales
arc heavy, they arc prosperous; but whesesoever sceles are Light, it 15 they
who lose themselves,” Maat, as Truth and Daughter of the Sun, corresponds
to Vedic Sarya-Vic and Neoplatonc aad Christian Sophia.

*0T4e beatitude of the blessed dead is represented ‘r terms of frasting in
all traditions—e.g., RV x.135.7, sampibate; Matt. 22:4, “Behold, T kave pre-
pared my d:nner.”” As remarked by St. T'homas, * "The ray of divine revelation
is not extinguishec by the sensible imagery wherewith it is veilzd,” as Dionysi
us says” (Sum. Theol. 1.1.9 #d 2), and as “Avelon” has remarked, those who
comprehend the eternal teuths are not disturbec by the symbols by which
they may b expressed,

STEHe” in this context “Osiris-Ani”—i.c., the deceased Ani, now assimi-
lated to Osiris and entering as Lke ro like,

38a alsa Tkhnaton “regularly appended to the official form of his royal
name in all his state documents, the words ‘Living on Truth’” (Rreasted).
In the same way, the Comprehencor speaks of himsclf as satya-daarmak
(I&a Up. 16).

**For Egyptian representation of the Sundoor, onen znd closed, see H.
Schifer, Aegyptische und heutige FKunit und Weltgebinude der aiten Agyprer
(Derlin, 1928), p. 11, Abb. 2z-24 (here Figure 14), aud T, Dombary, “Der
zweitiirmige Tempel-Pylon,” Egypefan Religion. T (1933). uv2-uz, Abb, 7
(the closed door surmountzd by the winged disk and guardsd by Isis znd
Nepthys). As Dombart remarks, “The Fgyprian temple as 2 whole appears
accordingly in monumental architecture s the microcosmic image of the
earthly werld structurs in which the deity dominates, above all the sun god
who can here live and reign as ruler of the warld,” Dontbart rightly protests
against the custcmary interpretations of monumental architectural forms in
Egypt and c]scwh-:rc as &Zo;;-dc,%‘mw:{w_’ or €Ven as n‘le_’E].}-' functional; cf. in
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this connection, my review |in this volume—zn.] of W, Andree, Die ?'orz."sc'.‘w
Siule: Bawjorm oder Symbol? See alsa Lethahy, Architecture, I‘/!ym'aﬂ.% and
Myih, ch. 8, “The Golden Gate of the Sun.” It may de added tht }u,::;s as
Javanese gateways arc guarced by the colar Kilamakara {Kala, “1'ime, lbr'-
ing one of the names of Death as the “Ender,” {&ﬂtﬁka). so also M:)Imcan
lintels bear a mask which, il it occurred in an Indian context, could only be
called a makara (c.g. Herbert Joseph Spinden, Ancient Civilizations of Mexico
and Central America. ond rtev. ed., New York, 1922, fig. 21).

In Christian art the closed dacr is represented zlready at Dura-Europas
in the third centary ap.; see Pijoan i Art Bulietin, XIX (1937), fig. 3. facing
p. 595. 1o this composition the Bridegroom is represented by te ricen Sun
(“T am the doo=™"). The virgins with their lighted candles (*'1'he Spirit in-
deed is their light,” BU 1v.3.6) are cntering into the Kingdc-r{l of Heavep
by this door (if the building rescubles a womb, this ac;?rds with Ec‘khart's
“I'he Kingdom af Heaven is for nons but ‘he thorough'y dead” and R‘om.
6:8, “if we be dead with Christ”)—"through the midst of the Sun . . . there
Heaven and Earth embrace [samilisyatah, JUR 15.5]."

0 This Ammit, with whom as “devourer” cf, agni kravyat, evidently cor-
responds on the onc hand to the jaws of hell thzt await the Christian sonl that
is weighed i the balance and found wantirg, and on the other to the “croco-
dile” that lurks in the way of the Indian sacrificer’s heavenward ascent, with
resnect to whom they ask, “Who will tday be delivered from the Siméimari's
1;1\;‘5," as noted abnve,
 #0ndian afarksa marga On this path, described in Kaus. Up. 1.3-7, tl_\c
guide is the “non-human Person,” and these who proceed therein never again
rcturn to the human condition (CU 1v.15.5-€).

92 [y (he Paradisa, zccordingly, Virgil cannot act as Dante’s guide bcyc-nd
the Lower Parudise. The distinction of & lower heaven attainable by merit
and a higher atainable only by grosis is one of the basic foqulae of the
Philosophia Perennis and is strongly cmplasized n the Upan{g.afis. _

% 'his no more implies any vagueness of thought or confusion of two
things than when we say of a port-sit, “That's me.” We do not mean (in
fact, of course, we no lenger krnow what we mean hy such cxpressions and
many others of like origin) that this pigment is my flesh, Tt that the “.form?‘
(principle, idea, cssence) of this representation i my form; we are not 1(31&[1[1,:
fying natures, but essences. At the same time we are distinguishing our ) rpal
self (which we no mare identily with the desh than with the pigment) trom
its accidents. The pigments themselves are not the picture, but orly its
vehicle or support. If, then, it is a “portrait” of Gud with xlvhich we arc deal
ing, we say with perfect lngic that worship paid te it is paid w the a.rr.:hcryp-:
and not to the assthetic surfaces themselves. Tn the case of the Eucharist, our
modern inability to believe is an inzhility to helieve what no one has ever
belicved, that a carbohydrate becomes a protein when certain words are spoken
over it. Vagueness of thought and confusion of different things are products
nct of the primitive but of cur mentality; we read tae waords, “This is my
bedy” and “I am that bread of life” and overlook that “is” and “am™ assert
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a formal and not an accidental identity—“This is that bread which came down
from heaven: not as your fathers did eat.” “He that eateth of this bread shall
live for ever, . .. He that cateth Me, even he shall live hy Me": “naroles dont
le symbaolisme ne sera:t pas possible §'il ne se référait pas i une réalité cor-
respondant 4 leur sens immédiac et littéral” (Frithjot Schuon, “Du Sacrifice.”
Etudes wraditionelles, XIII, 1938, 141). And, as Jesus also asked, “Dces this
offend you?" It does, indeed. Owr anthropomerpiism prevents us from recog-
nizing the formality of the bread, as it docs from recognizing the informality
of the actual flesh, whether that of he Christ ur ol anyone else; owr refine-
ment prevents us from acknewledging that “on ne peur affirmer que an-
thropophagie, par exeraple, constitue par elle-méme une déviation . . . qu'elle
soit, au contraire, suscenrible dune signification posirive er élevée” (Schnon,
“Du Sacrifice,” p. 140). Cf. 8B xwv.1.1, where Indra swallows Makba-Soma,
the Sacrifice, the victim, and thus obzains his qualities, and the corresponding
rite described in AR VIL3I, whers men purta]{e of the Soma, not literally but
mctaphysically “by mecans of the pricst, the initiation, and the invocation,”
just as in the Cucharist men partake of the body of Christ by means of the
priest, the consecraton, and the invocation.

“Te., who speak it originally and with awareness. A language, verbal or
visital, ean he misunderstoad nnly hy rhase who spezk it larer an, symhols then
surviving as art-forms or chichés of which the whele or part of the meaning has
been forgotten. Then it appears to those who have torgotten that those who
remember are arbitarily reading meanings into forms that never had one,
whereas the fact is that thosc wha have forgottcn and for whom the symbol
is nothing but a literary ornament or decorative motit have, by a progressive
substitution of sensible for inzellectual preoccupations (comunonly described,
in connecrion with the Renaissance, as an awakening of a curiosity with re-
speet tn the “real” world), gracdually suhrracted meanings from the expres-
sions that wers once alve. It is only in thus way that a “living” language
can come to be a dead one, while what is called a dead language remains
alive for the few who stll thirk in it

% Morc vivid, tog, inasmuch as “in Indian vchicles the different parts arc
held together by cords” (Lggeling on 8B xu1.2.7.3), and rathe as the typical
“vehicle” is employed dhroughout the Indian vaditdon as a valid sy:mbol of
the bodily “vehicle™ of the Spirit.

°8“On pe saurait trop admirer a solennelle niaiseric de certaines déclama-
tions cheres sux vulgarisateurs scientifiques, qui se plaisenr 4 affirmer 4 tour
propos que la science moderne recule sans cesse les limites du monde connu,
ce qui est exactement le contraire de la vérité: jamais ces limites n'ont &é
aussi érroites qu'elles le sont dans les conceptions admises par cette prétendue
science profane, =t jamais le monde ni ’homme ne s'étaient trouvés ainst
rapetissés au point d’2tre réduits & de simples entités corparclles, privées, par
hypoth®se, de la moindre communication avec tout autre ordre de réalité!”
(Guénon, Etudes sradicionzHes, XLIII, 1938, 123-124).

" We have, for example, no right t beast that “owing w weutal develop-
ment, the values of rirual as practiced today by the Christan Clivrch are
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different from those possessed by ceremenial among primitive peoples. Chris-
tian ritual is largely symbolic” (Alan Wyna Shorter, An fnsroduction io Egyp-
rian Religivn. New York, 1932, p. 36); the final statement here, to the efect
thet othes rituals are not “symbolic,” is a pure siaiseric, as should be evident
on the limited basis of marerizls collected in this paper alonc. Is Sherter writ-
ing as a missionary, as a serious scholar, or merely s one of those “obscrvers
[who| note the differences which mark off their ‘religion’ [rom ours, zrnd
cautiously apply some other term, describing the heliefs as magical or wboo,
or scercs or sacred” (A. B, Crawley, 1'he Tree of Lije, Tondon, 1905, p. 200),
or simply as one o those who think that wisdom was born yesterday? Fqually
reprehiensiole and even more ridiculous are the remarks ol Jacques Maritain,
who distinguishics the “common scnse” of first prinziples “from the common
sense of primitive imagery, which conceives the carth as flar, the sun as re
volving reund the earth, height and depth as wbsolute propertics of space,
etc,, and has no philosophical value whatsoever” (Sz. Thomus Aquinas:
Auagel of the Schools, |. F. Scanlan, tr., London, 1933, p. 165, note). How-
ever wounding it may be to our conceit, the trivh is that, s expressed by
]. Strzygowski, “the ideas of many so-called primitive peoples are essenrially
more thoroughly infused with mind and spirit (dwrchgeistiger) than these
of many so-culed cultured peoples, We must indeed altogetner dispense
with the distincrion between natural and cultural peoples in religion,” and
that, zs he also says of the Eskimo, “they Lave a muck morc abstract image
of the human soul than the Christans” (Sparen indogermonischen Gleubens
in der bildenden Kunst, Heidelberg, 1936, 1. 344); that “when we sound the
archetype, then we find thet it is aachered in the highest, not the lowest. . . .
Scnsible forms, in which there was once a polar balance of physical and meta-
physical, lave been more and more emptied of content on their way dewn to
us: so we say, this iy un ‘ornamert’; and as such it can indeed be treated and
investigated in the formalistic manner” (W. Andrac, Die fonische Siule,
Berlin, 1933. p. 65-66). In other words and jor we, a “supcrstition” (ef. W.
Andrae, "Keramik im Diensts der Weisheit," Berichre der Deutichen keram-
ischen Gesellschafr, XVI1I, 1936, 623-628). As 1 have said elsewhere, the
symbolic references o traditional and folk art are “sa for abstract and
scmote ‘rom kistosical and erapirical levels of reference as to have hecome
almost urintelligible to those whose intellectual capacities have been inhibited
Dy what is nowadays called a ‘university ecucation)” ? “Later ages . . . have, 1n
mere senses than one, made an error ol identilication, and have taken the
Tree nf Knaowledge for the Tree of Life” (Crawley, Tree of Life, . viii).
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Hinter den Klappfelsen in der andern Welt ist die Wander-
schiane, das Lebenshrant, das Lebensiwasser.
Karl von Spiess

