MAJOR ESSAYS

reaching God. Few or none of “us” are yet qualified to abandon our-
selves. As far as there is a Way, it can be trodden step by step. There 1s
an intellectual preparation, which not merely prepares the way to a
verification (sacchikiriya) but is indispensable to it. As long as we love
“our” selves and conceive of a “self-denial” only in terms of “altruism,”
or ¢cling to the idea of a “personal” immortality for our or other selves,
we are standing still. But a long stride has been taken if at least we have
learned to accept the idea of the naughting of sclf as a good, however
contrary it may be to our “natural” desire, however aller menschen fremde
(Eckhart). For if the spirit be thus willing, the time will come when the
“fesh,” whether in this or any other ensemble of possibilities forming a
“world,” will be no longer weak. The doctrine of self-naughting is
therefore addressed to afl, in measure of their capacity, and by no means
only to those who have already formally abandoned name and lineage.
It is not the saint, but the sinner, that is called to repent of his existence.
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Atmayajfia: Self-Sacrifice

Svasts vah paraya tamasa parastat
Mundaka Upanisad, n.2.61

When a man vows o Almighty God all that he has, all his
life, all his knowledge, it is a holocaust.
St. Gregory, XX Homily on Ezekiel

Just as Christianity turas upon and in its rites repeats and commemorates
a Sacrifice, so the liturgical texts of the Rg Veda cannot be considered
apart from the rites to which they apply, and so are these rites themselves
a mumesis of what was done by the First Sacrificers who found in the
Sacrifice their Way from privation to plenty, darkness to light, and death
to Immortality.

The Vedic Sacrifice is always performed for the Sacrificer’s benefit, both
here and hereafter.? The immediate benefits accruing to the Sacrificer
are that he may live out the full term of his life (the relative immortality
of “not dying” prematurely) and may be multiplied in his children and
in his possessions; the Sacrifice ensuring the perpetual circulation of the
“Stream of Wealth” (vasor dkhara),” the food of the gods reaching them
in the smoke of the burnt offering, and our food in return descending
from heaven in the rain and thus through plants and cattle to ourselves,
so that neither the Sacrificer nor his people shall dic of want. On the other
hand, the ultimate benefit secured to the Sacrificer who thus lives out
his life on earth and in good form is that of deification and an absolute
| This essay was first published in the Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies, VI (1942).

—ED. ]

1 “Welfare to ye in crossing over to the farther shore of darkness!”

*“For the winning of both worlds,” TS vi.64.1; “that ‘life’s best' that has been
appointed by the gods to men for this time being and hereafter,” Plato, Timaesns gob,

*TS v.g.8.1, v.7.3.2, 3; 8B v.4.1.16, vir3.1.30, 1x.3.2, eic.; MU vr.37, BG m.ro .
The vasor dhara is represented iconographically in the Cakravartin compositions at
Jaggayapeta, cf. James Burgess, Buddhist Stapas of Amardvati and laggayapeta
(London 1887}, pl. v, fig. 3, etc.
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- mmortality. These distinctions of temporal from eternal goods correspond
1o that which is sharply drawn in the Brihmanas between a mere per-
formance or patronage of the rites and a comprehension of them, the
mere participant securing only the immediate, and the Comprehensor
(evamuit, vidvin, viduh) both ends of the operation {karma, grata). This
.« Likewisc the well-known distinction of the karma kinda and karma
mdrga from the 1724na kanda and mdrga—a division of viae* that is ulti-
mately resolved when the whole of life is sacrificially interpreted and
lived accordingly.

To know Indra as he is in himself is the summum bonum (Kaus. Up.
urt, cf. AA 1.2.3); and already RV viz0.3 points out that “none at-
taineth Him by works or sacrifices” (na . . . karmana . . . na yajriaih
[cf. B x.5.4.16]). 1f it is not by any mere activity nor by any ricual means,
it is clear that it can only be by an understanding or verification of what
.« done that he can be found. Here, then, we propose to ask not what
is enacted outwardly, but what is accomplished inwardly by the under-
standing sacrificer.

The Brihmanas abound with evidence that the victim 1s a representa-
tion of the sacrificer himself, or as the texts express it, is the sacrificer him-
celf. In accordance with the universal rule that initiation (d7ksd) 1s 2
death and a rebirth, it is explicit that “the initiate is the oblation” (havir
vai diksitah, TS vi1.45; cf. AB 1.3), “the victim (pasu) substantially
(niddnena) the sacrificer himself” (AB r.11).° This was to be expected,
for it is repeatedly emphasized that “We [the sacrificers here and now]
must do what was done by the gods [the original sacrificers] in the be-
ginning.” Tt is, in fact, himself that the god offers up, as may be seen
in the prayers “O Agni, sacrifice thine own body” (yajasva tanvam tava
svam, RV viirz2; cf. 1.142.11, avasria upa tmang),.and “sacrifice thyself,
augmenting thy body” (svayam yajasva tanvam vrdhanah, RV x815),
[“Worship thyself, O Ged” (yajasva tanvam, RV x7.6, viar2)]. To
sacrifice and to be sacrificed are essentially the same: “For the gods’ sake
he chose death, for his offspring’s [the same ‘gods’] sake chose not im-

L The Jocus classicus for the vige, affimativa and remotionts, is MU 1v.6, These
are also the faiksa and afaiksa paths, of those who are and are no longer under the
law. Those who atempt to take the latter before the first has been followed ta its
end are certain to Jose their way.

5Cf TS vL1.5.4, $B 1.2.3.5 with Eggeling’s note (SBE, Vol. 12, p. 49) and 5B

111.3.4.21.
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mortality: they made Brhaspati the sacrifice, Yama gave up (arirecit,’
poured or emptied out) his own dear body” (RV x.134). [So in $B
£6.3.21, “Me (Soma) shall they offer up to all of you.” Prajapati at his
own sacrifice “gave himself up to the gods” (SB x1.1.8.2 ff.; the sacrificer
“gives himself up to the gods, even as Prajapati gave himself up to the
gods . . . for the (Sacrifice) becomes an oblation to the gods™; cf. SB
viiL6..10.] And so it is “by the Sacrifice that the gods offered up the
Sacrifice” (yajiiena yajiam ayajanta devah, RV x90.16): we shall see
presently why, and how correctly, Sayana says in commenting on the
last passage that “the gods” are “Prajapati’s breath-forms” (pranaripa,
see n. 50).

The sacrificer’s offering up of himself is ritually enacted in various ways.
The prastara, for example, which represents the sacrificer, 1s thrown 1nto
the Fire, and he only saves himself from an actual immolation by an
invocation of the Fire itself (SB 1.9.2.19, cf. 1114.322) : one who ritually
approaches cither the household or the sacrificial Fire does so reflecting
that “that Fire knows that he has come to surrender himself to me”
(paridam me, SB n4.1.11, cf. 1X2.1.17, IX2.3.15, 17, 1X.4.4.3, AB 11.3), and
if, indeed, “he did not expressly make this renunciation of himself {dtma-
nah paridam na vadeta), the Fire would deprive him of it” (5B 1x.5.153).]

Otherwise stated, “the Sacrificer casts himself in the form of seed”
(represented by grains of sand®) into the household Fire {(atmdnam . ..
retobhitam sificats, SB viL.2.1.6) to ensure his rebirth here on earth, and

&\/ric is to “pour out” or “flood,” and with afi-, to “overflow,” the passive “to
be emptied out over” having often the same value. A superabundance in the source
and deficiency in the recipient are implied, hence @natiriktan — minus and plus,
pudendum mulickre et membrum virile (cf. Caland on PB x1x.3.9). To be “spent,
or emptied out, as it were" (riticina iva, PB 1v.10.1 and passim) follows emisston:
only “as it were,” however, in divinis, because “the Single Season is never emptied
out (natiricyate, AV vurg.26).” In RV x.go.5, the sacrihcial Person "is poured out
over, ie., overflows the Earth from East 1o West" (atyaricyata pascad bhumin
atho purah); cf. JUB 1547, atyaricyata, and 1.57.5, ubhayato vacé atyaricyata.

T Qui enim voluerit animam suam salvam facere, perdet eam, Mark 8:35.

8 Just as also, in being imitiated, the sacrificer had been made o pass through
all the stages of inseminadon, embryonic development in the womb, and birth; see
AB 1.3, where we have saretasam . . . krtva "baving made him possessed of seed,”
the seed from which he will arise as a new man {cf. Eckhart's “He who sees me, sees
my child™}.

9 The Kusana coins, notably Kaniska's, on which the king is shown standing left
with his right hand over a small altar, are probably representations of this ritual
action, and as much as to say that the king has performed the Rajasuya sacrifice
and is, if not a god, in any case a ruler by divine sanction,
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into the sacrificial altar with a view to his rebirth in heaven,’® employing
verses containing the verb dpyai, “to grow,™" and referring to Soma, for
“Soma being the Breath” (prdnak), he thus introduces Breath into the

effused seed and so quickens it (SB vin3.r.iz, 45, 46); the verses (VS
x11.112, 113) concluding “growing, O Soma, unto immortality, gain thou
thy highest glory in the Sky,” i.e., that of the Moon ($B 1r.4.3.13).

This introduces us to “Soma,” of whom we shall have much to say.
For he too, King Soma, is the victim: Agni the eater, Soma the food
here below, the Sun the eater, the Moon his food and oblation above
(SB xL1.6.19, X.6.2.1-4, and passim). We cannot pursue this relationship
here at full length except to say that “when eater and food (adya =
puroddia, sacrificial cake) unite (ubhayam samdgacchasi), it is called the
eater, not the food” (SB x.6.2.1), i.e,, there is an assimilation in both senses
of the word: that this assimilation is also the marriage effected on the
night before the new moon’s rising (amdévdsya, “cohabitation,™* Panini
ur1.a2z) when she enters into (pravifazs) him (JUB 1.33.6); that the

1¢ Sexual intercourse, ritually understoad, is a kind of Soma sacrifice (BU vi.2.13,
vi.£.3). The household Fire is identified with the wife, of whom one is born again
here; the sacrificial Fire is the divine womb inte which ane pours (sfficart) himself,
and from which a solar rebirth ensues, The Comprehensor of this doctrine, making
the Burnt Offering {agnikotra), has therefore two selves, two inheritances, human
and divine: but one who offers, not understanding, has but one self, one inhertance,
viz. the human {JUB 1.17.18). “That which is born of the flesh is flesh; and that
which is born of the Spirit is spirit” (John 3:6), With the sowing of one self as
seed into the Fire and the quickening of this seed by the Breath, cf. Rom. 6:4ff.:
“We are buried with him [Christ] by baptism unto death . . . planted together . . .
our old man is crucified with him, that the body of sin might be destroyed. For
he that is ‘dead’ is freed from sin. Now if we be dead with Christ we believe that
we shall also live with him.”

11 At the full moon offering there are references to the slaying of Vrtra (the
meon, 5B 1.6.4.18), “because Indra smote Vitra with the full moon offering. In that
they have references to waxing at the new moon offering, it is because then the
moon passes away {ksapam . . . gacchati) and verily thus does he cause it to grow
and wax"” (KB nis).

12 Syn and Moon, Breath and Substance, are a progenitive pair {Prasna Up. 14.5,
cf. Plutarch, Moralia 368p). Their marriage is probably implied in RV rxxxv.18, 19
(cf. A. A. Macdonell and A. B. Keith, Vedic Index of Names and Subjects, Lon-
don, 1912, s.v. candra), and by the word amavasya itself. For comparative material
cf. Ernest Siecke, Die Lichesgeschichte des Himmels, Strasbourg, 1892, Love and
Death are one person. There are inseparable coanections between initiation, mar-
riage, and death, and alimentary assimilation; the word “marriage” itself seems o
contain mer (Skr. my to die, cf. marysh, marriageable youth); and very many
of the words used in our texis with respect to the unification of the many in the
one imply both death and marriage, e.g., apid, eko bha, sambhia, samgam, samdha;
ef. reréw to be perfected, be married, die.
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Sun and Moon are the divine and human worlds, Om and Vic (JUB
111.13, 14), [i.e, Self and self, le sof and le mot]; and again, that the Sun
is Indra, the Moon Vrtra, whom he swallows on that night before the
new moon appears (5B 1.6.4.18, 19). It appears, indeed, from a correlation
of this passage with SB 11.4.4.17-1g, that Vrtra is the solar Indra’s bride—
cf. RV x.85.29, where the Sun’s bride, who enters into him (véfati patim),
is originally ophidian, acquiring feet only on her marriage (as in the mar-
riage of a mermaid to a human); and that there are more ways than one
of “killing” a dragon. All this expresses the relationship of the Breath
to the “elemental self,” Eros to Psyche, the “Spirit” to the “soul,” and is
paralleled in Meister Eckhart’s “The soul, in hot pursuit of God, becomes
absorbed in Him . . . just as the sun will swallow up and put out the
dawn” (Evans ed., I, 292; cf. Dante, Paradiso xxvir.136-138), who is her-
self a “snake” (apad) in the beginning (RV 1152.3, v1.59.6)."

Into the details of the Soma Sacrifice (an indispensable part of the
Agnihotra, oblation to Agni, burntoffering), we need not enter here,
except to remind ourselves that the shoots (amiu) of the Soma plant, or
any plant that represents Soma and of which the stems or fruits are
used, are “pressed” (suta)—ie., crushed and ground—and that the
strained and purified juice is offered in the Fire, and also partaken of by
the priests and the sacrificer. There is a real analogy of the Soma mill to
the wine-press, and of Soma juice to the “pure blood of the grape™ (Deut.
32:14), and of the rtite to the “drink offering” of the wine in the Fire
(Lev. 23:13), noster deus consumens (Deut. 4:24), and of the slaying
of Soma to the killing of the grain when it is threshed and ground. Ac-

12 Cf. Coomaraswamy, “Two Passages in Dante’s Paradiso” and “The Rape of a
Nagi” [both in the present volumes—Ep.].

[From another point of view, the coition {samdgamana) of the Sun (Mira) and
Moon (Varuna) on the night of their dwelling together (amavasyz), called a mar-
riage of the full and waning moons, the (full) moon being identified with Varuna
and the waning moon identified with Mitra (see 8B 11.4.2.17-1¢): precisely because
the waning moon is assimilated by the Sun, and that which is eaten is called hy
the name of the eater (5B x.6.2.1, with specific reference to the Sun and Moon).
This 15 the same thing as the solar Indra’s swallowing up the lunar Vrtra on “the
night of dwelling together” {cf, KB m.5); Vrtra is therefore to be seen as Indra’s
wife—"Patentality hath gotten feet {i.e,, shed her ophidian nature) and as a wife
jaya with her Lord” {(RV x.85.2g9). In erotic parlance, to be “slain™ and to be in
gloriz are one and the same thing. Now we see just what it is that the “hero”
failed to do in the story of the Lady of the Land in The Earthly Paradise. And we
see again thar marriage #5 an assimilation of hostile principles, and that to be as-
similated is to die. It is precisely in all these senses that the soul (which must as
Eckhart says, “put itself to death™) is to be thought of as the Bride of Christ. Can
we wonder that Vincent of Beauvais spoke of Christ’s ferocitas?]
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cording to Plutarch {Moralia 353), the Egyptians thought of wine as
“:he blood of those who had once battled against the gods, and from
whom when they had fallen and had been mingled with the earth, they

belicved vines to have sprung.”
As to this last, “barley stalks are Soma stems” (5B xm.;.3.13); “barley

is Varuna” (8B xmnz83),'* as was Soma tied up before his pressing
(TS vr.ra1:2, 5); and brandy (swrd, fermented hquor prepared from
rice and barley) is one of the substances that can be made to be Soma
by rites of transubstantiation (5B x11.7.3.11). The grains contain the sacri-
ficial essence (medha) that had been in Man (purusa, cf. RV x.490),
from which it passed to the horse, etc., and finally into the earth, whence
it is regained by digging (cultivation). The grain is threshed, hasked,
winnowed, and ground. In the kneading and cocking the sacrificial
cake (purodasa) acquires the animal qualities of hair, skin, flesh, bone,
and marrow, and “the Man whom they had offered up becomes a mock-
man” {kimpurusa).*® The cake becomes the sacrificial animal, and con-
tains the sacrificial essence of the former animal vietims. It can hardly be
doubted that, like our “gingerbread men,” the cake was made in the shape
of a man.!® The whole procedure is expressly equated with the sacrifice
of a living victim; the threshing and grinding are, like the slaying of Vrtra

14 For the inauspiciousness of Varuna’s uncultivated barley (“wild oats”) <E.
KB v.3 (those who eat of it are Varuna’s prisoners); RV viLi8.5-10 {the yavasa
of the unherded kine), and per contra the Aryan barley that the liberated kine
enjoy, x.27.8.

The agricultural symbolism survives in our word “culture” The rocky ground
of the soul must be opened up if it is to yield fruit; and this is a matter of spade-
work and sweat. Cf. Philo, Legum allegorize, 1.48 {on Gen. 2:4, 5), Mind as the
laborer in the field of sense perception,

15 Analogous to the mock man (Rimpurusa, anaddha-purstsa) made “in the place
of a man” (Siyana, purusasthane), and no doubt in human form, to represent the
chthonic {purisya) Agni (§B v1.3.1.24, 3.3.4, 4.4.74) and “heaped up for to be the
sacrificial essence, to be food” (ciyamina . . . medhayety annayeti, SB viL5.2.32).
The untamed soul is indeed a démpurusa, 2 mockery of the real Man.

18 The shape of the sacrificial cake may depend on the context. In $B m.8.3.1,
the purodasa is certainly a round cake, representing a man’s head, or rather face,
and the Sun’s disk; seven other cakes, representing the “seven breaths” (ears, eyes,
nostrils, and mouth} are arranged about it to complete it. -As these “breaths” are
also “glories” (ériyah), this is made the basis of the hermeneutic etymology of
“head” (&rasy. CE Philo, De opificio mandi, 120 {xedpady . . . émrd ypirar, Svotw
ddBauois, etc.) and 133 (wpdoowow, évle Tév clabrioewy 6 Towos, ete.) ¢f. L5I
(Ep ﬂ'P-ﬂ-ﬂ‘r_:lﬂ"{P TEig ufuﬂ-;igﬂq Eﬁj}’mﬁp'}rﬂ,). Philﬂ 52Yh t!‘lﬂt 'th: divint POoOWEr is iﬂ-
fused “by means of the median breath” (8:& Tof péoov rvedparos); this median
breath is precisely the madhyamak pranak and madhye vamana of the Aranyakas
and Upanigads.
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and Soma, sins requiring expiation; the flour that has been “killed” by the
mortar and pestle and millstones is ritually quickened in order that the
gods may be given the “living food™ they require (SB 1n.1.4.6-12.3.9 and
AB 1.8, ¢). [“Verily, living he goes to the gods” (TS v.6.6.4); ct. Rom.
12:1, “present your bodies a living sacrifice.”"] The traces of the passion of
the “Vegetation Spirit” survive in popular*® agricultural rites ail over the
world, and notably in the words of the song “John Barleycorn,” whose
awns, like those of the rice in AB mn.g, are his “beard,” the mark of his
manhood, and who, although they treat him so “barbarously,” springs up
again.

The polarity of Soma is like Agni's. The Soma when bought and tied
up (in the form of a man, to represent the sacrificer himself, SB 111.3.2.18)
is of Varuna’s nature, and must be made to be a Friend (Mitra) with
the words, “Come unto us as the Friend (Mitra) creating firm friend-
ships for pacification” ({@atyat, TS vLL11, 1.2.7)."* It must never be for-
gotten that “Soma was Vrtra” (8B 111.4.3.13, 111.g.4.2, 1V4.3.4), and it needs
no proof here that Vrtra = Ahi, Papman, etc. Accordingly, “Even as
Ahi from his inveterated skin, so [from the bruised shoots] streams the
vellow rain, prancing like a horse” (RV 1x.86.44), “even as Makha thou,
Soma, goest prancing to the filter” (RV 1x.20.7).*° “The Sun, indeed, is
Indra, and that Moon none but Vrtra, and on the new-moon night he,

17 On the “living food™ of the gods, ¢f. Coomaraswamy, “The Sunkiss,” 1941,
p. 55, n. 26.

18]¢ may be noted that Jokyam in AB 1g is no? “the people's” (Keith), but
“conducive to the sacrificer’s world,” ie, the “world” (lokak) of SB x.5.2.12,
x.5.4.16; KB w3, BU 1415, 1.5.17; MU vi2g, e, te., the world of the Self,
world of the gods, Brahmaloka, heaven.

Popular agricultural rites are no more, generally speaking, of popular origin
than are the narrative forms of folklore. It 15 a mistake to suppose that scripture
ever makes use of “old folklore ideas pressed into its service” {Keith, AA, p. 251,
n. 5). On the contrary, as Professor Mircea Ehiade has very justly observed, "La
mémoire collective conserve . . . des symboles archaiques d'essence purement méta-
physique. . . . La mémoire populaire conserve surtout les symboles qui se¢ rappertent
a des ‘théories’ méme si ces théories ne sont plus comprises™ {“Les Livres populaires
dans ia littérature roumaine,” in Zalmoxts, 11, 1930, p. 78). Cf Coomaraswamy,
“Primitive Mentality” [in Vol. 1 of this edition—en.].

19 See Appendix 1.

201t is the general rule that the Adityas have been originally Serpents, and have
vanquished Death by the sloughing of their inveterated skins (PB xxv.14.4). Cf.
the procession (wdasarpant) of the sarparsitr mantrakrtah . . . astpisah Arbuda
in AB wvrr; it is curious that just as Soma is strangled with a turban (usnisz),
SB nr1.2.18, so Arbuda {whose glance is baleful) is blindfolded with a rrban in
AB. On Soma's “prancing” or “playing” (krida) cf. Coomaraswamy, “Lil3,” 1941
[in this volume—eD.].
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Indra, completely destroys him, leaving nothing remaining; when the
Sun devours (grasitva) him,”* he sucks him dry and spits him out {tam
nidhirya nirasyati); and having been sucked out (dhitah), he grows
again (sa punar apydyate); and whoever is a Comprehensor of this
[myth or doctrine] in the same way overcomes all Evil (papman), leav-
ing naught of it remaining” (8B 16.4.13, 19, 20; cf. TS 11524, 5, JUB
1336 [and vrtram ahkim . . . Gvayat, RV x.113.8}). The stone, in fact,
with which Soma is pressed and slain, is identified with the Sun (Aditya
Vivasvant, SB 1194, 8), what is enacted here corresponding to what
-« done there. And as in divinis (adhidevatam) and in the ritual mimess,
so “within you” (adhyatmam): the powers of the soul (sight, hearing,
etc.) that are Brahma’s immanent forms are called his “swallow™ or
“sink” (girs); and conversely the Comprehensor of this himself “swallows”
or “sinks” (gérati) the hateful, evil foe (dvisantam papmanam bhratrvyam
= Vrtra),” and “becomes with Self” (bhavaty dtmand), and like Brahma
“sne whase evil foe is as refuse” (pardsya, a thing to be cast out, spat
out, rejected or refused, AA 1.1.8); the cycle is reversed and completed
when in sleep (or in samddhi or at death) the Breath (pranahk, immanent
deity, Sun, Brahma) itself “swallows up” (jagéra) the “four great
selves, " viz. these same powers of sight, heanng etc. (JUB 1m1.2).

So also in terms of the animal sacrifice offered to Agnisomau, who,
when they have been united, jointly “overcome the Sacrificer,” who is
born in debt to Death ($B 1r6.2.16) and is only redeemed by the actual
victim, “or rather [ie., more truly], they say: ‘Unto Agnisomau Indra

21 As Brhaspati “eats” (édat) Vala, RV x.68.6. Ci n. 72

22 When Indra casts his bolt “at the evil hateful foe” {papmane dvisate bhratrvy-
aya), it is “Vrtra the Evil One” (zriram papmanam) that he smites ($B mv.3.3.5):
“hrotherhood” expressing “enemy” because the Asuras are the “elder brothers” of
the Devas (fyestha, “elder,” from \/ fya, to “oppress.” We have argued elsewhere
{Spiritual Authority and Temporal Power tn the Indian Theory of Government,
1942, n. 22) that throughout the sacrificial texts the “Epemy” is primarily Vrira,
Papman, Mrtyu {Buddhist Mira, Papivant), and that any application of the formu-
lae to other and human enemies is always secondary; that it 1s only when the
King has overcome his own Devil that he 1s empowered to overcome other devilish
rebels. Keith is clearly right in saying that a magical applicadon of the rites is
foreign to the Rg Veda, bur as certainly wrong in saying that “the seerifice in the
Brihmanas is a piece of magic pure and simple” (Religion and Philasophy of the
Veds and Upanishads, London, 1925, P- 454).

23 The breaths or powers of the soul are so many “selves” or “persons” (the
seeing man, the hearing man, etc.), but act unanimously as the man himself, for
or against his real Self, the Breath, their Head and Leader {AA 135,56, muz.I;
JUB 1v.7.4; CU viLi2.4 ff.; Kaus. Up. 112, 8, 1v.2p), source and last end.
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slew Vrewa’? (TS virirs;® similarly SB 1mr.3.4.21). Thus “ransoming
Self by self” (KB xm.3),** “by self he enters into Self” (V5 XXXILII).
The like holds good in terms of the supplementary sacrifice of the Cake
(purodisa), which contains the sacrificial property (medha) that was
originally in the human victim ($B 1.1.4.8, 9, n1.8.3.1-3).