Al waits undreamed of in that regioa, thar inzezessible land.
Walt Whitman

The subject of “Clashing Recks” is dealt with at considerable length by
Arthur Bernard Cook ia Zeus (Cambridge, 1914-1940), T11, §i, Appendix
P, “Floating [slands,” g75-1016. We shall take it for granted that the
reader will have consulted this arficle, in which material has been
brought together mainly from classical sources, but also from many other
parts of the world, India excepted. Although so fully treated, the subject
is by no means exhausted, anc remains of absorbing interest, especially
if we are concerned zt the same time with rhe universal distribution and
with the significance of the motif,

The distribution of the motif is an indication of its prehistoric an-
fiquity, and refers the complex pattern of the Urmythos of the Quest to
a period prior at least to the popularion of America. The signs and sym-
bols of the Quest of Lifc which have so often survived in oral tradition,
lerg after they have been ratinnalized ar romanticized hy literary arrists,
arc our best clue to what must have been the primordial form of the cne
spiritual language of which, as Alfred Jeremias says (Alorientalische
Geistechultur, Vorwort) “the dialects are recognizable ir the divers
existing culrures.” Here, for the sake of hrevity, we are considering only
a single component of the complex pattern, that of the “Active Door.™
['This essay was pudlished in Studées and Eisavs in the History of Science and Learn-

ing Offered in Homage to George Sorton on the Qccasion of Ais Stxiicth Birifeluy,
M. F. Ashley Mcnragu, =d., New York, 1g47.—un.]

' . . , .
) Here, in addition to A, B, Cool’s references and these given kelow, we can only
cite from the vast literaturz of the whole subjzct such waorks as G. Dnmévil, Le Festmn

d'immoartalité (Paris, 10924); |. Charpanner, Die Suparnasega [(Uppsala, 1920): S.
Langdon, Sezastie Mythalngy (Boston, 1031): J. L. Weston, From Ritual 10 Ronuunee
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It has been quite generally recognized that these Wandering Rocks, “in
neder to pass among them, you must discover = means for yourself”
(Jilg), are the “mythic forms for that miraculous gate, behind which
lies Oceznus, the Isle of the Blessed, the realm of the dead,” and that
they divide “che familiar Here [rom the unknown Beyond” (Jessen in
Wilhelm [lcinrich Roscher, Ausfiihriiches Texikon der griechischen und
romischen Mytholngie, Leipzig, 1384-197): that, as Cook, encarsing
Jessen, says, they “presuppose the ancient popular belizf in a dvorway to
the Otherworld formed by clashing mountain-walls.” The Planktai Petrai,
in other words, are the leaves of the Golden Gates of the Janua Cocli,?
of which in the Christian tradition, St. Peter, appointed by the Son of
Man, is now the Keceper.

We begin with the problems ol distribution of the moif, of which
the meaning will develop as we proczed. In certain contexts, as pointed
out by Cook (pp. 688-991), “dancing reeds” replace the floating or danc-
ing islands, and clthough there is no indication in the classical sources
of the notion of a dangerous passage hetweea a pair of dancing reeds,
this uppears elscwhere, and 1t can hardly be doubted that it belongs to
the original form of the story. Murray Fowler® has czlled attenrion to an
Tndian contex: (SB 11628 g) where Scma, the plant, bread, or water of
life, is to be brought down from above by the aquiline Gayatri (Suparni,
Vic), Agni’s vocal and metrical power, and we are told that it had been
“deposited [for safekeeping] within, ic., bchind, two golden leaves
(kudi, or? kufyaw),t that were razor-edged, and snapped together (abhi-
samdhattah)® at every winking of au eye)’ She tcars out these leaves,

(Cambridge, 1920); R. 8. Loomis, Celiie Myth and Arthwrian Ramance (New York,
1925); A.C.L. Browr, The Grigin of the Grail Legend {Cambridge, 1043); E. L.
Highbarger, The Gares of Drcams (Batmore, 1440).

P For other 1aterial on this subject see Cocmeraswamy, “I'he Symbolism of the
Dowe,” and “Seayamatrnna, Janua Coeli” |both in thiz volume—zn.].

3 %A brosizl Stelal,” American Journal of Philology, 1.XIII, 215-210.

* These kuwii (or -Ruéyan) are orimarily a pair of “leaves” or “blades,” as of
swordgrass, at the same tme that they zre in effect the two “leaves” or possibly
“Jarmbe” of an active Door: and n this connection it is not insignificant that Kus
is also a synonym of 1Iviraki, Krishna's “Cizy of e Daor.” In SB the Airanmayait
Auéi are said to be diked (initiation) and zapes (ardor), of. B mi1.2.20 and 111.4.3.3,
where it ic in these as a “new garmen.” that the Sacrificer is qualified to enter the
Sadas, analogically the Otherworld. JUD 1 has hiranmayan Ewiyan (vr1) for ik
and simae (typical contruriu, cf. JUB 1,531 2).

s “Snapping together,” fer e door is also a “mouth” (mukha, ostiym), and our
Qeaves” o “rocks’ are realy the fiecy Jaws of Dleath; as in RV x87.3, whaie the
surne verb (camdhd) is us=d of the bire of Agni’s iron teetk, the upper and the
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and appropriates the life-giving power, which Indragni “extend for the
generation of offspring” (samianuzim prajandm prajatyar, SB 13). In
other words, the Talcon, successful Soma thief, passes safely betwesn
these “two Gandharva Soma wardens™ and returns with the rescusd
prisoner, namely, that Kirg Soma who “was Vrtra” (SB mi.4313, etc.)
and now “made to he what he actually is.” the Sacrifice (ya evaisz tam
karoti yajiam eva), is now himsclf a god restored to the gods” (SB
11.6.3,16, 13). From the point of view of the Titans this translation of the
“gelingene, streng-behiitete Some-Haoma™ 1s a theft, but from that of
the gods a rescue and a disenchanrment.®

lowes., Cf. Kavs Up. 11.13, where the rolling mountains “do not devour™ (ae . . .
traidyatam, N/ trn = (v fressen, and as in graa, “grass,” “lodde™) the Compre-
hensor.

Ta BV vinorn2 (cf. 1x.1.6) and the Brahmana versioos, Sagyayena Br. and JB 1220
(rranslazed by H. Oeriel in JAOS, XVII, 18y7, 26-:0), alsa PB vmrgr, Apala
(alias the Daughter of the Sun = Sraddlid, Faith, Gayati; Akupird, eic), pre
pares Sora (as &gwa is prepared in the South Sea Islands) by chewing (fambha-
suram . . . dantair damyiva dheyanii), and Indra takes it direetly from her mouth
Casyar mkhir)—"and whoever is a Comprehensor therecf, of he Lisses 2 woman's
mouth, thal becownes for him a draught of Soma.” Thus fx diesais; in tae ritual
\inesis, where the Soma (substitured plant) is crushed in a pestle and mortar or
more usually botween two sones (a5 it were “clashing rocks™), and rwo sides
(adhisavanc) of the Soma press are “jaws,” the stones (gravina) are “reeth,” and
:he skin on which they move is the “tongue,” while the other “mouth” inwo which
ke ‘uice is poured is that of the sacriheial altar (@havaniya), in which also the
Sacrificer identifying himself with the victim, offers np himself. Thus the gates of
entry (birth, from the human standpoinr, death from the divine) and exit (death
from the human peint of view, birth from the divine) are both equally “jaws"—
“the soul—ocvery great soul—in its cycle of changes must pass Lwice hrough the
Gate of lvory” {Highba-ger, The Gares of Dreams, p. 110). The Sacrifice is always
a prefigured Himmelfahst; it is not that one does not wish w be “swallowed up”
by the deity &y whom one must be assimilated 1f one would e assimilated 2o him
(cf. Coomaraswamy, Hinduism and Buddhism, 1043, pp. 23, 24, and RV vir86.2,
“When at last shall we coe o bz agaln within Varuna?”), bur that ene would
ot be dergofishied by the “upper and the nether mallstones” throvgh which the way
leads: aud lience “the Drahmans of vorz were wont to wander, Who will today
escape Leviathans (#midumari) jaws?” and it is actvally enly by the substitutien of
a “victim” (a “sop to Cerberus”) that one “comes szfely through his maw” (JH
n174). Or the Jawe of Death sze further Coomaszswamy, “Neayamatynna: Janua
Cozli," n. 3.

& The bringing down of Soma to earth, which is his coming intc his kingdom,
involves a passion and a resurrection. He coraes forth in triumph: “even as Ahi,
slipping our of his inveterated skin, Soma flows like a prancing steed” (RV 1x.8C.44).