Or rather, it is not Soma himself, but only his evil (pdpman) that 1s
slain ($B u1.9.4.17, 18).** For “Soma is the Regnum” (4satra, 5B v.3.5.8);
and it is precisely that he may be enthroned, and rule indeed, that he 1s
“slain” (8B 1m1.3.2.6). The guilt from which Soma 1s cleansed is that he op-
pressed Brhaspati, his Purohita, or that he was even capable of thinking of
such a thing ($B 1v.1.2.4); his passion is an assimilation to and a manital re-
union with the Sacerdotum. The whole pattern underlies and is reflected
in the rites of royal initiation (rérasiya — paruna-sava)— " Lhis man is
your king, Soma the king of us Brahmans™ (V5 x.18). The prince dies
that the king may be born of him; there remains no evil, nothing of his
Varunya nature in the king; it is not himself but his evil that is killed.
The beating with sticks (SB v.4.4.7) may be compared to the pressing of
Soma and to the threshing of grain by which it is separated from the
husks. As Indra slew Vrtra, so the king overcomes his own hateful, evil
foe (5B va.37).

In the beginning, Indra overcomes Vrtra for the sake of Agni and
Soma, wham he has swallowed; in the Sacrifice Agni and Soma overcome

2¢ Not as Keith renders it (against the Commentary) "5y Agni and Soma,” but
for them because they are in Vrtra, from whom they can escape only when Indra
makes him yawn (TS 11.5.2.3, 4), only when “Indra forced the Engulfer to dis-
gorge, compelled the panting Danava” (pgartim indro apajaguranah prati fvasan-
tam danavam han, RV v.20.4; cf. vinarii, fvasantam, and note / fwas, fus, in
“Susna”). Vrtra is the Sacrifice; it is in the same way that Indra and Agni are
breught forth from the Person, the Sacrifice, in RV x.00.13, and that “‘as from a
fire laid with damp fuel . . . s0 from this great being (&hsta, viz. atman) were
the Vedas, worlds and all things breathed forth” (nisvasitam, BU w511, MU
vi.32; cf. JUB 1.47.3, “The All, that is his breathing forth™}. Beyond atl guestion
the “Great Being” from whom all these things are breathed out is the Vrtra from
whose mouth (when Indra made him yawn) “went forth all gods, all sciences, all
glory, all food, all weal,” leaving him drained ($B 1.6.3.15.16); just as Sesa {yad
afisyata, see Appendix 2) = Awmnan, so here also Atman, Mahabhiita = Vrtra
For just as “Him being One they call by many names” (RV 1r164.46, eic.), so
the one Urmythos (bhavavrita, Genesis} has been told and retold in many ways,
and that not only in India, but all over the world where “in den verschiedenen
Kulturen findet man die Dialekte der einen Geistessprache” (Alfred Jeremias,
Altorientalische Geisteskultur, Berlin, 1926, foreword).

28 Cf. Lev. 1:4.

28 *That the body of sin might be destroyed,” Rom. 6:6.
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the sacrificer, or rather what in him is of Vrtra's nature, and so the circle
is completed. Thus: Tvastr cast the residue (yad afisyata)” of the Soma
upon his sacrificial Fire, saying, “Wax great as Indra’s foe.” Then,
“whether it was what was falling (pravanam, lit. ‘on the slope’)® or
what was on the Fire {adhy agneh), that coming inio being (sa sambha-
van, 1.c, as vrira} overcame (ebhisamabhavat) Agm and Soma,” and
ther Vrtra “waxed” and, as his name implies, “enveloped (avrnot)”
these worlds (TS 11.4.12, cf. 115.2). Whereas in the Sacrifice “they bring
forward the Soma (juice), and when he is established in Agni [the
regnum in the sacerdotum |, they coexisting (sambhavantan) overcome
(abhisambhavatah) the sacrificer® [represented by the victim, TS vi.6.9.2,
etc.]. Now the iminate (difsitah) has been hitherto holding himself in
readiness to serve as the sacrificial essence; but (eza) in that Agni and
Soma receive a victim, that is his redemption. . . . Or, rather {i.e., more
truly ) they say: ‘Indra smote Vrtra tor Agni and Soma.’ Inasmuch as the
sacrificer offers up a victim to Agni and Soma, it verily becomes ‘his
Vrtra-slayer’” (wdrtraghna evasya sa, TS virxi6). The Comprehensor
who offers the full and new moon offering does so with Indra (TS
11.5.4.1) ; as Indra repeiled Vrtra, the Evil One, by the new moon offering,
so does the sacrificer (8B vra.2.19). “Agni, the Lord of the operation,
makes him who has slain his Vrtra to operate [sacrifice] for a year; there-
after he may sacrifice at will” (‘TS 1u.5.4.5). “At will,” for when the pur-
pose of the Sacrifice has been accomplished, there is nothing more that

3T Yad asisyata = sesa, see Appendix 2.

28 Cf. RV 1x.17.1, pra wmnena, Sayana pravanena.

28 *The initiate enters the jaws of Agnisomau: in that on the fast day he offers
a victim to thern, this is a redemption of himself” (KB x.3). Similarly, §B 11.3.4.21
and nr.6.3.19, where “the initiated is the oblation offered to the gods™ (Aevsr
va'esa devanam bhavatd), i.e., their food, and must redeem himself from Sorna,
that is to say from Varuna’s noose {fbid., 20) or curse {1r.3.2.2), for Soma was
Varunya—in other words, from the jaws of Death into which the sacrificer would
be swallowed up at every stage of the sacrifice if he did not in one way or another
redeem himself. ‘Fhe Soma sacrifice is a “mysterious rite” (geméhiram adhvaram,
SB 111.9.4.5 adkvara, lit. “not-a-slaying,” “no doubt referring to the nature of the
sacrifice, in which the vicom 13 slain but revivified, and the sacrificer would die
were he not redeemed). “Such, indeed, are the forests and ravines of the saerifice
(yajnaranyant yapa-ksatrant {? for kkatrani]) . . . and if any enter into them
ignorantly, then hunger and thirst, ifl-doers and devils harass them . . but if Com-
prehensors enter mtc them, they pass on from one task to another, as from one
stream to another, from one refuge to another, and cbtain well-being, the world
of heaven™ (SB xm.z.3.12); “dangerous are the ways between heaven and earth”
(8B 1m.3.4.37); “the sacrifice is razor-edged, and swifdy he (whe sacrifices) be.
cometh hely or he perishes” (punyo va bhavait pra va miyate, TS 11.5.5.0).
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must be done: such an one is now a kdmdcdrin, he is no longer under
the law but delivered from the law of obedience to that of liberty, and
to him it can be safely said, Lo mas piacere omai prende per duce. The
Buddha no longer makes burnt offering (as he had done in former states
of being), he does what he likes (kdmakdro, Sn 350) Just because he has
overcome and dispossessed Azs Vytra.

'The word giri (AA 1m.1.8), rendered above by “swallow” (n.), lends
itself to a far-reaching exegesis. Keith translates it by “hiding place” {(of
Brahma), and in a note says very rightly that "1t 1s called giri, because
prina is swallowed up and hidden by the other senses.”*® In a note on
AA 121, he adds, “The sun and prdna are as usual identified, the one
being the adhidaivatam, the other the adhystman representation. The
former attracts the vision, the latter impels the body.™ It 1s, In fact,
within us that the deity is “hidden” (gukd nihitam, passim), there that
the Vedic rsayah sought him by his tracks, there in the heart that the
“hidden Sun” (s@ryam galham, RV v.406, etc.) 1s to be “found.” “For
this in oursclf is hidden (guhadhyatmam), these deities (the breaths);
but manifest in divinis” (dvir adhidaivatam, AA 1.3.3), speech being
“manifest” as Agni, vision as the Sun, etc. (AA 1.1, etc.). These are the
“two forms of Brahma, the formed (miirta, i.e., visible) and the unformed
(amirta) . . . presented (set) and immanent (tya)," respectively the
visible Sun disk and the eve, and the unseen Persons in the disk and in

the eye (BU 1.3).

30 The “other senses” (sight, hearing, etc.) identified with the gir an Brahma
are extensions or sendings (prahsiah, AA .15 = A#zah, Upanisads passim, Eﬁj‘ilti_;'ﬂ*.
ya nihitah in Muond. Up. n.18, pratseehitak in Kaus. Up. uLsg, and as the istam
of the Rsis are pihitani, RV 1.164.15, and the Marues Atah in 1.166.3) of the central
Breath (pranah) or Spirit {@man}) from which they ongmnate and to which they
return. Hence his name of “Grtsamada™: gresa, “greedy,” because as pr;:i::m& he
breathes in, and as madah, “pleasure,” he breathes out these powers {AA 1m.2.1).
That is, God is swallowed up in us when he proceeds, and we 1n him when he
recedes

31 “T'he Sun's body is seen by everyene, its soul by no ene. And the same 1s true
of the soul of any other body . . . embracing all the senses of the body, but only
knowable by the mind. . . . Soul (as charioteer) drives the Sun about . . . (and)
moves us about in all ways” Plato, Laws 8980-8gga; cf. AV x8.14, “Him all sec
with the eye, not all know with the mind”; and for the “chariot” (bodily vehicle),
MU 116, etc.

82 Tyz is not “yonder”™ (Hume); it is the manifested God, the visible Sun that
is “yonder”; tye, as the following verses show, refers to the transcendent principle
that is invisibly in the Sun and within you. Cf. tyesye = mama 1in BU 1.3.24.
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With girt (\/ gér, “swallow™) compare grha (\/ grak, “grasp™); both
imply enclosures, resorts, a being within something. At the same time,
girf is “mountain”; and gaerta (from the same root) both “seat” and
“grave” {one can be “swallowed up” in either). The semantics is paral-
leled in Ger. Berg, “mountain,” and its cognates Eng. barrow, (1) “hill”
and {2) “burial mound,” burgh, “town,” borough, and finally bury; cf.
Skr. stiapa, (1) “rop,” “height,” and (2) burial mound. We are then,
the “mountain” in which God is “buried,” just as a church or a stipa,
and the world itself, are His tomb and the “cave”™® intc which He de-
scends for our awakening (MU 1.6, pratibodhaniaya; cf. AV xi4.s,

38 Cf. Plato’s “cave,” and the “cavernous” quality of early traditional architecture,
Hoor, space, and roof corresponding to earth, air, and sky equally in a cavern and
in a chamber; cf, gwha, Ycave,” "hiding place,” and “hut.” Brahma is indeed guhyam
(KU v.6), the spinit mikito guhayam (KU 1n2¢), “hidden™ in us, as a “cave-dweller.”

That God 1s “buried” in us vnderlies the Vedic metaphor of digging for hidden
treasure, and that of mining in MU vi2g. The powers of the soul (rjs Yuyis
Svvdpes, which Hermes calls §aipoves, Lik xviig f.) are “‘elementals™ (bkatah),
and their concern is with the “elements” (bharani} or “ores” (dhatavak). Bhitih,
“beings,” are likewise elves, sprites {spirits}, fairies, or dwarfs, who may be either
good or evil; it is not without reason that these beings, the Sidhe for example, are
so often thought of as living in “fairy mounds™—or when the “little people™ are
thought of as dwarfs or gnomes, then in mountains, The head and leader of these
psychic Bergleute, thought of as dwarfs, 1s himself the immanent Dwarf, Vamadeva,
Vamana, the “Dwarf enthroned in the midst whom all the gods serve {madhye
vamanam asinam viive deva upasate, KU v.3); the “gods,” in accordance with
Sankara's inevitable explanation, being the powers of the soul (“vision, etc.,” ie.,
the “breaths™), bringing tribute (dalim wpakaraniak) to their head, the “Other
One” of verse 5, who is beyond all question the median “Breath,” as is expliat
in AA m.2.1. Thus the dwarfs and gnomes of the European tradition, digging for
treasure 1n the mountains, are the projected images and trace in folklore of our
own elemental powers. In one of our best known Mérchen, the formulation 15 very
precise; it is the natural function of the “seven dwarfs” to serve and protect Snow
White, who is herself Psyche; Snow White is poisoned by the “fruit of the ires,”
and that this is the tree of good and evil is clear from the fact that the apple is
parti-poisonous and parti-wholesome (the fruit of the tree is wholesome for those
who eat to live, but deadly for those who live to eat; cf. 8B 1r.4.2.1-6). Of them-
selves the dwarfs ¢an protect but cannot heal her; this is done by the solar hero, a
“Prince Charming’ {i.e., in the full sense of the word, “enchaating™: the solar
Hero is the master of eanchantment—blessed are those whom this magician en-
chants), and it is only when the tasted apple falls from her lips that she awakens
from her deadly sleep.

In an alternative symbolism, the cave becomes a laboratory and the workers
alchemists seeking for the philosopher’s stone; or a smithy in which ores are re-
fhned and beaten into shape—*as a goldsmith taking a piece of gold draws out of
it (lanute, \/ tan, alse 1o sacrifice and 10 propagase) another, newer and fairer
form, so the Spirit . . . {BU 1v.4.4).