TL. von Schrocder, Herakles und Indra (Vienna, 1yig), p. 45

® The contrary values are very dearly developzd in the Argonastica, where the
Rape of the Fleece and carrying off of Medea are, from her father's point of view,
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It will e recognized immediately that the Falcon's Quest—and we use
this word deliberctely te imply thet this is, in facr, 2 Grail Quest—is identi-
cal with that of the doves tlut [etch ambrosia® for Father Zeus from be-
yoad the Planktai Petrai, always at the price nf one of their number,
caught on the way as they pass the Clashing Rocks (Odyssey xsh i1}
and that it corresponds =t the same time to thz Quest of the Golden
Fleece, where it is, indeed, @ winged “ship” that Athena (Goddess of
Wisdom) drives between the Clashing Recks thar she holds apart, but
it is like a bird chat Argu (lies through the air, and even so caa only
escape with the loss of her stern ornamert (or, as we might almost say,
“cailfesther™), zfter whizh the rocks remain in close contact, baring the
way to cther mortal voyagers (Argonautica 11545609} The door is thus
normally “closed”; for as we shall sresently realize, it is one that can
only be opencd, in what would otherwise seem o be 2 smooth and -

penetrahle wall, by a more than normally human wisdom.*

t7e acts of 2 hizh-handed marauder; and (mv.r432 ) Herakles” slaughter of the
Serpent and theft of the Golden Apples are from the point of view of Jason’s com-
pan‘ons heroic feats, but fom the point of view of the Hesperides themszlves acts
of wenton viclerce. In the saue way, as Darmetester says, “In the Vedic mythology
the Gendharva is e keeper of Soma, and is deseribed now as @ god, new as a
fiend, accordingly as he is 2 heavenly Soma priest or a jealous possessor who grudges
it 1o man” (SBE, Vol. 23, 63. n. 1), In such contexts, however, “grudge” | = dBdvog)
is not the word; it is nor with malice that the Chernb “keeps the way of the Tree
of Life,” or invidiously that St Peter kesps :he Golcen Gates, or that Heimcallr
guards the Bridge, or that the docr is shat agziner the foolish virgins, but enly o
protect che fold against the wolves who have no sight to enter,

The opposing inter=sts of gacls and ritans are cnly reconciled when, as in the
Vedic and Christian tracitons, the Sacrifice is indeed a victim, but uot an nawilling
victim. It s only fram our tempocally human point of view that “good and evil”
ars cpposed o one another, bur “to God &Il things are good and Tair and just”
(Heracleitus, £ n71): end this o5 the essen:ial meaning of the Clushing Rocks, that
whaever wenle rerarr home maust heve abandorned all judgment in ey of right
and wrong, for there, os Meister Eckhart savs, in full agreement with Chuaag-tzu,
th= Upanisads, and Bnddhism, “neither vice nor virtue ever snered in The gods
and -itans are the children oF one Father, ard aave their zppointed parls w play, if
there i 1o he a “warld™ at all (cf, Eeracleiws, Fr. 23, 467, and thougl onz of these
parts may he ous “for the time being,” the Comprehensor must act without attach-
ment, dispassionate’y, remaining abeve the batte even while participating in it

YO0 ambrosa ane amria see M. Fowles, “A Ncte on dufpores,” Classical Dhilol-
agy, XXXVI (1942), 75-70.

17 |'he door as an obstacle is the “barricade of he sky” {avarcdbanam dwak,
RV 1x.113.8), which dividss the world of mortality under the Sun from the world of
immortality beyond him; the Sundour is die “Gateway of Truth” {Tia Up. 15, etc.),
and as such “a fcrwarding for the wise aud a barrier to the foolish” (CU vib.5),
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An examgple of this “open seseme” motif {best known in cernection
with Aladdin’s cave) can be cited from sourhern Africa: “Tn one of
Schultzc’s [1lottentot] stories the fleeing hereine drops food behind her,
delaying the pursuing Lion, who eagerly deveurs it. When the pursuer
cndeavours to follow, the rock closes and kills him, The opening and
closing rock occurs in various comhinations in South African mythology™
(from a review of [. Schultze, Aus Namaland und Kalahari, Berlin, 1907,
in Journal of American Folklore, XXXXI, 1908, 252) . In such a seqqu=nce it
it casy to recognize in the heroine, Psyche, and in the pursucs, Death.

To return now to the Cutting Reeds, we can cite an American [ndian
myth ir which, among the seres of living cbstacles that bar the way of

"

the hero Nayanezgan: there are not only “Crushing Rocks” which he
stays apait, but also “Curting Reeds,” which “tried to catch him, waving
and clashing together.” We are zlso told of these Cutring Reecs that
“when anyone pussed tuough them, the reeds moved and cut the person
into little pieces and ate him” (M. C. Wheelwrght, Navajo Creation
Myth, Santa Fe, 1942, pp. 71, 9f). Another reference to the “Slicing
Reeds” will be found in the Franciscan Fathers' Ethnologic Dictionary
of the Navaho Language (5., Miclhuels, Ariz, 1910), p. 356

The Cutting Reeds are, of course, anly one of the many forms of the
Active Door, of which the passege is so dangerous, We shall consider
now some of the otaer forms of the Wunderther and, to begin wirh,
the Clashing Rocks or Mountains ‘hemselves, Diflerent forms of the
Door may be associated in one and the same story. In a more elzborare
Indian text, parallel to that of the Brilunana already cited, the “zolden
blaces” are represented by “two slecpless, watchful, razor-edged light-

cf. Mate. 25:1-12, Luke :1:9, John 10:9, etc,, and also “Swvayamairppi: Janua Ceoeli”
na. 23, 31, 51.

In marrizge, the bride is assimilated to Snryd, the marrizd couple’s journey to a
Himmel jahrt [even tne crassing of a “river” i previded for), and their new home
{(mn which they are to “live happily =ver afrerwards”) to the Ocherworld of Im-
mortality, An analogy of the coorway to the dangerous Jenua Cocli naturally fol-
lews, and we And thar when it s reached the iacantaticn s employed, “Injure her
not, ve god-made pillars, en her way,” these pillars being, of course, the jembs of
“the coor of the divine house™ (AV xv.L.61,63). No doubt it is for the same reason
that the bride must not step on the threshold as she enters (Apastamba Griva Sirra
.6.0), for, evidently, to do so might release the trap, and therefore the bride must
step over the threshold without touching it. There can be 20 question bur thac the
European custom of carrying the brids acrass the threshold has an identical signifi-
cancs; the husband plays the part of prychopomp, and il is easy o sce why it should
be regarded as most unlucky if he stwnbles and does vot clear the thresholc safely.
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nings, striking from every side,” and it is asked “How did the Vulwure
[Garuda, Lagle, Soma-thicf] transgress (a2 prparti) these Soma wardens,
‘Fear’ (bkayd) and ‘No-Fear’ (abhaya) [= Fzar and Hope]?” (Suparnd-
dhyaya xxiv.2,3). These names of the Soma wardens, also to be thought
of as snakes or dragons, are significan: because, as we shull prescntly
corne to sce more clearly, the two leaves or jambs of the Active Door are
not merely affronted by the very nature of a door, but at the same tme
scand [or the “pairs of cpposites” or “contraries” of whatever sort, berwzsen
which the Hero mus pass in the Quest of Life, without hope or fear,
huste or delay, but rather with an equanimity superior to any alternative.
When Alexander sought, he did rat find what Khizr found unsought
(Sikandur Niama vxixzs). Taken superfically, “seek, and ye shall find”
is a very comfortable doctrine; hur it should be unders:ood that whoever
hes not found has never really sought (cf. Nafaiz'] Uns as cited in Romi,
Divdn, Nicholson's commentary, p. 329).

In the sare context (xxv.5) we find an obstacle described as consisting
of “two razor-edged restless mountains.” The text is cbscure and ac-
mittedly 1 nezd of emendarion,™ but there is a clearer reference to mov-
ing mcuntains in SA .13 (= Kaus. Up. m.13). the imporzance of which
has been hitherto completely overlooked: here we are told of the Com-
prehensor of the doctrine that the powers of the soul zre an epiphany of
Brahma that “verily, cven though both mountains, the northera and the
southern, were to roll forth against him, seeking to overccrme him in-
stantly, indeed, they would not be able to devour him.”** The immediate
reference may be to the Himalayas and Vindhyas, rarmally separated
by the Guugetic Madhya-desa, but must be indirectly to Sky and Ear:h,
who were criginally “one,” or “together,” and can he reunited. The docr
of the world ol heavenly light is o be found, indecd, “where Sky and
Earth embrace” and the “Ends of the Year” are unired (JUB 155,

" The text has pareatisthivéd which, a’though it eould mean “mountain domes,”
is implausible. Charpentier’s suggesticn of paveatah sthirah (“stzble maotntaing’)
contradicts the required sease. I have assumed paveatah asthirak (a0 equally pos-
sible resclution of the crasis), “res:less mounrains™; the following subudhayah need
nat imply “Armly greunded,” but rather “deeply rootzd,” which is not inconsistzut
with moden, as will he ohvious if we remember thar our “fleating islands” arz, as
it were, lotus leaves or dowers, not detached from their stens, but swinglng upon
them, as the leaves of doors swing on hinges.

12 “Deyour,” \/zrn, sex 1. 5, and of. “All flesh is as grass” “No ene becomes im-
mwrtal tn the feshy,” 8D x.4.3.5), and whoever reeches the Otherworld and the
attainment of all desices dees so “going in the spirit” (atzaany etya, $B 18.1.31 and
[UD 1:1.33.8), “having shaken off his bodies” (JUB z11.30.2-4) —the Platonic hatharsts
(Phaedo €7c).

526

SYMFPFLLEGADLS

1.35.9-9, .15.2-5)."" The expert, for whom the antitheses are never abh-
solute values but only the logical extremitics of & divided form (for ex-
ample, past and present of the eternal now), is not overcome by, bur
much rather transits (ati-piparti, atyett, Swamopéverar) their “north-and-
southness” or, as we should say, “polarity,” while the empiricisr is crushed
or devoured by the perilous alternatives (to be or not o be, etc.) that he
cannot evade.™

4 0n the Doors cof the Year, ard World's End see further “Seayamatrana:

Janua Coel:,” nn. 3 and 25, and “The Pilgrim’s Way,” 1937. The “Year” is
Prajapad, the Imperishable Warle, and, like 1 house, is only his “who knows its
doors” (83 15.2.2,3, 1.6.1.1g) or ends" Winter and Spring. The end cof the Year is
also its beginning, so that the Year is endless or infinitz (amanta), like a whesl
(AB mr43). "Das grossartige Symbel der Schlange, die sich in den eigenen Schwanz
beisst, stellt den Aeon dar” (A Jererias, Der Antichrist in (Geichichte und Gegen-
wart, Leipzig, 1630, D. 4).

1% (i the one hand, emae compositum ex comirariis mecesse eit corryanpl (Swn.
Theol. vA0.1; of. Phaedo 78c and D 1:.744), on the other, rariones contrariorum in
intellectss mon suni contrariae, sed est wna seientta contravium, and Impossilile est
ergo giod anima fmellectiva st corrupubiiis (Sum. Theol. 1750). That, in fact,
cadem scientia oppositorum (est) (Swn. Theol. 1.14.8) Is remarkably illusirated by
the fact that in the oldest langaages we so often mect with words that embody
contrary meanings. O this impo-tant subject sce Carl Abcl, Tber den Cegensing
der Urworte (Leipzig, 1884) (also in his Sprachewissenschaftlichen Abhandlungen,
LCmeg, 1885; Dreud’s discussion in Jakrb. f. Psychoanalytische und Psychopatho-
logtsehe Forschungen, 11, 1910, contributes nothin g); R. Gordis, "Effects of Primi-
tive Thought on Language,” American [owrnal of Semiuc Languages and Literature,
LV (1¢38), 250 £.; B, Heimann, “Plurality Polarity, and Unity in Hindu Thought,”
BSOS, TX¥, 1o15-1021, “Deuming und Beceurung indischer Terminnlngie,” XTX
Congr. Internaz. d. Orientalisti, anc “The Palarity of the Indefinite,” JISOA, V
(1037) 9r-g4: Chuang-zu, ch. 2 and passim; Cocmaraswemy, “The Tartric Decrrine
of Divine Riuniry” [in Vel. 2 of this collection—en.]: M. Fowler, “The Rcle of Surd
ir the Myth o7 Namud,” TAGS, LXII, 36-40 (esp. n. 18), and “Pclariy i the Rig,
vada,” Rev. of Religion, VI (7c43) 115-123. Also, on the éarrle generally, Plao,
Theatets 1578, etc., and Philo, Heres 207, 215, cio, as discmsed by B R Goode-
nough in Yale Classical Seudies, T (1y32), 115102

For cxampls, vne Egyptian sign stands for “strong-weak,” and whick is meant
depends on the determinant employed; one Chinese ideogram, “5ig small,” means
“size,” and generally speaking, abstract nouns are combinations of two opposites.
So zera {Skr, kha, see Coomareswamy, “Kha and Orther Words Dencting Zero" [in
Vol. 2 of this eollection—en.] is the totality of + and — numerical series and, ac
cordingly (like Cod), e wnicum et nibil et plenzim.

That in so mzny ot the aldesr languages (with survivals in some modern) the
same rants often embody nppasite meanings, only distingvishadle by the addiden vi
determinants, is an incication that the movement of “primitve lugic” is not adsirac-
tive (from an existing muldplicity) bur deductive (from an axiomatic unity). The
sumnz synthede bias can De recognized in the old duals (c.g, Mitrivarupau) tha:
denote, aot the mere associztion of o “persons,” but the biunity of oze. Many of
our ;rofnund.,:.t rcligious dogmas (e, that of the divine processicn ex principio
vivente conjuncto) stem from these insights.
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An unmistakable reference to the Clashing Rocks is to be found in
RV vigg.3, where the “Rocks” are times, namely, day and night, ce-
scribed as “clashing together and parting” (musthasturd vicaranii); mithas
(/mith, to unite, alternare, dash -ogether, understand, and clso kill,
of. mith yd, contrarly, and mithuna, pairing) here :n combination with
turd (\Jtur, to hasten, rish, overpower, injure), corresponding to fus-
tirsamdnuy (SA a3 = Kaus. Up. 1n13), rendered above by “seeking
to overcome instantly” in coanection with the rwo “rolling mountains.”
This is an important case, whether we consider day and night as fimes
or as light and darkness—Mirravarunan. Tts bearing will be realized if
we recall thas the Vedic Tlero’s greatest feat 1s performed at dawn; Indra
has agreed that he will not slay Namuci (Vrrea and Buddhist Mara)
“cither by day or by nighs,” and keeps his word to the letter by lifting
his head at dawn, thus dividing heaven from earth and making the sun
rise (for relerences see JAOS, XV, 143 ff. end LV, 375)—dividing the light
from the darkness, and day from night. It is no wonder, then, thar the
Maliavira’s Feat is so often described as having been performed “sudden-
ly” and “once for all” (sakr2, etc.), for whatever is done when it is neither
day nor night (cf. RV x.129.3) is done ex rempore, sub specic actermitatis,
and forever,

Conversely, for those who arz alreedy in time and would be liberated,
would seternar, day and night are, as it were, two impassible, revo.ving
Seas or wandering Pillars, and one shoud not perform the Agnihotra
(secrifice of the burnt offering) either by day or by night but only at
dusk (alier sunse: and before dark), and at dawn (aftcr dark and before
sunrise, JB 15).2" “Night and day zre the sea that carries all away, and
the two twilights are its lordable crossings (agddhe tirthe); and as a man

5 Sipnilarly, in 8B 10.3.9, 1.35; and in the deesze {Albrech: Weber, [ndiscche Seu-
dien, 1X, 1853, ch. 9. 202), wherz the daevayaina is o be performed afler dark
and before sunrise, The contrary arguinent of AB v.2g scems o me illogical, Indra
had also agreed mot to slay Namued “with anything moist or anything dry,” and
does so wilh “foam” Both formulae recur in TS vig.1.5 and 2.4, where the heart
of the sac-ificial victim s deposited “at the juncion (sandhi) of wet and dry,” ard
the sacrificial watcrs, ariginal'y liberated when Vrira was slain, are to be collected
“at the junction (sandAi) of shacde and shining,” viz. cf night and day, The first
of thesc actions “atoncs” or sacrifices (\/farm) the contraries, the szcond secures the
“color of both” at onec; and that 1, of course, the “calor” of the Otherworld, Brah-
meloka or Empyrean in which the darkness and light are not separated, but dwell
together in onc another (KU nnr and vr3, and Jacob Boehme, Three Principles
xv.76), and of Dionysiug’ “Divine Darknees, blinding by excess of light”
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would cross aver (atydt) 1t by its fordable crossings, so he sacrifices [per-
forms the Agnihotra] at twilight.'" . . . Night and day, again, are the en-
circling arms of Death; and just as a man about to grasp you with both
arms can be escaped (atimucyet) through the opening (wnturena) be-
tween them, so he sacrifices at twilight . . . this is the sign (4etir) of the
Way-ot-the-Gods (devayana), which he takes hold of, and safely reaches
heaven” (KB 1m.9).*" In the same way for Thilo, day and night, light ard
darkness arc archetypal ceontrarics, divided in the beginning “lest they
should be always clashing” (u7 cisi ovudepduerar) by median boundaries
(uéoor épot), dawn and dusk, which are not sensible cxterts of time but
“intelligible forms (i8éat) or tvpes” (De opificio mundi 33); and though
he does nat say so, it [s evident that if anyone would return from the
chiaroscurc of this world to the “supercelestiz]” Light of lights he will
only be ablz to do so—if he #s able—by the way of these “forms” in which
the cay and night are #oz divided from one another.**

Tlius the Way “to break out of the universe” (Iermes, Lib, x1.2.9: see
note 48) into that other order of the Divine Darkness that Dionysius de-
scribes as “blinding by excess of light,” and where the Darkress and the
Light “stznd not distant from one another, but together in one another”
(Jacob Boehme, Three Princples, xiv58), 1s the single track and “stiait
way” that penetrates the cardinal “point” on which the contraries turn:
their unity is only to be reached by entering in there where they actuzlly

18 The sarallel w the crossing of the Red Sez, from the Lgyptian Darkness of
this world to a Promiscd Land, will be obvious, The Agnihotra performed at twi-
light is a “Passover” in Philo’s scnse, By the same token, dragma-bhit, “becoming
Brahma,” “theosis,” 15 also “Dawn.”

1" The return is obviously to thz primordial cendition of RV x.r126.1-3, where
all is One, without distinction of day and night, KB continues, describing night
aad day ze the Dark and the Dappled {dyama.sobarar, the "Doge of Yama™): an
important datam fer the iconography of Cerberns, bt one that cannos b further
discussec here.

13 0f every land, that Tark Tand is the hest, In which here is a Water, the
Civer-of-Life” (Sikandar Némae vxvnni8), “There shines not sur, nor moon, nor
any star, . .. His saining only all this world illuminates” (KU v.is); “There neither
sun, nor moon, dor fire give light; those who go diere do wot come badk ageldn;
that is My supreme abode” (BG xv.6); “There shine ro stars, nor sun is there dis-
played, there gleams ne moon; (and yet) ne darkness there is seen” (Ud g),
“When sun and mcon have gone home, when fire s doused and speech is hushed,
what is this person's light? The Spirit (aman, Self) is his light” (BU 3.6, <f
JUB mr1): “And the city had no need of the sun, neither of the moon, to shine in
it: tor the glory of God did lighten i, and the Lamb 1g the lighr rhereof” (Rev.
21:23).
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caincide. And thut is, in the last analysis, not any where or when, but
within vou: “World's End is not ta he found by walking, but it is within
this very fathomn-long body that the pilgrimage must be made” (8 1.62)—

Qur soul ig, as it were, the day, and our bady the nighr;
We, in the middle, are the dawn between our day and night.*’

H. Rink?® records from Greenland the myth of the Eskimo hero Giviok,
whaose way to the Otherwor'd, in which he finds his dead son living, is
conlronted by “two clashing icebergs” with only & narrow passage between
them, alternately opened and closed. He cannor circunnavigaie them be-
cause, when he trics o do sc, they elways keep ahead of him (“for there
is no approach by a side path here in the world,” MU vi.go!). He there-
fure speeds between them, and has barely passed when they close together,
bruising the stern-pnint of his kzyak. As Professor Cook sees, this is “a
mariner’s version of the gateway to the Otherworld.” In this northern set-
ting, the floating islands are rararally thought of es iccberys.

Iu a more recent collection ef Eskimo folktales,* the Clapping Moun-
tains are connected, significan-ly, with the migrations of birds. “All of
the birds who [y south must pass between them. Every little while they
clap together. just as you clap yonr hands, anc anyone caught between
theiw is crushed to death.” This cangerous passage is an ordeal appointed
by the Great Sgirit, and “any geese that cannot fly fast will be crushed.”
Whether or not the narrator “understeod his matenal” we have no means
of telling; but it is impossidle to doudr rhar the talking geese origi-
ually represented souls, or that among them those who could not fly fast
represented drehets.

“Rocks-That-Cotne-Together” are well known all over America. They
are mentioned by the Franciszan Fathers” Ethnalogic Dictionary as “cliffs
whicli bound together [crushing]”; in Berard Haile, Origin Legend of
the Navaho Enemy Way (London, 1938), p. 125, as “two rocks that clap
wgether”; and in Wheelwright's Navajo Creation Myih as “crushing
racks” betwezn which the Hero must pass. Orher examples of the moril
are cited from American sources by Paul Ehrenrcich:* in the South Ameri-

L% Rumi, Liwdn, cited in Nichalson’s “Additional Notes,” p.. 320,

20 Pales and Uraditions of the Eskimo (London, 1875), pp. 157-161.

2C E. Gillum, Beyond the Clapping Mountains, Eskimo Stories [rom Alaska
{New York, 1943).