I18

ATMAYAfNA: SELF-SACRIFICE

sinvasyatha). What all this leads to, bearing in mind that both the Maruts
and Soma shoots are equated with the “breaths” (B 1x.3.15, AB n1a1é,
and TS vr4.4.4), is the probability that gérs in the Rg Veda, although
translatable by “mountain,” is really rather “cave” (guh4) than “moun-
tain,” and giristhe “in the mountain” rather than upon it, and tantamount
to gtmastha (KU vz, MU m.z), notably in RV virggq.12, where the
Marut host is giristha, and 1x.85.12 and v.434 where Soma and Soma
jutce (rasa) are giristha. Just the same is implied 1z RV v.85.2, where
Varuna is said to have put “Counsel in hearts, Agni in the waters, the
Sun in the sky, and Soma in the rock” (adrau, Siyana parvate).”™ “The

34 I this context adraw is, like the other words Artsy, etc., a locative of place
in in TS v.r.r1, where the text is cited, Keith renders rightly “in the hill.” In
the same way Soma is “shut up in the rock” (aénipinaddham, RV x.68.8): and
in JUB 1v.5.2, ainasu somo raja is rendered rightly by Oertel “in the stones King
Soma.” In $B 1m.4.313 and 1n1.9.4.2, we are reminded that “Soma was Vrua®
(= Ahi, described in RV 1.32.2 as “having his lair in the mountain,’ parvate fisray-
gnam, ie., in a cave; one recalls that dragons always live in caves, and not on
mountaintops), and we are told that "Soma's body (‘body’ is that ¢# which the
subject lives) was the mountains and the rocks (fasyattacchariram yad girtyo yad
aémanasy, thence is born that planc called 'Usind’ (zad esoéand namausad hir jayate),

. which they collect thence and press” (tam efad ahrtyabkisunvantt), We nat-
urally think of plants as growing on mountains, and so they do: but things are
born from what comtained them, plants are fn the earth before they spring up.
Siyana's commentary, moreover, makes it clear that by “mﬂ_untains" are to be
understood “beings” (soma-farira-bhitesu . . . atas tém eva girdv uipannam .
abhisunvanti), ie., the Soma = bhutatman, as in MU viro, cited below; and that
the plant that is actually collected is “not really Soma” (ma sagsat somam), but
only ritually made to be Soma. Thus Vrira (= Vala} is the rock that Indra smites
and from which Indra {or Brhaspati or both) releases cattle, streams, and all those
things that had been covered up and hidden away (vrfam = verbergt, verhillt,
“hilled”) in the beginning.

Not only then is gin {mountain) to be connected with gir to “swallow” (not
gir 1o “sing”), but there can be no doubt that Indian hermeneutists connected
aiman {(and doubdess zénz) with #f, to “eat™; eg., Mahidhara glosses VS xvirL1
aéman by asnifity, afma; he asman, sarvabhaksaka agne. In AV xvimL4.54 asman-
nanam adhipatyam fiyama, Whitney renders aiman by “stone” but Béhuingk and
Roth by “Esser” The hermeneutist might in the same way derive adri from ad,
to “eat.” I by no means assert that all these hermeneia are etymologically valid;
what they nevertheless point to is that early man {the troglodyte) thought of a
mountain as a place to live not oa, but i, and as a depository of treasure—a
manner of thinking that survives in the concept of the “house™ which 1s not that
of a solid mass but that of a “dome” {dama) in which things are housed and
hidden, and in which, indeed, the owner himself is “swallowed” up when he
enters its doorway (mukham = ostium), dissppearing when he “goes home”
(astam gacchati) and reappearing when he comes out of doors {pradur bhavair).
We are such “houses.”
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Soma oblation . . . is incorporeal” (AB 1.14}. No wonder that “of him
the Brahmans understand by *Sama’ none ever tastes, none tastes who
dwells on earth” (RV x.85.3, 4).

Soma’s death is his procession; he is slain in the same sense that every
initiand, Aomo morsturus, dies, to be born again. “A man is unborn
insofar as he does not sacrifice” (JUB 111.14.8), to sacrifice is to be born
(KB xv.3), Vrtra’s slaughter is Indra’s birth {as Mahendra, 5B 1.6.4.21).
'The Sacrificer, participating in Soma’s passion, is born again of the
sacrificial Fire in the sense that “except a man be born again . . .” and
“Except a corn of wheat fall into the ground and die . . .” (John 3:3
and 12:24).

We observed that Yama “gave up,” or much more literally, “emptied
out” (arirecit) his body. In the same way the Person, the One whom
the gods make manifold, is said to have been poured out campletely, or
have been “all emptied out” (aty aricyata, RV x.g90,5, Sayana atirikto’bhdit) ;
it 15 often stated that Prajapati, desiring to be many, and emanating off-
spring (praja srstvd), was emptied out (riricanak, SB nng.r.2, and pas-
stm}. In the same way, Vrtra, in whom the streams had been covered
up (RV viL100.7), and from whom Indra and Visnu win “that by which
he is these worlds” (TS m.4.12), is like a leather bottle “drained” (rispi-
tah)®™ of his contents (8B 1.6.3.16); just as, conversely, in “sleep™ these
same powers are “drunk in” (dpitd bhavanti) by the Breath (8B x.5.2.14-
15). That all This (Universe) was in Vrtra is the very ratson d'étre of
the Sacrifice (§B vs.5.1).

All this is reflected in the ritual, as if in a mirror, inversely. Whereas
Prajapati divides himself, pours out his offspring, makes himself many
and enters into us in whom he is swallowed up and hidden, so in his turn
the sacrificer “draws in (uddhrtya, N/ hr) these breaths with Om, and
sacrifices them in the Fire without evil” (MU v1.26). As Prajapatt “ema-
nated offspring, and thought himself emptied out” (rirscano’manyata),
so “the sacrificer as it were emanates offspring and is thereupon emptied
out as it were” (riricdana iwa, TS v1.65.7): “With his whole mind, his
whole selt (sarvenevitmand), indeed, the initiate (diksttah) assembles

85 As the powers of the soul are “drunk in” (apitak) in 5B x.5.2.12, when they
Yenter into” (apsyants, Kaus, Up. 1.3, etc.) the Breath in “sleep,” in saméadhi, or
at death.

The roots apt (go in to), api (drink in), ap (possess), apyar (swell) must be
very carefully distinguished in al! texts having to do with the procession and
recessiont of the powers of the soul; in AV x.8.5, Whitney's Index is certainly wrong
in reading gpiteam, Lanmann right in reading epitvam.
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(sambharati) and would collect (sam ca jikirsati, \/ hr) the Sacrifice;
his self, as it were, is emptied out” (riricana ivitma bhavatt, SB 1nr.8.1.2,
KB x.3). That the sacrificer thus “coliects” (samharati, \/ hr) himself
is the active equivalent on his part of what is done to him by the Spiritual
Self itself at death (or in sleep, or in samddhi) “when the breaths (pranah,
Le., indriydni, Ths Ywyfs Svrdues) unite with it (ebhisamayantr) and i,
taking complete possession of those measures of fire®® (etd tejo-marrah
samabhyddadidno’} descends into the heart (hrdayam evinvakramati)™
.. . {(and thus) striking down the body, dispelling its ignorance, collects
itself (atmanam samharati) in order to pass on” (BU 1v.4.1, 3);™ the
equivalent on his part of what is done by the departing Breath (prapat)
when it “extracts” (samerh, BU vi.1.13) or “impresses” (samkhid, CU v.1.2,
Le., “levies”) the breaths, as a horse might tear out the pegs by which 1t is

tethered.
This takes place in any case when “the dust returns to the dust as it

was: and the spirit unto God who gave it” (Eccl. 12:7).** The burning
question for us is, “In whom, when T go forth, shall I be going forth’?
On whose ground shall I be standing?” (Prasna Up. v1.3).** Shall 1 &
collected or shall 1 collect myself? Shall I be passively repossessed or ac-
tively self-possessed? “Whoever departs from this world, not having seen
his very own world (svam lokam adrstvd),** he unaware of it no more

36 The breaths or “sense powers” are “fires.” Cf. Coomaraswamy, “Measures of
Fire” [in this volume—zop.].

37 As in 8B x.5.2, where the iepos ydpes of Indra and Indrani is consummated
in the heart. Indrani (Psyche) is the sum of the imdriyani, as Saci is the person
of Indra’s fzcfh, Sri the person of many rfyak, and in Buddhist contexts Sudham-
ma = sudhammai, cf. Victoria, properly n. pl. of wictor, but as a person f.

38 I this whole context (BU iv.4.1~7), it is especially important to bear in mind
that He who is the only seer, only hearer, only thinker, only comprehensor in us
(BU 1m.7.23), He who wanders from womb to womb (AV x8.13), the charioteer
who sets us agoing (MU 1.6, etc.), is by the same token the only transmigrant;
as Sankara puts it, “Of a truth, the Lord is the only transmigrant” {satyam, nesva-
rad anyah samsarin, BrSBh 11.5). Neither in the Brahmanical nor in the Pali
Buddhist texts can any doctrine of the “reincarnation™ of an individual be found,
except in the sense that a man is reborn in his children,

1% “The spirit (ak%) is for heaven, the body (kAer) for the earth” (K. H. Sethe,
“Sagqarah Pyramid Texts,” in Margaret A. Murray, Saggara Masebas, London,
1905, 474): to become this akh, or ka, at death, is to become a God, an Immortal
(A. Moret, The Nile and Egyptian Civilization, London, 1927, pp. 160, 182, 183).

0 Cf. the answers 1n CU nnig4.4, Kaus. Up. .14, and Prasna Up. w5, and cf,
AV x.8.44. The resurrection is the “birth out of doubt” of §B 1.2.4.9, and ac-
cordingly to faith, JUB mur1.y,

41 See n. 18, first paragraph,.
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profits than one might from the Vedas unrecited or a deed undone” (BU

1.4.15); whereas, “One who knows that contemplative, ageless, youthful
Self has nothing to fear from death” (AV x.8.44).

The relationship of the breaths to the Breath, like that of the Maruts
(identified with the breaths in 5B 1x.3.1.9, etc.), is that of subjects (vifah,
svdh) to their king or duke. They are, accordingly, his legitimate “food,”
he lives on them. They are, 1n fact, his “divisions.” As he (Bhagavan),
distributing his powers, divides himself (d@tmdnam vibhajya, passim) in
them, so are they his devoted supporters (bkakidt) in that it is theirs to
“support” him, in every sense of the word, but especially inasmuch as it
is theirs to render him his “share” (b4dgam)}. This feudal relationship is
repeatedly stated in the words “We are thine and thou art ours” (RV
viirg2.32, BU 1v.4.37, etc.; cf. Plato, Laws gogs). That they “feed” him is
constantly stated in the phrase, “they bring him tribute™ (balim haranti or
bharant).** In BU vr.1.3, when the superiority of the Breath has been ac-
knowledged, he, addressing the breaths, says, “In that case, pay me tribute”
(me balim kuruta); each, accordingly, makes acknowledgment that its
particular function is not its own, but his; in the case of speech (vdc), for
example, “That wherein I am the ‘worthiest’ (f.) (yad vd aham va-
ststhasmi), that ‘worthiest’ (m.) art thou” (¢vam tad vasistho'si).*' They,

2 AV x.7.39, yasmar devakh sada balim harantiy x8.15, mahadyaksam (Brahma)
v« o tasmai baltm rastrabhrto bharanti, X1.4.19, praja ima balim harin, Kaus. Up.
1LY, aydcamanaya {without his asking) bafim haranti; JUB 1v.23.7, balim hareyuh;
MU vi.18, pratyahara (= later devdhara, amrta), as in BG 1.58, yadd sambarats
tndriyamindriyarthebhyah,

In the same way, ritually, da/i offerings are made at Yaksa shrines, and politically
subjects offer tribute.

If the king “plunders” his subjects’ cattle (pecunia!) it is because what seems
to be theirs is really his; just as God plunders us, all of whose great possessions are
borrowed from Him (PB xxu.1.r). Therefore “Render unto Caesar the things that
ate Caesar’s and unto Ged the things that are God’s,” It is for Caesar as for God
to redistribute the “food.” The reciprocal relations of the powers of the soul to
the Spirit in the individual microcosm and the circulation of money (pecunial)
in the political microcosm correspond to that of the “shower of wealth” (vasor
dhara) in the macrocosm. It is not by demanding tribute and service, but by failing
to expend his revenues for his people’s good, that a king becomes ungodly, a
Vrira rather than an Indra.

%2 Vasistha, the primal Brahman of RV vir33z.11, is regularly Agni; who “abides
in beings as speech (rac) in the speaker” (AV 16.1.4) and is in divinis what speech
is in us, just as the Sun is iz divinés what the power of vision is in us (passim).
Hence she s Vasistha to him as Vasistha. These traditional correspondences under-
lie the connection between the tongues of fire and the speaking with tongues in
Acts 2:3; see Coomaraswamy, “Lia” [in this volume—ep.].
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in other words, contribute offerings to him that are in reality his attributes
(dbharana); they acknowledge that they are “only the names of his acts”
(BU 14, cf. 15.21, 1.6.3; BG 1115, etc.).