23 4Die Mythen und Legenden der Stidamerikanischen Urvélker und ihrer Be-
zichungea zu denen Nordarerikas und der alten Welt)” Zesz fo Ethuologie,

NXXVIL (1905), Supp.cment.
For some other parzllels see S, Thompscn, “European Tales among the North
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can Tupi saga cf the Himmeljahrt of two brothers, respectively human
and divine, the way leads between clashing rocks, by which the mortal
is crusaed. In one North American version the door of the king of heaven
:s made of the two halves of the Fagle's heak, or of his daughter’s toothed
vagina, and with this Ehrenreich compares the Polynesian tale of Maur’s
brother crushed hetween the thighs of the Night Goddess. Ehrenrsich
holds that the “clashing rocks” arc heaven and earth, the cleft between
them being that at the harizan* Franz Boas® cites the North American
Indian story of the Himmelfahrt of two brothers, who on their way must
strike o the wedges from certain cloven tree trunks, by which they will
be in danger of being crushed as the sides spring together. T. Waitz re-
cords that the Mexican dead “had ro pass clashing mountains” (Anzhro-
pologie der Naturvélker, Leipzig, 1864, IV, 100); and in Codex Vindobo-
nensis (leaf 21) there is a picture of two individuals climbing over a
succession of mountains, of whick two arc cloven and no doubt to be un-
derstood as “clapping,” which might illustrate this deathway, though W.
Lelumann cescribes it as “the aged pair of deities climbing up mountains™

American Iudiaws,” Culorudo College Dub., Language Series, 11 (1916), 319-471:
A. 1L Gayton, “The Orphcus Myth in North America,” [owrnal of American
Falklore, XLVII {1633), 263 2¢3; Coomaraswamy, “The Sun kiss,” 1940 (esp. pp.
55 57, and comment oy M, Titiev, JADS, LX (rg40), 270. Many or most of these
parallels have to do with the metaghysics of light, the progemitive power (see
“The Sun-kiss.”” n. 3, for some of the references), Ore of the most remarkable is
that of the [icarilla Apache birth rite, “where a cord of nnblemished buckskin,
called in the rite ‘spicer’s rope,” is stretched from the umb:licus of the child towards
the sun™ (M. E. Opler, Myths and Tales of the Jiearilia Apache Indian;, New York.
1038, p. 1¢). This combines the Irdian symbolism of the Sun as a spider (cf
TAOS, T.V, 106-308) whose threads are rays (sizr@zman doctine), with the con
cept of the Sun equated with the vivifying Spirit, at the szme Limne that it cor-
responds exactly t¢ the Orthodox Christian corcepton of the Nativity, where (as at
Palermo and in many Russian ikons) the Mudonna is evidently the Earth Goddess,
and a {seventh) ray of light extends direcly from the {otherwise sixrayed) Sun
to the Bunbino,

Tndependent origins for such complex paltesns are almost inconceivable: we arc
forced 1o supouse that we are dealing with a mythelogy of prehistoric and presumably
ncolithic antiquity, This is a consideration tha: will present no diffculty to anthro-
pologists such as Tather W. Schmict, Franz Boas, Paul Radin or Josef Strzygowski,
who recogrize no distinction of mental ability as between “orimitive” and modern
man—who, if capable at all of such abstract vision, is radically disinclined for it,
and certinly docs not fourd ais art and literature upon it

28 Cf. BU un3.2 where, et the eads of zarth, there is an interspace “as thin as the
edge of a razer™ This seems te mean ar the horizon; but it is normally at the Sun
door that one reaches “World's Erd” and “breaks out of the universe”

2 Indianische Sagen von der Nordwesikiiste Amerikas (Berlin, 1g05), p. 335.
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(“Aus der Mexiganischen Mythologie,” Zew. fiir Ethn., XXXVII, 1uos,
88, fig. 7).

The notion itsel? of “Floating Islznds” is rynically, although nor by any
means exclusively, Indian, The “worlds” or states of being are often spoken
of as “islands” (dvipa); India, for example, bzing Jambudvipa That
Earth, in particalar, is such an is.zrd, originally submerged, and brought
up in the beginning from the depths, is the basis of the adequate
svmbolism of Earth by a lotus flower or leaf, expanded upon the surface
of the cosmic waters i response to the light of and as a reflection o2 the
Sun, “the vne lotus of the sky”: hence the lotus, or lotus-petal moulding
(which becomes in .ate Greek art the “egg-and-dart™) represens the
:;rchetypal “support” of existence. By the same token the terrestrial Agni
is “lotus-borr” (abja-ja);** and that rhe manifest=d gods and the Buddha
are represented with lotus pedestals, thrones, or footstoos (as in the
parallel case of the Egyptian Herus) is as much as to say thar their Lect
are Armly based upon a ground :hat is really an “islanc” floating apon
and surrounded by an ocean of all the possibilicies of manifestaticn [rom
which the particular compossibles of any given world must have been
derived. For all this, moreover, there is a close parallel in the case of
Rhodes, the “Island of the Rose”; for, as has often enough been demon-
strated, the rose is the precise equivalent in European symbolism of the
lotus in Asiatic, and Rhodes, a lend thar rose from the depths of the
seq, is preeminently the Island of the Sun, who made her his wife and
begot seven sors upon her (Cook, p. ¢85). The famous Colossus of
Rhoces was of course an image of the Sin, and however late the legend
may be that the legs (jambes!) of this image straddled the harbor, to
form the jumbs of a mighty deor throngh which every ship must pass
on enter'ng or leaving port, the figure is manifestly that of a Sundoor.™

515 this connection cf. L. ven Schroeder, Arische Religion (Leipzig, 1023), 11,
555-557. Von Schrocder justly assimilates Loki, “Sohn der Laufey, d.h. der ‘Laub-
insel 7 L son of Leafdsland as his Mother, to Agni, the Iotusborn, and to Apollo
of Delos, '-{;n islend that, having arisen from the sea, might e compared to the
“waterborn” (ebje = lotus), Ven Schroeder also compares Loki “Naclelsohn” to
Agni szucike, but cannot make out what the “Needle” is; it is, in faer, the Father,
viz. the Thurderbalt, eajie (kepauvwos), Lghtning from above, “leaf” (Farth) ;nd
“ncedle” (Axis Mundi) being the lower and upper “firesticks” in this generzvon.
For the “ncedle” as the “ronl” with which the Mother Gocdess “sews” her work,
see RV 1m32.4.

28 How such a figure could have bzer ‘magined czn well be rzalized from Diirer’s

wocdent of the Angel, whose “face was as the sur and Lis feet as pillars of fire:
And he bad in his hand a little book apen: and he se his right foot upon the sca,
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It :s a highly characteristic feature of the “Actve Door” that whoever
or whatever passes through it must do so with all speed and suddenly,
and even so may be docked of its “tail™; which rail may be, in the exam-
ples already considered, either the stern-point of a beat, or one of two
brothers, or if there is a flock of birds {doves of Zeus or Eskimo geese),
then the last of the line; or it the Hero wins through, his pursuer may
be caught. Striking examples of these features can be cited in the widsly
diffused art and folktale motif o the “hare and hounds.” We need hardly
say that the hare is one of the muny creaiures (“birds,” men, or ani-
mals)* that play the pert of the Hero in the life-quest, or that the dog is
one of tae many types of the defender of the Tree of Lile; whatever
dezails are suited to the symbolism of the rodbery of a defended “garden
enclosed” or “castle” are to be found amoeny vur vanents, The Hasenjugd
has been discussed at length by the grea: folklorist Karl von Spiess,”® whe
cites a riddle, of Greek origin, but also wicely difused in Eurvpe, It runs:
“A wooden key, a watery lock; the hare runs through, the dog was
caught.” One modern answer is: bucket and sca, But the orginal el
erence is to the crossing of the Red Sea, Moses being the hare and the
Pharaoh the dog. It will be seen immediately thar the diviced sez is a
type of the Active Door (cf. above, on day and night), which in this
case closes upen the pursuer. But the hare does not always sscape scot-
free. Then, in the words of von Spiess, “This is the situation, viz, that
the hzre has run inte another world to fetch something—che Herb of
Immortality. Thereupon the guardian dog, pursuing the hare, is hard
upon it. But just where boch worlds meet, and where the dog’s domain
ends, it is only able to bite off the hare’s teil, so that the hare returns to

and his left foot on the earth” (Rev. 1o:ir 1), This revelation was made to St
Jobn in Pammos, also an icand risen from the sea. For a reproduction of Direr's
eut and it later imitations sze Jadwbuch f. Hist. Volkskunde, 71, 153 L.

M For example, the Boar, “kief of the Fair” (sdmaamocs), le, of Soma, TS
vL.2.4,2. An excellent Rumanian version explains “Why the Stork Has No Tail”; the
Water of Life and Death can only be rzached by passing between two constartly
clashing mountains into a valley beyond them, it is ferched by a stork, who on
his return berzly escapes with the loss of his wil (F. H. Le2, Folkwales of 41 Na-
tions, London, 1931, pp. 336-338).

28 “Die Hasenjagd” in Jahrb. f. Hist. Volkskunde, V, VI (1937), 243-267. CL. L.
von Schroeder, Asische Religion (Leipzig, 1023), 11, 64 The Hare is normally
the Hero, but may be the Dragon 1a disguise {A. H. Wratislaw, Sivty Hak-lales
Fxetusively from Slavonic Sowrces, London, 1839, no. 43). See also John Layard,
The Lady of the Hare {london, 1045), and my review in Psychiatry, VIII (1¢45):
and Philostrats, Ve, Ap 32300
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its own world docked. In this case the dog's jaws arc the ‘Clapping
Rocks.” In the other and more typical case in whica the Hero is a
“bird,” and the Defender an archer, the “minor penalty” is represented
by the loss of a [eather or a leaf of the herb, which falls to earth and
takes root there, to spring up as 2 terrestrial tree of life and knowledge;
in this case the Hero’s wound is In his foot, and his vulneranility in this
respect is related to the motif o7 “Achilles’ heel.”

Whoever secks to interoret myths in a pursly rationalistic way, and
considers the story of the hare by itself, might argue that it rcpresents
1o more than an actiological myth of popular origin. But actually, rhat
such myths are traasmitt=d, it may be for thousands of years, by the
folk to whom (iey have been entrusted, is no proot of tacir popular
origin; it is in quite another sense than this that Vex populi vox Dei,
As von Soiess clearly saw, the hare is not only to be equated with the
heroic “bird,” but also with tae humar ané knightly heroes of othcr-
world zdventures. We have, in fact, introduced the Hare at thus point in
order to lead up to the remarkable Celtic forms ol the motif of the
Active Dour, 1 which the Hero escapes from its closing jaws almost
literally by the skin of his zeeth In a typical form, the s.ory occurs in
Chréten's Trwain {vv. ga7-069).*¢ Iwain is riding in pursuit of the De-
fender of the Fountain Perilous, whom he has already wounded, and
reaches the gateway of his palace, which was very high and wide, “yer
it hac such a narrow entrance-way thar two men or two horses could
scarcely enter abreast without intcrference or great difficulty; for it was
conscructed just like a trap which is set for the rat on mischicf beas, and
which has a blade above rcady to fall and strike and catch, and which
is sudcenly relcased whenever anyrthing, however gently, cotes in con-
tact wich the spring. 1n lke fashion, beneath the gate there wers two
springs connected with a portenllis up above, edged with iron and very

20 Pyr a pat of (his material, which T propose to discuss mere fully elsewhere in
a paper on “The Farly lconography of Sagittarius-Krsanu” [the paper exists as an
unpublished fragment—er. , see Karl von Spiess, “Lier Schuss rach cem Vogel™ in
Jahrb. {. Hist. Volkskunde, V, VI (1937), 201-235.

80 W, W. Comfort, tr., Chrestien de Troyes {London, 1913), D. 192, Ccl G. L, Kit-
wedge, Gawain and the Green Knight (Cambridge, Mass., 1916), p. 244, and
A.CL. Brown, lwain {Boslon, 1003), B 80.

The Rissian here Iven is, doubtless, GawainIwain; at any rate, a Prince Ivan
brings back two flasks of the Water of Life Zrom where it 1s zept berween twe high
mountains that cleave wgether cxecpt for a few minutes of each day, and as he
retarns, ey clase upon him and crush his szeed’s hind legs (W, R. Ralston, Rugsian
Folk-tules, Wew York, 1873, p. 235£L.). Cf. Wratislaw, Sizty Falb-Tales, pp. 280, 283.
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sharp. . .. Precisely in the middle the passage lay as narrow as if it were
a beaten (single) track. Straight through it exactly the (wounded) knight
rushed on, with my lord Twain mardly following him zpace. and sa close
to him that he held him by :he saddle-bow behind. It was well for him
that he was stretched forward, for had it not been for this piece of luck
he would have been cur cuite through: for his horse stepped upon the
wooden spring which kepr the portcullis in place. Like a hellish devil
the gate dropped down, catching the saddle and the horse's haunches,
which it cur off clean. But, thank God, my lord Iwain was only slightly
touched when it grazed his back so closelv that it cut beth his spurs off
even with his heels™*

Another variant cccurs in Le Meale sans frein;®® here Gawain has
crossed the Perilons Rridge of Dread (by which the Active Deor is al-
ways approachcd) and rcaches the castle from which he is to recover the
stolen bridl=: the castle is always revalving, like a mill-wheel or top,
and the gate must be cntered as it comes round; he succeeds, but the side
of the moving gate cuts nff a part of the mule’s tail. In any case, as
A.CL. Brown justly remarks, “a revolving barrier, or an active door of
some kind, was a widespread motive of Celric Otherworld story . . .
before the time of Chrétien.” So, too, for Kirtredge, “these traits are not
the personal property of Chrétien.”

The Sky is, of course, the “revelving barrier” (cf. Philo, De confusione
linguarum 100, and De opificio mundi 37), and the Sun the “active door.”
It should be superfluous to emphasize that the :raditional symbols are
never the inventions of the particular author in whom we happen t
find them: “the myth is not my own, I had it from my mother.” Euripi-
des, in these words, shows that he knew hetter than such naive scholars
as Sir [. G. Frazer and A. A, Mecdoncll, of whom the former saw in the
theme of the Clashing Rocks “a mere creation of the storyteller’s fancy”
and the latter in the related and almost equelly widely distributed mouf
of the Fallen Feather “probably a mere embellishment added by the
M Moni? of Achilles’ hecl. Cf AB mizy, where the Soma guardien, Krsanu
(Sagittarius], cuts off a elew from Giyatris foot.

32 See Brown, lewain, pp. fo, 81, with other “variants of what may he called the
active door type”: and “The Knight of the Lion” PMLA, XX (1905), 673-700.
Incidentally, we econsider that “Symplegaces” (= Skr. muithestara) s the best
“catch-werd” for aur manif, hecause the contraries involved are not alwavs “rocks,”
or evea always the leaves of a door ‘r the most lizeral and restricted seuss of the
word,

83, L, Kiwredge, Garvarn and the Green Knight, pp. 244, 245. On the Bridge,
II[AS, VIII (1g44), 190 1.
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individual poet”! Our scholars, who think of myths as having been in-
vented by “literary men,” ovetlook tha: the traditional motifs and tradi-
tioral themes are inseparably connected, ‘The traditional razontenr's fig-
vures, which he has not invented but has received and faithfully transmits,
arc never figures of speech, but alwzys figures of thought: and one can-
rot ask which camne [ust, the symbal or its significance, the myth or its
ritual enactment. Nor can anvthing be called a seience of folklore, bur
arly a collection of data, that cousiders only the formulae and not their
doctrine, “que s'asconde sotto il velame dei strani versi.”” The rarerials
collected even in the present short article should sufficc to convince the
rcader that, as the late Sir Arthur Evans once wrote, “The coincidences of
traditian are beyond the scope of cecident”

“The whirling castle,” as Kittredge says, “belongs to the same general
category as perpetually slamming deors and clashing cliffs “symple-
gadcs]. . . . The turning castle has also its significance with respect to the
Other World.” This Otherworld is at vnce a Paradise and the World
of the Deac,” and in post-Christiaa folklore to be identified with Fairy-
land; it may be located overseas w the West, or Urderwave, ar in the
Sky, but is elways in various ways protected from all but the destined
Hern who zchieves the Quest. It is the Indiur: “Farther Shore” and
Brahmaloka, and we are especially reminded of the latter by the fact that
it is so ofren called the “land of no retwrn” or “val sans retour.” This
Otherworld can be regarded either as itself a revolving castle or city, or as
a castle provided with a perpetaally closing or revolving door. A notable
cxample of the turning castle can be cited ir. the Fled Bricrend,” where
it helongs to Cu Roi (to be equated with Manannan mac Lir and the
Indian Varuna) and revclves as fast as « millstone, while that its gateway
‘s really the Sundoor is clearly indiccted by the fact that the entrance
“was never to be found after sunset.” The protection of the Otherworld

M 4Or Zeus or Hales, by whichever name thou weuldst ke called” (Euripides,
Nauck, fr. 5:2); Plato, Laws 7270, “Hades . . . realm of the Gods yonder”; cf.
Phacdo 684s, “Hades,” where and where only is pure wiscom to be found. The
distinetion of heavea from hell is not of places but in those who enier; the Fire,
as Jacob Bochme is fond of saying, is one and the same Fire, bur of Love to those
who are lovers, and of Wrath to those who hate. Snin the Celric mythology, Joyous
Garde and Dalorous Garde are one as places, differing enly according to cur point
of view. This is impertant for the iconography of the "Door.”

35 Fd. G. Henderson, Trish Texts Soc. (London, (8gy), I, o3, $80; cf. Loomis,
Celtic Mych and Arthurian Romance, p. 305, Hrown, lwain, pp. 51-55; Kittredge,
Gawain und fhe Green Knight, pp. 244-245.
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and irs rreasures may consist in whols or part of a rampart of Gre;*® and
whether it be the Empvrcan or, more rarcly, the Terrestrial Paradise,
the Door itself has terrible defenders, of types including Scorpion-men,
sleepless and baleful Serpents or Dragons, Centaurs (notably “Sagit-
tarius”), Gandharvas, Cherubim (Cen. 3124, etc)) and in many cases
armed Automata. We shall discuss these clsewhere in a longer article
ro he devared to the “Eacly Iconographyv of Sagittarius

Here we are primarily concerned with the Active Door itsclf and its
significance. We shall conclude with 2 hrief reference to the type of the
Active Door that 15 described as a Wheel. A western example can be
cired in Wigalois:*" here, in pursuit of the magician Roaz—"a parallel
figure to Curoi” (Brown, laain, p. §1)—Wigalois reaches a castle with
a marhle gate, in frant of which rhere turned a wheel “set wirh sharp
swords and clubs.” The Mahgbharata (Pana cd,, I, ch. 29) descripes what
is assuredly the same Wheel much more fullv: “There before the Soma,
Garuda beheld a razar-cdged Wheel (cafra) of stecl, covered with sharp
blades, and conrirually revalving, as terribly bright as the sun, an engine
(vantra) of unspcakably drecadful aspect, fitly devised bv the gods for
the cutting to picces of Soma-thieves; the Skyfarer (khe-cara),® seeing
an opening therein, hovered, and making a cast of his body suddenly
(kianena)*® Cartec through between the spokﬁ; .. . flew off with the

B Imran Maetle Diding $32; William Larminie, West Irish tale of ‘Morraka”
in Wes Irish Folk-Tales and Romances {London, 1803); Makabharata (Pina ed.)
L2g; Supzrnadhyiva, xuvisy Dante, Purgaiovio,

87 |CL. n. 25—zp.]

¥ Ed, Pleiffer, Leipaig, 1847; s=e Brown, lewarn, p. So.

% Kheeara here, however, with special reference to the penetration of the ke
| = nkata, aifyp, dlaritas, quinia essentia) of the Sundoor (“like the hole in the
charios wheel,” vatha ratha-rakrasya Bham, BU vo, ¢t JUB 136 and BV viarngi ),
an aperture that as Void nr Spaceahsoliuts 15 o he equaced with Brahma (U0 oy,
w.10.4, BU v.r and see abave, n. 14); and is “within you” (MU vin.11), "Diese Ring-
schiebe a's Bild des Himmels mit der Sonne war das hdchste gouliche Symbel cer
U_-'rciigi:n——au:h der chiresischen™ (R. Schlosser, “Der Ursprung des chinesischen
Risch,)” drtitus Asize, V, 1935, 165): “I saw Ewernity the other night, Like a grea
Ring of pure and endless light. ., Souz . . svar'd uo L the Réng” (Vaughan).