In TS 11.4.125, 6 and 8B 1.6.317, Vrtra enters into Indra by agreement.
The fire is, indeed, the consumer of food both for gods and men (JUB
tv.11.5~7). Or rather, that part of the bisected Vrtra which was of Soma’s
nature becomes the Moon, and that part of him which was Asurya (1.e,
the ophidian part, the tail) became the belly, “to kindle (indhiya) him”
and “for his enjoyment (5hogdya),” and is in men the tyrannicai appetite
1o which these creatures (imah prajah, sc. prandh, sensitive powers of
which the individual is a host) pay tribute (balim haranti) whenever they
are hungry. So men say that “Vrtra is within us”; and the Comprehensor
of this doctrine, that Vrtra is the consumer, slays man’s enemy, privation
or hunger. As to this, one recalls on the one hand that the bowels are of
a serpentine aspect and, as it were, headless; and on the other that for
Plato, and traditionally, the bowels are the seat of the emotions and ap-
petites.** We must, of course, beware of understanding “food™ in any
restricted sense; in all our texts, “food” is whatever can be desired, what-
ever nourishes our existence, whatever feeds the fires of life; there are
foods for the eye and foods for the mind, and so forth. Vrtra’s fire is the
source of our rvoluptas when we seek in works of art nothing but an
“aesthetic™ experience, and of our turpis curtositas when we “thirst for
knowledge” for its own sake. Of the “two birds,” one eats, the other
oversees but does not eat (RV 1.164.20, Mund. Up. m.1.1, etc.).

Hence, in the significant verses of MU v1.34, “As fire deprived of fuel
(nirindhah)*® is extinguished in its own hearth (svayondv upaidmyate),
so when its emotions®*® have been killed (writi-dsayat) the will is extin-
guished in its own seat (citzam svayondv upaidmyate). It is from the
love of Truth (satyakimatas) that the mind (manas) 1s extinguished in
its own seat; false are the actions and the wantings that haunt (karma-
vafanugah) one bemused by the objects of the sensitive powers (indri-
yartha-vimiddhasya). Transmigration (samsira) is nothing but our willing

1% Hence the necessity for a purgation, katharsis, suddha karana, of the mind
(manas, kratu, voirs) in order o eliminate these waste products.

3 To have extinguished the fire of life by withholding its fuel becomes a com-
mon Buddhist metaphor. In this broader sense, fasting and continence mean far
more than mere abstention from concrete foods or sexual acts.

8 For citta-vrtts 1 believe that “emotions” is a more accurate rendering than is

Woods' “fluctuations.” Note that sreef assimilates the efuddham kamasamparkam
manas (MU vi.34) 10 the Vrra of 8B r.6.39, se called because he was “on the

move” {(avariayat).
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(cittam eva); purge it (fodhayer) carefully, for ‘As is one’s willing, so
one comes to be’ (yac cittas tanmayo bhavati).*” . . . The mind is said
to be twofold, clean and unclean (fuddham cisuddham eva); unclean by
connection with wanting (kdma), clean when dissevered from want-
ing. . . . "The mind, indeed, is for human beings (manusyanim) the
means alike of bondage and of freedom, of bondage, when attached to
objects (wisaya), and of release (moksa) when detached therefrom.””
And “Hence, for those who do not perform the Agnihotra (do not make
burnt-offering ), who do not edify the Fire, who do not know and do not
contemplate, the recollection of Brahma's empyrean abode is obstructed.
So the Fire 1s 1o be served with offerings, to be edified, lauded, and con-
templated.”™"

T CE AA 1.3, karma krtam ayam puruso brahmano, lokak, “this Person is what
he does, he is the Brahma-world”; BU 1v.4.5, yathakari yatha ciri tatha bhavair . .
sa yathakamo bhavati . . . tad abhisampadyate, “As he (this Person) acts, as he
conducts himself, so he becomes; what he wants . . ., that he attains”; Plato, Lasws
gogc, “Such as are the trend of our desires and the nature of our souls, just such
each of us becomes”; and similarly for Hermes, whose 8aiuoves are the innate
tendencies or powers and the nature or “fate” of the soul, “the being of a daimon
consists 1n his working” (8afpores yap ovoia évépyea, Lib. xv1.14); 2 man cannot
be and yet be doing nothing, God himself &5 what he does (Lib. x1.2.12b, 13a).
At the same ume, the act of being is one of self-knowledge (BU 1.4.10); and so
“to know and to be are the same” (36 yap alré voeiv doriv e xai elvar, Hermann
Dicls, Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Berlin, 1903, 1885).

8 Cf. Mund. Up. 1.2.3. The supposed opposition of the Upanisads to the ob-
servance of rites is largely a figment of the imagination; and similarly in Buddhism,
where the Buddha says that so long as the Vajjians observe their ancient customs
“and honor (sakkaronti, lit. ‘verify'), esteem (garukaronti, lit. ‘reat as weighty'),
respect (manentiy and serve (psjents) the Vajjian ({Yakkha-) shrines within or
without the city, and do not withhold the tribute {falim no parihapenti) formerly
given and duly rendered, . . . so long may they be expected not 1o decline, but
to prosper” (D) 11.95).

It is only for those already liberated and already in a “state of grace” that ob-
servances are unnecessary, though they may still remain convenient. What is al-
ways necessary to liberation i1s to understand and be fully aware of what one is
doing.

“All rites are rites de passage. . . . Rite opens the portals through which none
may pass but the dead. . . . At each of the crises which usher in the successive
phases of great lives, the vital tide rises and falls, first at its ebb in the mystical
(s2¢) state of ritual death, then at the moment of annihilation, suddenly at flood,
inflowing miraculously to a higher level of life” (Andrew Rugg Gunn, Ogris and
Odin, London, 1g40, pp. 152, 153}. For, as Meister Eckhart has said, “He who
would be what he ought to be must stop being what he is.”

“He is a truly poor man (samnyast}, he is a harnessed man {(yeogi) who does what
ought to be done (karyam karma karotr), regardless of consequences; not such
15 one whe kindles no sacred fire and performs no rites® (BG vr.a).
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In other words, the appetitive soul, the greedy mind, is the Sacrifice;
we, as we are in ourselves, seeking ends of our own, are the appropriate
burnt-offering: “The chariot of the geds (i.e., the body born of the Sacri-
fice) is yoked for the world of heaven, but that of man for wherever his
purpose (artha) is fixed; the chariot of the gods is the Fire” (1§ v.4.10.1,
cf. AA 1m.3.8 fin.). We see why it is always assumed that the Sacrifice,
even of an animal, is a voluntary one; there could be no inner meaning
of an unwilling victim.*® We see what is really accomplished by the
heroic Indra (whe, be it remembered, is an immanent deity, as the “Per-
son in the right eye,” and so our real Person) when he “crushes, rends
and cuts to pieces Vrtra's seat {yoni) and lair {(dsaya),>® and it becomes
this offering,” and so recovers the Vedas (8B v.5.5.46). Now as we have
already seen, the sacrificer is the oblation {Aavis). He is identified with
the prastara, which is anocinted with the words, “May they (the gods)
eat, licking the anointed bird” (VS m.16—"licking,” because Agmni 1s their
mouth, his flames their tongues), thus “making it a bird and to fly up
from the world of men to the world of the gods”; the prastara 1s like
“any other corpse,” except that it is to be touched with the fingers only,
not with sticks (5B 1.8.3.13-23). The sacrificer’s “death” is at the same
time his salvation; for the Self is his reward:®* “They who take part in a

19 See further above and Appendix 1.

50 “Sear” or “womb,” as in MU vi.34.1, 2, cited above; and “lair™ {afayz), hardly
(o be distinguished from “womb™ (cf. Pili abbuda = arbuda, as “foetus™}, thar
in which the sense powers are gukasaya nikitak, Mund. Up. m.1.8. It is inasmuch as
Varuna “lies” {afaye) in them that Varuna, like Agni who makes them his seat,
knows all the births of the gods, i.c., their births as the powers of the soul and all
their workings (RV viigt.7). In RV 1327, that dissevered Vrira's lair is in many
places (purutrd vriro asayad wvyastah) suggests the Agni of nL55.4 (vibhriak puru-
tra fave}: cf. “I am the Spirit, my station in the lair (asaya) of all beipgs. . . . Ananta
am I of snakes” {BG x.20,29). The cavern {guha) from which the streams and all
other living principles are released can be equated with the “bellies of the moun-
tains” in RV 1321 and ns4.10. Cf. Isa. 517, “Look unto the rock whence ye are
hewn, and to the hole of the pit whence ve are digged.”

The “Persen in the right eye” is regularly equated with “the Person in the Sun,”
of whom it is said that “He who is yonder, yonder Person in the Sun, [ myself
am he” (MU vi35). It is only to my real Self, this “inward Person” (antah
prereisa), that the words “That art thou™ can be applied; not to “this man™ who
stll knows in the worldly sense who he is, by name and family descent.

SLCE TUB i3, yad diksate . . . daksinam abhifayate. Any reception of ma-
terial gifts by Brahmans participating in a sacrificial session {satfra) is condemned
in the strongest possible terms (TS vinz.10.2). Guerdons (daksind) may and ought
to be given only when the priests are sacrificing on behalf of others than them-
selves (SB 1v.3.4.5), just as a Christian priest saying a Mass on another’s behalf
properly receives a fee,
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sacrificial session (seftra} go to the world of heavenly light. They kindle
(vivily) themseives with the initiations and cook (mature)} themselves
with the sacrificial seances. With two they cut off their hair (except the
topknot), with two their skin, with two their blood, with two their flesh,
with two their bones, with two their marrow. In the sacrificial session
the Self is the guerdon (dtma-dakiinam); verily receiving the Self as
their guerden, they go to the world of heaven. They cut off the topknot
at last for success (rddhyar), thinking, ‘More quickly may we attain to
the world of heaven’” (TS vingg, cf. PB wv.g.19-22, SB 18.3.16-19).5

The mortal, psychophysical self (deman) that the sacrificer immolates,
whether as above ritually, or when he actually dies and is made an obla-
tion (dhuti, AB 1.4; 5B 11.2.48, x115.2.a3; BU vi2a4, 15, etc.) in the
Fire (the sacrificial rite prefiguring his final resurrection from the Fire),
while it acts as a unity (AA mza1, JUB .74, Kaus. Up. m.2, 8) is
not one member (cf. 1 Cor. 12:12 f1.) but a compound (semhata, samdeha,
sambhiri, oirykpipa, etc.), or “host of elemental beings” (bhiatagana),
called “elemental self” (bhdatatman) and, as such, distinguished (as in
Plato) from “its immortal Selt” (amrto’sydtmd, Yy Yroxds), the im-
passible and un-affected Inner Man (antahpurusah = prajiatman, solar
Self; cf. MU m.2, 3). In view of what has already been said of the Soma
sacrifice, a symbolic self-immolation, it will not now surprise us to find
that this passible “elemental self” is identified with Soma (soma samj#io’-
yam bhatitma, MU vi.10). Not, of course, the Soma that “was Vrtra,”
or Varunya, but the Sama that still is Vrtra, or Varunya; not Soma the
Friend {(mitra) but Soma the Titan (asura, SB x1n1.6.1.10, 11); not Soma
the immortal, but the Soma that is to be pressed and slain and from
whom the immortal extract is to be separated out. In MU vi.Io we are,
accordingly, further reminded that Soma is the food and Fire the eater
[it is with this Fire and not with the Soma that the Sacrificer identifies
his Self], and that the Comprehensor of the equation Soma = bhdtatman
is a truly poor man (samnydsi), a harnessed man (yogi), and a “self-
sacrificer” (dtmaydiff), i.e., “one who himself officiates as his own sacrifi-
cial priest, as distinguished from the devaydji, for whom the sacrifice is

52 All this corresponds to the removal of the znramays and other “sheaths”
(kosa) of Brahma, to the “shaking off of bodies” (JUB ri5.5, nnzoz, etc.), es-
sential because “no one becomes immortal with the body” (8B x.4.3.9). It is sym-
bolized also in the Vaisnava vastra-harana. Love reminds us that “across my
threshold naked all must pass.” This is Philo’s “noble nudity” {(dpiory youvaous,
Legum allegoriae 1.77).
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performed by another, notably by the god (Agni, devayaj, SB passim)*®
as missal priest: the Sacrificer’s immolation of himself, the “elemental
self,” is his “self-sacrifice™ (@tmayayfia).