0 The “moment” (ksana) of transition here corresponds to the “single moment
of full awakening” (eka-ksana-abkisanmbodha) which in Prajidpiramita (Mahiyana
Budchist) doctrine is the lus: step of the Via Aflirmativa {§aikse mérga) and iz an
ewzkening w0 “Nonduality” (edwaya), i.e., from the illusion of Duality, followed
immediately by the attainmert of Buddhahocd {see E. Obermiller, “The Dactrine of
Prajfidpiramitd,” Acta Owvientalia, X1, 1932, 63, 71, §1). Uf. Acts 202 (the “sound”
of ke Holy Ghos: signifies suddenness). All spiritual cperations are necessarily
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Water of Life” (amyrra, Soma). So, too, in the Suparpadhydya (¥xv.3, 4),
Urere is a mind-made Wheel of Indra’s, ever rlcvolvi_ng fé_lst(‘;“r than the
wirking of an eye, which Guruda, the Soma-thltf,. wnth' his more tl'mz_n
speed,” passes (no doubt, through) and leaves behind him. To th_s very
Wheel there is an illuminating refercnce in the much l;ite}' Kathd Sarit
Sagara (Bk. v, ch. 2g; in C. H. Tawrey's version, KSS I, 257-259).
Here Somaprabhz is a daughter of the Asura Maya, the v.’cﬂ—.knou.fn
titan, “artificer of the gods” (to be identified with Tvastr, dc:m_bcd in
RV x.52.9 as mdyd™" vet, Sdyana devadilpi—ard _'m the last analysis with
Thaumas, father of Iris | Hesiod Theogony 265, cf. Plato, Theutctus 1550,

syudden,” because whatever is eternal is also 1mmedis_ltc: “the now thar s@l;d§ :‘L.l'] )15
sa'd 1o make eternity” (Sum. Theel. .10.2). So mythical events are :llc:.ufl U:_u‘}:_:l,_
“once for all?® (sakse), “today” (sadya) or “now” (nu) (R}: passim); anc ,t,m.-,f
“oncs for all" is what 1s really meant by the “long ago” aut} ‘.r.;m;:: upcn‘la{ -nn‘te. of
our ‘airy tales. In any case, the passage of lan interval that 1s “not a sensible extent

Sme” must be “instantaneous” by hypothesic, . o )
0f4il§i¥i (v/md, measurc, ashion, maks), the YArt” or “Power’ f:: c"ea}ul:; si.c'lv
transformaticn, is an essentially divine property and can be rendered 3}' H:tg;i.
only in Jacob Boehme’s sense (Sex puncta mystica, V.1, sce Ci_:v-nmaras'i'an;}ii : m];:;
iem aud Buddhism, 1043, n. 257). In connection with tilc T}ta:}, Mawi il}‘:l m .]
be identified with his wife Lilivatl, who can be called “Tllusion onl_}r in tae _ln'cra.
and etymological sense of the word, as being t'.lg “‘me:.ms" o‘f :hf dwu‘;c II,_|1:|_, ;'mc
the “Wiscom™ who finds vut (e knowledge of “witty mven‘t‘fo{n' and helonged o
the Lord “in the beginning uf his way, before his work? of old _(_Ifrm-'. L& [.F.')_' o

The creation is always conceived in thess torms, viZ. as smaya-maypd, a p: nm;c
of act”: this Vedantic mayi-vide doctrine must not be understood to mezn chat 'ric
world is 2 “delusion.” but that iLis a phenomenal world and as such 2 thrﬁph‘]py
and epiphany by which we are deluded if we are concemefl with nothing bur tae
wornders themselves, and do not ask “Of what®” all these t]'ulng.f: are a phr-nn{ncnc'_r:;

When Indra himself is the Scia-thicf and Grail-winnm?l, i by‘:n:t:rc;:\mmgﬁ L)L
“devices” (may@h) of the Titans that he makes the Soma “his :_lu:nlﬂe (RWV viLg ,:,d..’
and wiclding this “power” hirself, “he casts appearznces upon hES own _litet‘:reqhn
(maya hrnvanas pavi tanvar span, RV 133.8). Tt is bf.' his Art (mayaya) t |r ;1 ;
Lord, questi net cor moriali ¢ permotore, moves all these c-,lem\fnul hfingc tha
crs mounted or their engiues” (yaneréridhani): at the same tims the Operator
himszIf is concealed by the Art in which he is “wrapt up” (sam -év_f:n_r), and th_.lr 1
very “hard to penctrae” {duratyaya), but which those th" reach him. are said to
“cross over” (BG avunbr, vinr4.25). It is in this way [_)reC}scly that Ra;y;ldhara.l}n
K33 viy populates his “city’”’; this man and this woFld b:.elng the stages on ‘,V‘hlc 1
the archetypal Thautmaiurgus and Playwright exhibits hlmseli: There m‘ﬂ he r;r:‘:
greater aistake than to supposc that such stories as t]h'lose .of ESS were. compos
only to amuse; it iz a form of the pathetic fallacy that llkcw:.sr_- ex.plrn.ns the formﬁ clf
prir;qiti\-c: and popular art as products only of a “decorztive™ inatinct. On mayi,
of, JAOS, LXVI (1g46), 252, n. 28
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and with such blacksmiths** as Daedalus, Hephaistos, Vulcan, Wayland,
and Regin). Somaprabha {“Soma-Radiance™) assumes a human form
and entertains her mortal friend Kalingaseni with z variety of Autamara,
deseribed as “sclf-empowered wooden puppets” (kdstha-mayih sva-maya-
yantra-put-rikak).** There she explains to Kalingasenz's father as [ol-

**In connection with “sriths,” compare the ballad of the “T'wo Magicians™ (Child,
no. 44), “then she becarae a duck, and he became a drake,” etc., with BU 1.y, “she
becarne a mare, and he beczame a stallion,” cte.—a good illustration of the fact that
“la ndiwire collecdve conserve quelquefcis . . . des symboles archaiques d'essence
puremert métaohysique . . . surtout les symboles qui se rapportent 4 des ‘thécries,
méme si ces théories ne sunt plus comprises” (Mircea Eliace, in Zalmnric, 11, toan,
p- 78). The “cacchwords™ of folklore are, in Fact, the signs and symhals ot the
Philosophia Perennis,

¢ For Automata in analogous wesicrn literature see n. 45, and M. F. Ogle, “The
Perilous Bridge and Humen Automata”™ in Modern Language Notes, XXV (10920),
r2g-136. N. M. Perzer, in discussing Automata (The Gecan of Stury [KSS], 111 1025,
56=59 and [X, 1928, p. 149) rather misscs their “point™ and so [als w meke them
move; that is, he considers them only from stendpoint of the historian of lilcrawure
and mzkes no attempt at exegesis. Even hers we can only deal with the theme very
briefly. Nor only is the world itelf an “engine” devized by the Great Engincer
(from whom, as St. Augnstine says, all human fngenizse derives), but &l its in-
habirants are in the same way voaden (hylic) engines driven by his power (cf. MU
116) —“wooden,” because the “material” of which the world is made is a “wood”
(diry, vang = 1:.&:;;:': and Zor the same rezsnn the Artist “through whom el ikings
were mads” is inevitably a “carpenter” (faksa, rewriw, appooTs).

From this point of view, the myth of the Gty of Wooden Ansnmeta in the
K55 virg can Le underswod if we cormpare its wordings with those of MU 1.6,
where Prajipau (he biunity of the Sacerdotium and Regnum, represerted in
KSS by the carpenter brothers Prinadhara and Rijyadhara) beholds his con-
ceptions (prajih), as it were, as stones ur stocks undl he eniers inwo them,
and from within their heart, by means of his rays-oc-relns (radmayeh — dkrives,
Hermes Lib. x.23, cf. xviy) operates and governs them, as the potter o charioteer
drives his wheel or vehicle questi nci cor moreali ¢ permotore, Paradive 1110.
Rajyadhara’s city is ascuredly the same as that of the Tripurirahasya (Hemacuda
section, v.115-124) where the Prime Mover “though single, multiglies hirnsclf, mani-
fests as the city and che citizers, and pervades them all, protects and holds them,
Without him, they would all be seattered and lost like pear's without the string
of the necklace [cf. BG vivy]. . . . I that city decays, he collects the inmates rogether,
leads them to another, and remains their masrer” (as in BU 1wv.4.3—). Alike for the
Vzdic vadition and Plato, Man is the “City of God” (brahmapiura), and taere can
be no doubt that it is to this city thar the myth of KS$ really points.

Sankeracirya often explains e Aupanisada formuladons of the “taread spirit”
(siitritman) doctring, to which the “string of the necklace” refers, by the metaphor
of the “wooden puppet” (daru-putriki, in comrent on DU rrg.1 and 2.1), as in
K58 Tt is in the same way that for Plate (Laws Gay 645, 803-804) God is the
Fuppereer and mer his toys (“and as regards the beet in us, that is what we really
arz"), and that for Philn (e opificia munds 117) we are puppets of which the
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lows: “O xing, these cunning engiues, €. (méyd-yantradr), in their
cndless variety, arc works of art (fpini) that were made b)f 1y father
of cld. And even as this great engine (yuntra), the world, is in essence 2
product of the five clements, so are these engines. Hear about L.h:m, one
by one: that one of them in whicl Tarth is the basis is tlhat which closzs
doors aud the like, and even Indra could not open whart it hgb ulo_scd; the
forms that aze prodiced from the Water device seem tokbe ahlvc; the
engine that is wrought of Fire gives forth flames; _[h: fku cugine per-
forms such acts as coming and going; the cngine of whfch Ether is the
constitution utters languege disuretly.® All rhese I got Lrom my f‘athf:r.
Bur the Wheel-engine (cakra-yantram) that guards the Water ot Llf-i
(amriasyu yat raksakam), that he only, and no one (:15?, uudnlzrstands.

Here it is highly significant that the magician, master of the jlicm'e Daoor,
is also a maker of Automata, and further, that he is not origiually a god,
but a tiran. The Automata in this context arc significan: because, s re-
marked by J. Douglas Bruce,” the European “meciaevel autunata s
are created for some special function, usually to guard an entrance. In
the Perlesvius, for example, Gawain comes to a turning castle, the do'or
of which is guarded hy two men “made by art anc I?e:roman:j;,” while
in the prose Lencclot the gate of the Dolorous Garde is defended by cop-
per figures of armed knights. _

Tle sun-bright Wheel that guards the suprasolar Ocherworld 1s, nat-
vrally, the Wheel of the Sun himscll which Indra tears away from the
Grcu.L.F]cnd when cither he, or the Falcon for him, robs the Scorcher of
“all life’s support”™ (RV w282, etc.).® It is also, in other words, the

strings ere moved by the immanent Duke (;»ja‘,«el.;om_c‘c'is;,‘f:-.:::rj. Tiu's C-[‘.).E:‘F{JUO![’,I ng-g}'l;;
toys on the world stage s precisely whar is called Qnds Gamg o .bp::_:\t (sat;
and it is by no means accidentally that K35 describes the working of his puppets
&s Rijyechars’s “royal game” raifio-lliy-itant);
Dies Alics ist ein Spiel, das ikr der Gnrthei: machi:
Sie hat dic Krearur um ihretwillen erdackt
(Angelus Silesius, Cherubrnische VWandersmeann L1y ).