In the same way we shall now be able to understand how in MU
v1.35 the powers of the soul are equated with Soma shoots: here “of the
Fire that is hidden within the Sky it is but a litdle measure that is the
Water of Life (@mrtam) in the midst of the Sun, of which the growing
shoots (gpyay-ankurdh)® are Soma or the Breaths (soma prand va).”
The equation of the breaths with Soma shoots is even more explicit in
TS vi.4.4.4, prand vd amiavah, “the breaths are Soma shoots.” Now we
have seen that “Soma was Vrtra,” and that he emerges from these shoots
“as the Serpent from his skin”; the powers of the soul, the collective soul
itself are, then, Vrtra's “seat and lair” from which the oftering (is#)
is extracted (SB v.55.1, 6, cited above). The real Soma sacrifice is the
bruising of these shoots, the breaths, the elemental self or soul: “One

withdraws (uddhreya) these breaths (from their objects)®® and sacrifices
them in the Fire” (prdndn . . . agrau juhoti, MU v1.26); “the (imma-
nent) deities®® are the breaths, mind-born and mind-yoked, in them one

S8 Cf. RV 1.142.11, devan yaksi, vanaspate.

5 This is my own reading of the text, avoiding all emendation.

53 As in MU vr.1g, BG 11.58, 1v.27, etc. and in all contemplative practice leading
to synthesis (samadki}. Cf. Psalms 51:16, 17, “Thou delightest not in burnt offering.
The sacrifices of God are a broken spirit”

38 “All these deities are in me” (JUB r14.2); “they make their home in me”
($B 11.3.2.3); they are neither in heaven nor on earth, but in breathing creatures,
i€, living beings {praninah, VS xvir14). Strictdy speaking, Prajapati’s children (his
“breath forms™ as Sayana calls them, ¢f. BU 1.5.21 where it is after him Prajapan,
the Breath, and as his forms, répans, that the powers of the soul are called “breaths”)
are gods and titans, competing in these worlds for possession of them; the sense
organs of speech, scent, hearing, vision, and thought sang for the gods all fruition
{bhogdn) and for themselves whatever was beautifu! (kafvanam), unil cthe ttans
infected them with evil—that is, whatever is done by any of them informally
{apratiripam). Only the Breath remained immune to this infection, and he trans-
lates (atyavahat) the senses, striking off their evil, their mortality, so that each
becomes its macrocosmic equivalent, speech becoming Agni, smell Vayu, vision the
Sun, hearing the Quarters of heaven, mind the Moon. The Breath then shares out
the nourishment that it sings for itself {the Breath is the organ-blower, the breaths
the Maruts that move in the bodily organ-“pipes, nadyak,” into which they have
been “put, Autak™), playing the part of host to the breaths that take up their places
round about him as a regiment of the “King’s QOwn {spvak)” that at the same time
forms his bodyguard and is fed by him. The Breath is identified with {Agni-)
Brhaspati Brahmanaspan, ie., the Spiritual Power in which the Temporal Power
inheres (BU 13, ¢f. JUB 1n.8). It &5 in this sense that the gods were originally
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sacrifices metaphysically” (prané var deva, manojita manoyujas, tesu pa-
roksam juhoti, TS vii4s5, cf. JUB 1403).°7

“Mind-born and mind-yoked”: in the ever-recurrent simile of the
chariot,® i.e,, the bodily vehicle in which the solar spiritual Self takes up
its stand as a passenger for so long as the chariot lasts, the sense organs
are the steeds and the reins are held by the directing mind (manas, vobs)
on behalf of the passenger; “Savitr yokes the gods (devdh = prinakh)
with mind, he impels them (yuktvdya manasi devan . . . savitd prasuvats
tan, TS v.ra).” When the horses willingly obey the rein, the chariot
conducts the passenger to his proper destination; but if they pursue their
own ends, the natural objects of the senses, and the mind yields to them,
the journey ends in disaster (it must be remembered that the mind is
“twofold,” bound by the senses or independent of them, MU 1v.34, cf.
Philo, Legum allegoriae 1.93). The man whose senses are under control,
or “voked” (yuktdh, yujah), ic., the yogi, can say accordingly “I yoke
myself, like an understanding horse (svayam ayuy hayo na vidvin, RV
v.46.1)"; which is only another way of referring to those who “offer up
all the workings of the senses and the breaths in the Fire of the yoga of
self-control, kindled by gnosis” (BG 1v.27).

It is now also clear why we are told in RV x.85.3—4 that though “they
fancy when they crush the plant that they are drinking very Soma;

tmortal (TS vir.4.2.1, SB 1.2.2.8, etc.), and only by Agni’s counsels, or by the sacri-
fice, or by making the drakma their own, attained their present dignity {arahatia},
immortality (amriatva), and victory (jitz}, RV vi7.4, x.63.4, 5B 114.3.15, x1.2.3.6,
etc.

57 That is to say that when the sacrificer, in whom these powers are immanent,
ceasing to use them for improper (apratiripa) ends, Le., the pursuit of pleasure,
returns himself with the immanent deities to their scurce, then “he" becomes an
immortal. It is not his personality but his Person that then survives after death, when
“we who, in our junction with our bodies are mixtures and have qualities, shall
not exist, but shall be brought into the rebirth, by which, becoming joined to
incorporeal things, {we] shall become unmixed and without qualities™ (Philo, De
cherubinm, 113 f1.). The TS passage sums up in a few words the whole thesis of “self-
sacrifice,” i.e., the sacrifice of oneself by oneself to one’s Self, “this self's immortal
Self” (MU 1.2}, Whoever will not make this sacrifice is “damned™: “Whosoever
hath not [possessed his Self], from him shall be taken away even that [self] he
hath,” Marct. r3:12

58 The symbo! of the chariot is employed by Plate and the Platonists in exactly
the same way. To exhibit the collation in full would require a separate article,
but we may point out that the notion of a yoking of the senses is conspicuous in
Hermes, Asclepins 1.5 A.
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yet of him the Brihmans understand by ‘Soma’ none ever tastes, none
tastes who dwells on earth.”™® The extracted juice is not immediately, not
really Soma (Sayana, na ca sa saksat somah). The drinking of Soma,
in other words, is a rite of transubstantiation; “it is metaphysically
(paroksam) that the Ksatriya obtains the Soma drinking, it is not im-
mediately (pratyaksam — siksat) partaken of by him .. . (but only)
through the High Priest (purodhas), through the initiation (diksa),
and the ancestral invocation” (pravara, implying “apostolic succession™),
AB vii3r; of. SB m1.6.2.9, where the Soma pressing stones are Initiation
(diksd) and Ardor (fapas); “they collect (dkrrya) the plant wfand and
press 1t, and by means of the initiation {d74¢3) and the seances (upasads,
sacrificial sittings-in), by the Tandinaptra (-covenant) and the ‘making to
grow' (dpydyana), they make it to be ‘Soma’” (SB 11.4.3.13); “by Faith,
the davghter of Siirya, he makes it (surd, brandy, properly the drink of
the Asuras and loathsome to Brahmans) to be Soma juice” (SB x11.7.3.11);
that which was taken away from Namuci (Vrtra) by the Advins is now
drunk as Soma (5B xu.8.1.3-5), the “Supreme Offering” (VS xixo,
SB xn.8.2.12),

Such is the significance of what is called the “Subjective Interior Burnt-
offering” (adhyatmikam antaram agnihotrah), of which SA x1#. af-
firms that “if one sacrifices, knowing not this Agnihotra, it is for him as
though he pushed aside the coals and made oblation in the ashes.”

The assumption of the Fire is described in $B 112.2.8-20, of which the
following is a summary. The gods (devdh) and titans (aswrdh) were
both the children of Prajapati, both alike devoid-of-any-spiritual-Self
(endtmanaf) and consequently mortal: only Apni was immortal. Both
parties set up their sacrifictal Fires. The titans performed their rite ex-
ternally (profanely); but “the gods then set up that Fire in their inward
self (emam .. . antardtman iddadhata), and having done so became im-
mortal and invincible and overcame their mortal and vincible foes.” In

the same way now the sacrificer sets up the sacrificial Fire within him-
self. As to this Fire thus kindled within him he thinks, “herein will I

% An explicit warning that the Elixir of Life is not a physical medicine of any
kind; it is no more than the jons wvitae to be found outside ourselves. Cf. AB 114,
“. . . the Soma oblation is one of ambrosia. These oblations are incorporeal (ie.,
invisible and intangible); it is with those oblations that are incorporeal that the
sacrificer wins immortality.”
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sacrifice, here do the good work.” Nothing can come between him and
this Fire:®® “Surely, as long as I live, that Fire that has been set up in
my inward self does not die down in me.” He feeds that flame who
utters right (setyam), and more and more becomes his own fiery force
(zejas}; he quenches it who utters wrong (anrtam),*" and less and less
becomes his fiery force. Its service is just “right.”

Accordingly, “being about to edify Agni (build up the Fire-altar) the
sacrificer apprehends him in himself (@tmann agnim grhnite); tor it is
from himself that he brings him to birth (d@tmano . . . adhifayate, SB
vir.4.1.1)." The true Agnihotra is, in fact, not a rite to be merely performed
at fixed seasons, but within you daily,*® after the primordial pattern of the
thirty-six thousand Arka-Fires that were of mental substance and mentally
edified by the first sacrificers: “mentally (manasa)® were they edified,
mentally were the cups of Soma drawn, mentally they chanted. . . . These

80 Cf. AB wvir.r2, where if anything passes between the sacrificer and his riwal
fires he may ignore it, because his fires “have been set up within himself {(@many
asya kitd bhavanti).”

81 For satyam (ytarn) and anrtam our words “truth” and “untruth” have a too
definitely ethical and empirical significance to be entirely adequate; just as our
word “sin” is too ethical to represent what is implied by Sanskrit and Greek terrms
meaning “incorrect,” or more literally, “missing the mark.” Properly speaking,
“sin,” as defined by St. Thomas Aquinas, is “any departure from the order to t_h:
end,” and not merely moral error. Sazyam and anrtam are nearer Lo “correct” (_m~
tegery and “incorrect.” In the same way, virtue {#;:m.fafam,_ Pali kusalam}, like
wisdom (godia), is radically “skill"; and the beaudiful (J{Efyﬂﬂfl,-unl&g) not what
we like, but whatever is appropriate or “in good form (pratiripa),” as opposed
to what is ugly, improper, or more literally “informal (apratirdpa)”; nor are tl_fll‘.’:ﬂt
merely “aesthetic” values, for kalyinas and keusala, kusala, are both l}pp:DS-l:d o paps,
“evil” or “foul,” as in Scholastic philosophy pwicher is opposed to turpis, whether as
“ugly” ar as “disgraceful.” Only what is correct is effective; and hence t%lf: great
emphasis laid on the correct, ie., beautiful, performance of the sacr_iﬁcml rites,
and the necessity for expiation in the case of any error (Brahmanas, passim). Wh*::n-
ever the conduct of life is sacramentally envisaged, this perfectionism is car::::d
over into every possible field of doing or making: in the single concept of skill,
“prudence” and “art” coincide. “Skilful performance is Yoga (yogah karmase
kausalam, BG 1.50)." ' *

®2 Similarly AA 11.3.8 (the 36,000 days of z man’s life), and KU v.8 (dive diva
idyo . . . havismadbhir manusyebhir agnih, “The Fire should be served every day
with human oblations”}. In this sense human sacrifice is essenual to salvation.

88 AManasa, “with the mind as instrument” or “mentally,” occurs some 8o or more
times in RV, frequently in connection with the Sacrifice—e.g., 1.172.2, sfomo .
hrda tastau manasa; 1L.40.3, ratham . . . manasa yufyamanam (ct. v.40.1, svayam
ayuii}; vi.6a.4, gartam manasa taksat; v1L.67.1, havismata manasa yajpiyens; simi-
larly vL16.4, havir hrda tastam, We have no reason to suppose that the Sacrifice
had ever been a merely mechanical operation.
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Fires, indeed, are knowledge-built (vidydcita eva); and for the Compre-
hensor thereof all beings (sarvdni bhétani, all the powers of the soul)
build up these Fires, even while he is asleep.” And so “by knowledge
(vidyaya) they ascend to where desires have migrated (pardgatah); it is
not by guerdons (daksindbhih) nor by ignorant ardour (avidvamsah
tapasyinaft) . . . but only to Comprehensors that that world belongs™ (SB
x.5.4.16). This last passage states explicitly what is clearly implied by RV
viiL7o.3, cited above.

A distinction is thus clearly drawn between mere performance and the
understanding of what is done, performance as such and performance
as the support of contemplation; and between an objective performance
on stated occasions and a subjective and incessant performance. The first
of these distinctions is made again in SB x.4.2.31, “Whosoever as a Com-
prehensor performs this sacred work, or even one who is a2 Compre-
hensor (but does not actually perform the rites), puts together again this
(divided) Prajiapati, whole and complete” (and therewith at the same
time reintegrates himself); and again in SB x111.1.3.22, where the distinc-
tion is drawn between those who are merely “seated at a sacrificial ses-
sion” (sattrasadah) and those who are “seated in reality” (safisadah),
only those who thus sacrifice in truth being “seated amongst the very
gods” (satisu devatisu sidantah).