For fur-her references see Coomaraswamy, “Lila," and “Tlay and Seriousness’” [in
Vol. 2 of this selecrion—ep.]. ' _ o
3+ Th= neroral connection of. JUB 1233, “the Voice spesks from ihi‘, ‘F,L_JE’,I‘I
(ukifat); so also Mba nnis0.14, “an incorporeal Voice from the bither” [dkasit).
Cf. JUB 1.28.3-41 AcCts 2134 s
*“]”Human3ﬁu:um;na in Classical Tradition and Medimeval Romancs, Modern

Philology, X (1913), 524 ff. ] L
18 Bee 'als-u RV 1'»'.)30.4, 1v.31.4, V.20.10, VI.720.5, €, ving8.0. In 1v.2B.2, ni hhidat
(Styana gchinnat) corresponds to arichedz . . . dkhidat n 5B min6.2.10, 12, sam
cres B - . I -
gkher v Suparnadhyiye xxi1v.3 (see Charpentier, Div Suparpasaga, B z61) anc
sarn akhidet in JB 1220 and 8B (see JAOS, XVIIL, 28).
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sparkling sun-hued Brahma Wheel of Fire (aldta-cakram) of MU vi24;
and the guarcded Sundoor cf JUB 1.35 and €, where the “opening in the
sky" is covered z1! over (concealed) by rays (the spokes of the “Wheel™),
and it is only by his Truth that the Comprchensor “is cnabled to pass
through the midst of the Sur™ and is thus “altogether freed.” attaining
that Immortality, or Watcr of Lifc that rises in the Land of Darkness
“heyand the Sun.” Hence also the invecarion, “Disperse thy ravs and
gather in thy radiance, that he-whosc-norm-is-truth may sce thy faircst
form™ (T4 Un. 15,6, erc.); “disperse’ because these rays are the multi-
tude of his powers (prapd}) by which all things arc quickened aad
moved, and collectively the actuality or truth (satyam) by which the
“ruth of the truth” (sagyasya sazyam) is corccaled (satvens channam)
(BU 16,3, 120, with JUB as above), just as also for Philo (De opificio
mundt 71) and Dionvsius the vrerzated is hidden “by the piercing splen-
dor and rushing torrent of the rays."*" The Sundoor itself, thus hidden
by the dazzling rays that illumine and enliven every living being. in
whom they operate as the “powers of the soul,” is pracisely the “point”
at the center of the fizry Wheel, at which they intersect: and since, in
the most general case, the Sua is “seven-rayed,™* and is situated in the

LTTUB 135, adityare samaydtimusyate . . . fad raimibhis sanichannam, “through
the midst of thz Sun, concealec by reys,” corresponds =xzctly to Plato, Phaedrais 247e,
dkpay Vo Ty Dmovpdnor dide . . . dfdvarer . . . 2w ropavebeloar éoryoar, and
Philo, De opificio mundt 51, Tpis Ty drpar dYiBa . . . eroTodundr: BU vz, ritpam
halyapatameam tat et paivami, © Plaw's rd adnfelas ey medioy (Phaedrus 2488)
and Phile’s & airdy ieva Soke wou péyar Baoi)éa (1)e apificto munds 51). The
reader is urged to collzte rhess passages.

*% For the “seven-rayec” Sun ses Coomaraswamy, “The Svmbolism of the Dome”
[in this Vol~zr.], and JUB 1.28-29. Cf. n. 22. This pattern, agair, is one of almost
worldwide distribution: it is represented, for exsmple, in the “seven gifts of the
Spiri" and 2y the “seven eyes” of the Lamb, and those of Cuchullain, Nowe thar the
“seventh and best -ay,” passing through the center of the Sunvheel w “break out
of the dimensioncd universe, intersecting everything” (rdrra 88 Sarepciva . . .
Sapprifuctue ., . ki Tod xorpoy, Hermes, Lib. x1.2.9) and so “bursting througa
the Sundoor,” as MU vi.30 cxpresses it (“for there is no approach by a side pata™),
bisects the :hrze pairs of contrary spatial diamsters; coinciding, also, throughout
its extent to the Axis Mundi, vertical of the oravpos, and Vedic shambha, it “divides
all things of the right hand from those of the left.,” This “seventh rav” is, then,
precisely the principle that is represented by Philo’s (probably Pythagorean) “Sever.
ing Word” (Adyes ropels, Heves, pacam); and, accordingly, by “the centra and
seventh light” of rhe sevenbrarched golden Canclestick, which “divides and scpa-
razes the threes,” and corresponds to the Sun amtznded by the other six planes
(Heres 215 f.)

It follows naturally fromn these lucid formulations that the point at which the
severing Asxis intersects whatever plane of refererce will be the “Sundoecr” of the
realert next below it, and so on through the ascending hierarchy of the worlds unul
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middle, whence the six diractions of the cosmic cross (trivrd wajra) ex-
tend, so that the universe is “Alled” with lighs, it will be scen thar the
way in by what is called the “seventh and best ray,” viz. that which
pusses through the solar disk aad so out of the dimeasioned universe,
leads as before in the case of the Clapping Rocks hetween contrzry
pairs, in this casc cast and west, north and south, zenith and nadir. The
Way is always a “Middle Way,” or as Bosthivs expresses it, “Trurh is
a mcan between contrary heresics” (Contra Evtychen vin).

It remaius only to consider the full doctrinal significance of the Sym-
plegades. What the formula states literally 1s thar whoever would trans-
fer from this to the Otherwerld, or ceturn, must do oso through the
undimens:cned and timeless “interval” tha: divides related but contrary
forces, between whicl, il one is 10 pass at all, it must be “instantly.”
The passage i3, of course, that which 15 also called the “strait gace”
and the “needle’s eye.” What are these contraties, of which the opera-
tion is “automatic”? We have already seen that the antitheses may be
of fear and hope, or north und south or night and day. These are but
particular cases of the polarity that necessanly characterizes any “con-
ditioned” world. A “world” without pairs ol upposites—good and evil,
pleasure and pain, love and hate, near and far, thick and thia, male
and female, positive and negaive, “all these pairs” (servdnt dvandvan,
Kaus. Up. 1.4, cf. Philo, Heres 132, 207-214)—would be an “uncondi-
ticned” world, a world withuut accidents, change ur becoming, logically
inconceivable and of which experience would be impossible,

It is, then, precisely [rom these “pairs” that lLiberation must be won,

we reach the dkoar ayida téy voyréy and capstone of e cosinic rool, which is
the “Aurreony ol the whole edifice” (dppovia warri 7¢ olkoBopnpari, Pausanias
1x.38.3, cf. 8ch 175 dpuovias, lzrmes, Lib, 114, 25), “lixc a great Reng” (Vaughan)
or Flower (Pali kapniha), through which the Way leads on to the “Plain of Truth,”
of which there can be no truc report in terms of human speech (Phaedrus 2470,
Kena Up. 1r.2-%, etc.). In other words, the Severing Logos is at once the narrow
path that must be followed by every Hero, the Door that he must find, and thz logi-
cal Truth and Highest Spirit of Reason that he must cvercome if he would enter
into the eternal life of the land “East of the Sun and West of the Moon." This is
aleo the “Loges of God,” the trenchant Word that like a two-edged sword “sunders”
soul from Spirit (Heb. 4:12); “sunders,” bzcause whoever enters must have lefr
himsel? (Achilles” heel, all that was vulnerable in him) behind him; ouvr censitive
soul being the “mortal brether” and the “tzil” or “appe=ndage” of which the Master
Surgeon’s knife—Islamiz Did'l-figir—relieves us, if we are prepared o submit to
his operation.
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from their conflict that we must escape, if we are to be freed from our
mortality and to be as and when we will: if, in other words, we are
to reach the Farther Share and Orherworld, “where every where and
every when are focused,” “for it is not in space, nor hath it poles” (Para-
diso xxix22 and xx1.67). Here, under the Sun, we are “overcome hy
the pairs” (MU 1) : here, “every being in the emanated world moves
deluded by the mirage of the contrary pairs, of which the origin is in
our liking and disliking . . . but to thase who are freed from this delu-
sion of the pairs (dvandva-moka-nirmukiah) . . . freed from the pairs
that are implied by the expression ‘weal and woe’ (deandvarr vimuktah
sukha-duhbha-samifiaifr), these reach the place of invariability” (padam
avyayam, BG vir27.28 and xv.5), i.e. the place of their coming together
or coincidence (samayd), through their midst or in between (szmdya)
them,

It is then deeply significant thar in the Greenland saga, rhe Hero,
on his way to the Ctherworld in which he finds his “dead” son “living,”
cannot circumvent the paired bergs (which are the “lions in his path™),
for they “always get ahcad of him” hewever far he goes o either side.
[t is inevitably =0, because rhe conrraries are of indefinite extension,
aad even if we could suppose an equally indefinite journey to the point
ar which “extremes meet,”"* this would be still 2 meeting place of hoth
extremes, and there would be no way through to a beyond or a within
excepr ar their meeting poinr: a cardinal “point™ that has no fived posi-
tion, since the distinction of the correlated members of any pair of
contrary qualities (e.g., lang and short) is only m be found where we
actually make it; and without exzent, seeing that it is one and the samc
“limit” thar simulraneous’y urnires and divides the contraries of which
it is no part—"strait is the gate, and narrow is the way, which leadeth
unto life, and few there he that find it (Ma:t. 5:14). 1t is for the same
recsons that the passage must be made so “suddenly”; it is from the
world of time (ie, past and furure) ro an erernal Now; and between
these two worlds, temporal and timeless, there can be no possible con-
tact but in the “moment without duration™ that for us divides the past
frem the tuture, but for the Immortals includes all times,

The “inoment” has come at last to understand the poignant words
of Nicholas of Cusz in the De visione Dei (ch. IX, fin.): “The wall of

4 “That eternal Point where all our lines begin and enc” (Jan van Ruysbroeck,
The Seven Cleisters, ch. 19) s Dante’s punto acui tietts li tempi son presenti, Paradiso
17.17; Meister Eckhart's daz punt des zivkels (Pleifier ed.,, p. 503).
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the Paradise in which Thou, Lord, dwellest, 15 built of contradicpries,
nor is there any way to =nter bur for one who has overcomne th:.hlg‘}}est
Spirir of Reason who guards its gawe,” a_r_d to reca}l_thtt promise, Tr
Lim that overcometh will T give to eat of the Tree of Life, which is in
the midst of the Paradise of God” (Rev. 2:7).” In this doctrine and
assurance are reaffirmed what has elways been the dogmatic s-.gniﬁcqnce
of the Symplegades and of the Hero’s Quest: “1 am the Door™ and “No
man coreth to the Father bur by Me.”

50 %Tp s not for you to know the dmes and the sezsons, which the F,:l:}“.er hach
put ia kis own power” (Acts Li7). . - . "]:.: porsists d(}n: a _p,enser‘q_ug 1 ApDCﬂi}’EISL
n'a pour hor de pous renseigner sur e d:_roulcmcnt cx‘-;luhf_n_k I'Eglise et sur les
érapes siccessives” de ce cérullement, mats (:h; nous faire saisir_par la til‘,]a oan-
temporaneité cu Jugeent de Dhicu aux ev?n&men,tf, dc_l histolre, L.n .FTL.‘M_HCe dz
Péternité au sein du temps historique, jusqud a resc-t:_ouon_dr‘ cr_‘lm-c‘s dans celle-
15" (1. Huby, “Autour de I Apocalypse,* Dies Vivant V, 1946, T28, 120).
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