The satisad is the same as the Atmayaji referred to above, namely one
who 1s his own priest. The dtmaydji is “one who knows, ‘this {(new)
body of mine hath been integrated (samskriyata), hath been superim-
posed (upadhiyate) by that body (of the Sacrifice)’: and even as Ahi
from his skin, so does he free himself from this mortal body, from the
evil (papmanas, ie, trom Vrira), and as an offering (dhut:),* as one
composed of the Three Vedas, so he passes on to the world of heavenly
light. But the Devayaji (for whom another officiates), who merely knows
that ‘T am sacrificing this (victim} to the gods, I am serving the gods,
15 like an inferior who brings tribute to (éalim haret) a superior . . . he
does not win so much of a world” (SB x1.2.6.13, 14).*® The distinction

 "Having come into being from Agni, the womb of the gods (cf. JB .17} from
the oblation, with a bedy of gold (= light, immortality) he proceeds to the world
of heavenly light” (AB m.14); and similarly in §B xn.2.2.5-6, and many like con-
fexts,

% Cf. JUB r.14.1, “He should not be one whaose gods are far away. Verily, it is
insofar as he approaches the gods with himself (a@tmani devan upaste, ie., is an
amayap) that become gods for him™; and BU 1.4.10, “So whoever approaches a
deity as being other, thinking FHe is one, and 1 ancther,’ does not comprehend; he
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is of active and passive vige, of “salvation” from “liberation.” The Atmay-
aji is “one who sacrifices in himself” (stmann eva yajati, MU virg).
“Seeing the 5elf®® impartially in all beings and all beings in the Self, the
Atmayajl obtains autonomy” (sverdjyam, Ménavadharmaedistra xiLgr;

cf. CU winL1.1-6, BG vi.29).

The foregoing interpretation of the Sacrifice as an exhaustive series of
symbolic acts to be treated as supports of contemplation (dAsydlamba)
reflects a traditional assumption that every practice (mpafis) implies
and involves a corresponding theory (fewpia). The observation of SB
1x.5.1.42 that the building of the Fire (-altar) includes “all kinds of
works” (vifvd karmdpi) assimilates the sacrificer to the archetypal sacri-
ficer, Indra, who is preeminently the “All-worker” (vifvakarma). It is
just because the Sacrifice, if it is to be correctly performed (and this is
quite indispensable), demands the skilled cooperation of all kinds of
artists, that 1t necessarily determines the form of the whole social struc-
ture. And this means that in a completely traditional society there is no
real distinction of sacred from profane operations; rather, as the late A. M.
Hocart expressed it, “chaque occupation est un sacerdoce™;®” and it is a
consequence that in such societies, “the needs of the body and the soul are
satisfied together.”® In view of this, it will not surprise us to find what
in any investigation of the “caste system” must never be overlooked, name-
ly, that the primary application and reference of the verb kr (creo,
kpaive), to do or make, and the noun karma, action or making, is to
sacrificial operation (cf. Grassmann, s.wvv., insbesondere, opfern, Opfer-
werk; and Lat. operari = sacra facere). It will be as true of every agent
as 1t is for the king that whatever he does of himself, unsupported by
any spiritual reason, will be to all intents and purposes “a thing not
done” (akrtam). What might otherwise seem to our secular eyes a revolu-
tionary principle, viz. that the true Sacrifice (“making sacred,” iepomroia)
Is to be performed daily and hourly in each and every one of our func-

15 2 mere vicim for them.” Similarly Meister Eckhart, “Some there are so simple
as to think of God as if He dwelt there, and of themselves as being Aere. It is not
$0, God and I are one” (Pfeiffer ed., p. 206),

% The solar Self of RV 1151 and AV x.8.44.

®7 Les Castes, Paris, 1938, p. 277,

% R, R. Schmidt, Dawn of the Human Mind, London, 1936, p. 167. That manu-
facture should serve the needs of body and soul at one and the same time was
also Plato’s demand; and wherever there is not this intention, man is atremptung
to live an arrophied existence, by “bread alone.”
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tionings—tesu paroksam juhoti, TS vi.1.45—is really implicit in the con-
cept of action (karma) itself; it is, in fact, only inaction, what is not done,
that can be thought of as unholy, and this is explicit in the sinister mean-
ing of the word krtyd, “potentiality” persenified; the perfect man is “one
who has done what there is to do” (kreakrytak), the Arhat katam Za-
raniyam. The sacrificial interpretation of the whole of life itself, the
karma marga doctrine of the Bhagavad Gitd, is iraplicit in texts already
cited, and explicit in many others, e.g., JUB 1v.2, where the man is the
Sacrifice, and his breaths, the powers of the soul, acting as Vasus, Rudras,
and Adityas, carry out the morning, midday, and evening pressings (i.e.,
the Soma sacrifice) during his first 24, second 44, and last 48 years of a
life of 116 years. Similarly CU w16, followed by 1117, where privation
is equated with initiation, enjoyments with the sacrificial sessions and
chantings, the virtues with the guerdons, generation with regeneration,
and death with the last ritual ablution. In the same way in the “thousand
years” operation of the allemanating (vifvasrjah) deities, “Death is the
slayer” (Samitr, PB xxv.18.4), who dispatches the resurrected vichim to
the gods.”

In Kaus. Up. 115, in Hume’s version appropriately entitled “A per-
son’s entire life symbolically 2 Soma-sacrifice,” it is affirmed with respect
to the Interior Burnt-offering {dntaram agnihotra) that our very breath-
ings in and out (prdndpdnau: the two primary breaths or lives, which
include and represent all those of sight, hearing, thought, and specch,
etc., AA 11.3.3) “are two endless ambrosial oblations (nante amrtdhuti)
that whether waking or sleeping one offers up (juhorf) continuously and
without a break: and whatever other oblations there are, have an end
(antavatyas takh), for they amount to no more than activity as such (germ-
mamayo hi bhavanti}. And verily the Comprehensors thereof in former
time abstained from making actual burnt offerings (agnihotram na ju-
huvam cakruah).” It is from the same point of view that the Buddha,
who found and followed the ancient Way of the former Fully Awakened
(S 11106, etc.) and expressly denies that he taught a doctrine of his own
invention (M r.77), pronounces: “I pile no wood for altar fires; 1 kindle
a flame within me (ajjhatam — adhydtmikam), the heart the hearth,
the flame thereon the dominated self” (@t sudantd, S 1.169; 1.e., saccena
danto, 8 1168 — satyena dantah). We have seen already that one who
has slain his Vrtra, i.c., dominated self, and is thus a true autocrat (sva-

9 On the “happy dispatch,” ¢f. Appendix 1.
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ri7), is liberated from the law according to which the Sacrifice is factu-
ally performed (TS 1.5.45); and in the same way 1n AA utab, the
Kivaseyas who (as in Kaus. Up. 15, cf. BG 1v.29) sacrifice the incoming
breath when they speak and the outgoing breath when they remain si-
lent, ask: “To what end should we recite the Veda (cf. BG 1m.46), to
what end should we sacrifice externally) 7™

In the sacrificial interpretation of life, acts of all kinds are reduced
to their paradigms and archetypes, and so referred to Him from whom all
action stems; when the “notion that | am the doer” (ahamiara, karto’ham
asmitf) has been overcome, and acts are no longer “ours,” when we are
no longer any one (vivo autem, jam non ego sed Christus in me, Gal.
2:20), then we are no longer “under the law,” and what 1s done can no
more affect our essence than it can His whase organs we are. It is in this
sense only, and not by vainly trying to do nothing, that the causal chain
of fate (karma with its phalini) can be “broken”; not by any miraculous
interference with the operation of mediate causes, but because “we” are
no longer part and parcel of them. The reference of all activities to their
archetypes {essentially a reductio artium ad theologiam) is what we ought
to mean when we speak of “rationalizing” our conduct; if we cannot give
a true account (ratio, Aéyos) of ourselves and our doings it will mean
that our actions have been “as you like it (vrtha),” reckless (asamkhy-
anam) and informal (apratirépam) rather than to the point (sddhu)
and in good form (pratirapam).”™

For one who has completely realized the sacrificial implications of every
action, one who is leading not a life of his own in this world but a transub-
stantiated life, there are no compulsory forms. This must not be understood
to mean that he must adopt the role of a nonconformist, a “must” that
would be altogether incompatible with the concept of “freedom.” If, in the
last analysis, the Sacrifice is a mental operation even for the Rg Veda,
where the ritual acts are mentally performed (manasd, passim) but it
is not to be inferred that there is no manual procedure, it is also true
that an emphasis on the ultimate inwardness of the Burnt-offering by no

701t is, no doubt, in their character as nonsacrificers that the Kivaseyas of RV
vi1.18.2 are enemies of Indra, whose very raison de devenir is sacrificial operation.
They have, by their repudiation of the divine activity and imitavuon of the divine
idleness, become again Asuras, and are no longer the loyal subjects of the king of

this world.
L Cf. notes 56 and 61. Right offering is whatever is neither excessive nor de-

fective in the Sacrifice (§B x1.2.3.9).
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means necessarily involves a disparagement of the physical acts that are
the supports of contemplation. The priority of the contemplative does not
destroy the real validity of the active life, just as in art the primacy of the
free and imaginative actus primus does not remove the utility of the manu-
al actus secundus. In the karma marga, karma retains, as we have seen, its
sacrificial implications. A mere and ignorant performance of the rites
had always been regarded as insufficient (na garmand . . . na yajiah,
RV vinzo.3). If the karma of the Bhagavad Gita is essentially (svabha-
vaniyatam, XVilL47 = xatd ¢dow) a work to which one is called by
one’s own hature or nativity, this had been equally true in the Vedic pe-
riod when the sacrificial operation involved “all kinds of works” and
the acts of the carpenter, doctor, fletcher, and priest had all been regarded
as ritual “operations (wratdni).” And so as BG w.is, reminding us of
several contexts cited above, affirms and enjoins, “Understanding this,
the sacrificial work was performed even by the ancients desirous of
liberation (krtam karma piarvair api mumuksubhih); so do thou do
work (kuru karma) even as by the ancients of old it was done.” It 1s
truc that, as the Vedianta consistently maintains, man’s last end is unat-
tainable by any means, whether sacrificial or moral, but it is never for-
gotten that means are dispositive to that end: “This Spiritual Self is not
to be taken hold of (labhyah) by the weak, nor in arrogance, nor by
ardor without its countersign (of poverty); but he who being a Compre-
hensor labors (yatate) with these means (w#péya), that Self dwells in
Brahma-home” (Mund. Up. nm1.24).

We have seen that the conquest of Ahi-Vrtra, the slaying and eating™
of the Dragon, is nothing but the domination of the self by the Self;
and that the Burnt-offering is the symbol and should be the fact of this
conquest. “He who makes the Burntoffering (agnihotram) tears up
the snare of greed, cuts down delusion and disparages anger” (MU v1.38);
and so, “transcending the elemental powers and their objects . . . he whose
bowstring is his solitary life™ and whose arrow is his lack of the conceit

72 The eucharistic mea!l is of extreme importance in the Sacrifice. The essential
and only indispensable part of the victim is the heart, for this is the mind, the life
breath and the “very self” of the vietm; it is basted with ghf on a spit, and so
made to be that living food of which the gods partake. In the Edda, Sigurd un-
derstands the language of birds (“angels,” cf. René Guénon, “La Langue des
oiseanx,” Voile d'Isis, xxxvi, 1931} when he tastes of Fafnir's heart.

8 The parizrijaka’s quest {a Grail quest, like that of the Vedic rsayak} is stricily
analogous to that of the knight errant and to that of the solar hero in our fairy
tales. There must be ne looking back {SB xu.s5.2.15),
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of self-existence,” fells the keeper of the first of Brahma's palace-gates,
whose crown is delusion . . . and who slays all these beings with the ar-
row of wishful thinking,” and may enter Brahma’s palace, whence he
can look down upon the revolving wheel as may the charioteer upon
the turning whecls of his vehicle; “but for one who is smitten and en-
flamed by darkness and passion, a body-dweller attached to son or wife
or kindred, no, never at all!” (Kaus. Up. 14 and MU v1.28)." This
“keeper” is assuredly the Dragon on the Hero’s path and the Guardian
of the Tree of Life; in other words, the Death that every Solar Hero
must overcome. We hope to show elsewhere that Indra’s defeat of Ah-
Vrtra and the Bodhisatta's conquest of Mira are relations of one and the
same universal mythos. Here we have only proposed to emphasize that
the Dragon, or Giant—by whatever name, whether we call him Ahi,
Vrtra, Soma, Prajapati or Purusa, or Osiris or Dionysos or Ymir—is always
himself the Sacrifice, the sacrificial victim; and that the Sacrificer, whether
divine or human, is always himself this victim, or else has made no real
sacrifice,

In sacrificing himself in the beginning, the Solar Hero, having been
single, makes himself—or is made to be—many for the sake of those into
whom he must eater if they are to find their Way “from darkness to
light, death to immortality” {BU 1.3.28). He divides himself, and “Ex-
cept ve eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his bleed, ye have no
life in you” (John 6:53); and as we have seen, he is swallowed up in
us, like a buried treasure. In this cosmic crucifixion the Sacrifice is “ex-
tended”; and insofar as we think and act in terms of the pairs of op-
posites, think of him in the noumenal and phenomenal aspect under
which he enters into the world (SB x1.2.3.4, 5), we “crucify him daily.”
If his sacrifice is an act of grace, and it is because of his love (prend)
for his offspring that he enters into them (TS v.5.2.1) in whom as only
Samsirin (BrSBh n.1.5) he submits to repeated deaths (JUB mrr f,
cf. RV x.72.9), it is, on the other hand, a murder that is committed by
whoever, human or divine, sacrifices another; the slaying and dismem-

74 Cf. Mund. Up. 11.2.3, where the arrow is oneself, Brahma the target. [“Such
a blind shot with the sharp dart of longing love may never fail of the prick, which
is God,” Epistle of Discretion, by the author of the Cloud of Unknowing (cf. Ed-
mund Gardner, ed., The Cell of Self-knowledge, London, 1910, for text of the
Epistle).]

75 “If any man come to me, and hate not his father and mother, and wife, and
children, and brethren, and sisters, yea, and his own life {yuyd, soul) also, he
cannot be my disciple” (Luke 14:26).
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berment of Vrtra is, in fact, on Indra’s part an original sin (kildisa)
because of which he is often excluded from the Soma drinking, and for
which atonement must be made (TS 115.3.6, AB vir.31, KB xv.3; cf.
SB 1.2.3, 111.9.4.17, X11.6.1.40, etc.).”®

“We” are aggregates of the functional powers that are the offspring
(prajah) of Prajapati (Brahma, Atman, Prina, Sun) and the names of
his acts; it is the universal Self that operates in each of our many selves,
seeing, thinking, etc., into which it is divided; it is this Self that collects
itself when we die, and that passes on ta ather habitations, the nature of
which is predetermined by its own former activities. Whether or not
“we” survive this passage will depend upen whether our conscicusness
of being—not to be confused with our “waking” powers of perception,
of which nothing survives the transition”—is in him, or in “ourselves.”
It remains, however, for this Wanderer, and for us if we have known
him and not merely ourselves, to “callect himself” once and for all and
to return from this round of becomings to himself; having been many,
he must again become one; having died again and again, he must be
resurrected once and for all. The second phase of the Sacrifice, then, and
from our present position in the manifold the most essential part of it,
consists in the putting together (samdhé} again of what had been dis-
membered, and the building up (samskr) of another and unitary Self
that shall be our Self when this present self is no more. This unification
and “coming into one’s own™ is at once a death, a rebirth, an assimilation,
and a marriage.

We must not, however, suppose that “we” are the heroes of this cosmic
drama: there is but One Hero. It is the God that “fetters himself by
himself like a bird in the net” laid by the huntsman Death, and the God
that breaks out of the snare,™ or, otherwise stated, crosses over the torrent
of life and death to its further shore by the bridge that is made of his
own Spirit, or as one climbing reaches the top of the tree to rest on his
f:}'ric or soar at will. He, and not this man So-and-so, is my Self, and it
1s not by any acts of “mine,” but only by knowing Him (in the sense
that knowing and being are one), by knowing Who we are that “we”

"®Just as in the slaying of Soma, Mitra does a “cruel deed” (TS vi4.8.1).

" "After death there is no consciousness” (na pretya samjrdsti, BU 114.12):
“the dead know not anything” {Eccl. g:5). -

"E‘fI:ibcratinn is for the Gods, n»ot for man” {A. H. Gebhard-L’Estrange, The
Tradition of Silence in Myth and Legend, Boston, 1040, p. 7). In the Philosophia
Pl‘;‘:rtnﬂiﬁ, this is as strictly orthodox as Sapkara’s “Verily, there is no other trans-
migrant than the Lord” (BrSBh 1.1.5).
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can be set free. That is why all traditions have insisted upon the primary
necessity of self-knowledge: not in the modern psychologist’s sense, but
in that of the question “Which self?” that of the oracle “Know thyself,”
and that of the words S¢ ignoras te, egredere. “By the Self one findeth
manhood, by comprehension findeth immortality; great 1s the destruction
if one hath not found Him here and now! (atmand vindate viryam,
vidyayd vindate'mrtam . . . na ced ihi'vedin mahati vinasith, JUB 1v.19.4,’
s).” “With himself he indwells the Self, who is a Comprehensor [htl‘ﬂﬂf;
(samvifaty atmandtméanam ya evam veda, VS XXXILI 1). “What thou, Agni,

art, that may I be!” (TS 157.6).

Arpenpix 1: ON PeACE

“What is the best thing of all for a man,
that ke may ask jrom the gods?”
“That he may be always at peace with himsell.”
Contest of Homer and Hesiod, 320.

Soma’s “pacification” is his quietus as a Varupya principle. Ct. 18 ir.1.92,
where by means of Mitra the priest “pacifies” (famayati) Varuna, and
thus frees the sacrificer from Varuna’s noose; and TS v.s.105, where
the dangerous deities might suck in (dhydyeyuh) the sacrificer and+ he
“appeases” ({amayati) them with the oblations. The ritual slayer is a
famitr, one who gives the quietus (RV v43.4, SB m.8.34, etc.). In the
same way, the sacrifice of the Christian victim is for atonement, to make
peace with the angry Father. And while appeasement implies a satisfac-
tion or gratification of the person appeased, it must never be overlooked
that peace {an#7) can never be made with an enemy; in one way or an-
other he must be put to death as an enemy (although “it is his evil, not
himself that they slay™) before he can be made a friend of. So when the
will is pacified (upasdmyate, MU v1.34) it is “stilled,” and when the
psychophysical self is “conquered and pacified (jita . - . praiantah, E}G
vi7)” by the Supreme Self, it has been sacrificed. Desire cannot survive
the attainment of its object; only the “dead” who do not desire, because
their desire is realized, are at peace, and hence the frequent association
of the words akama (without desire) and dptakima (with desire at-

tained), e.g, BU v.3.21 and v.4.6. |
There is similarly in Lat. par a sinister significance (well seen in the
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case of imperalistic wars of “pacification”); the connections of the word
are with pangere, paciscor, and Skr. pafa, “fetter,” esp. of Death. Eng.
dispatch (esp. in the sense to “kill”) contains the same root; the vietim’s
is a “happy dispatch” precisely because he is released or unleashed from
the fetter or penalty imposed by the Law. A treaty of peace is a thing
imposed (primary sense of pangere) on an enemy: it is only insofar as
the enemy, presumed a rebel (the war being just and the victory that of
right rather than might, as is assumed in all traditional ordeals including
those of single or other combat), repents and willingly submits 10 the
bonds into which he enters, that the “peace” is really an “agreement,” the
fanti a samjiana, and that is why the “consent™ of the sacrificial victim
is always secured; cf. §B xmi.2.8.2, where that “they make 1t consent
(samjAdpayants) means that they kill the victim.” In this case the “enemy”
is really resurrected as a “friend”; or in other words, it is not himself
but his evil thar is “killed.”

There is thus a kind of peace (which I have elsewhere called “inter-
necine”) that can be only too eastly understiood; but also another “that
passeth all undersranding.” It is only the peace by agreement that is real
and that can endure; and it is for this reason that Gandht would rather
see the English relinquish, i.e., sacrifice, their hold on India of their own
free will than see them compelled to do so by force. The same applies
to the holy war of the Spirit with the carnal soul; if there is to be “unity
in the bond of peace” (Eph. 4:3), the soul must have “put sself to death,”
and not simply have been suppressed by force magenre of violent as-
ceticism and penances. And similarly in the case of the “war of the sexes,”
which is only a special case of war of the Spirit with the Soul.

APPENDIX 2: SEsA, ANANTA, ANANTARAM

TS 151.4.12, yad aéisyata — RV 1.28.9, ucchistam, not the “dregs” of Soma,
but what is “left” when the Soma has been extracted from the now dry
twigs or husks. In this inexhaustible wucchiszam (as in Vrtra) all things
are contained {AV x17), “everything is synthesized within it (ucchiste
.« . viSvam antah samdhitam, AV x17.1)"; “plenum is That (Brahma),
plenum This (All), when plenum is out-turned (wdacyate) from plenum,
(e.g., This All from Vrytra) plenum remains” (avasisyate, BU vs), “. . .
yea, That may we know today whence This was poured out” (mro
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L 1

tad adya vidhydma yatas tat parisicyate, AV x.8.29; Whitney's “that . . .
whence that” for tad . . . yatas tat betrays the literal and the Jogical sense).
Brahma, in other words, is infinite (enantaram), the brahma-yoni in-
exhaustible.

Yad afisyata — Sesa, ie., Ananta, the World Serpent, the Swallower
in whom all possibilities whatever are latent and from whom all pos-
sibilities of manifestation are extracted; and this endless {ananta) circle
is precisely that of Midgardsworm (Gylfiginning, 46-48) [sce Edda Snor-
ra Sturlusonar med Skdldatali, ed. Gudni Jénsson (Reykjavik, 1935)—
ep.], that of “der Schlange, die sich in den eigenen Schwanz beisst, {und
die] stellt den Aon dar” (Alfred Jeremias, Der Antichrist in Geschichie
und Gegenwart, Leipzig, 1930, p. 5), that of Agni “footless and headless,
hiding both his ends (apidd afirsd guhamano antd) when hrst born in
the region’s ground (budhne rajasah, ie., as Ahi Budhnya), from his
womb (asya yonau, RV w.1.11; cf. x.79.2, guhd firo nihitam rdhag aksi},
Prajapati “sightless, headless, recumbent (apasyam amukham faysnam,
JUB n1.38),” Vrtra-Kumara “handles and footless (ahastam . . . apadam,
RV x.30.8).” In the same way Brahma “was the one and only Endless
(eko'nantah, MU vr.17),” Brahma has no ends (anzo ndsti yad brahma,
TS vina.1.4), “footless he came into being erst (apdd agre samabhavat,
AV x821),"™ “as an Asura {so'gre asurabhavar)”: he (Aksara) is a
“blind (-worm) and deaf (-adder) having no interval (acaksuskam asro-
tram . . . anantaram, BU 11.8.8)”; “both blind and deaf, without hands
or feet (acaksuhbsrotram tad apdny apadam . . . bhitayonim, Mund. Up.
12.6)"; the “endless (anantam)” Chant is like a necklace “of which the
ends come together (samantam),” a serpent constricting its coils (bhogdn
samdhrtya, meaning also “assembling its enjoyments”)}, and the Year,™

78 Cf, “Inasmuch as he came into being footless (apad), he (Vrtra) was the
Serpent {Ahi},” $B 16.3.9. The Commentary on AV 1v.6.1 equates the prime-born
Brahma, who drank the Soma and made its poison harmless, with Taksaka
(Sesa).

AV 1v6.3 makes Garutman the first drinker of the poison. This Garutman is
probably that one of the two Suparni of RV 1.164.20 that eats of the fruit of the
tree; there may be a real connection of viga, poison, and wfsaya, object of per-
ception. In any case these legends are perhaps the prototypes for the Puranic myth
of Siva’s drinking of the poison produced at the Churning of the Ocean.

200Cf AV x8.12, “Ending, indeed, but endless inasmuch as his (Brahma-Pra-
japat’s) ends are united," or “finite, indeed, but infinite because of confinity
{anantam . . . antavac ci samante); these two (ends, confines) the Keeper of the
Vault, comprehending what hath been and shall be {bhizam uta bhavyam) thereof,
goes on distinguishing {carati vicinvan).” This is the “entering in of time from
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“endless” because its twa ends, Winter and Spring, are united (samdhatah,
JUB 1.35.7 f1.). The Buddha is “footless (apadam, Dh 179),” like Mara
(A v.434, M 1.180).

“What is the beginning, that is the end” (Keith), or rather “He who
is the coming forth is also the returning (yo Ay eva prabhavah sa evapy-
ayah, AA m.26; of. KU vii1, Mand. Up. 6, and BG xvnri6).” “His
before and after are the same” (yad asya parvam aparam tad asya, AB
1r.43); in other words, “He is fontal and inflowing” (Eckhart), his
departure when we end is “the flight of the alone to the alene™ (Ploti-
nus). And accordingly “That” is what remains there (atra pariiisyate)
when the body-dweller (dehinak, not my “soul” but my Self) is vntied
and liberated from the body (KU v.4); what then remains over (afefisy-
ate} is the immortal Self (@tman, CU vini4-5). As it is in and as this
Self that the Comprehensor is reborn from the pyre, the “transcendent
residue (atifesa)” is the analogue there of the “residue (fesa)” that he
leaves behind him Aere to inherit the character from which, as brahmavit
and brahmabhita, he has now been released from mortal manifestation
to immortal essence without distinction of apara from para brahma.
Therefore the Serpent (ndga) is the interpretation (sirvacanam) of the
“religious whose issues have ceased (khindsava bhikihu, M 1.142-45)"":
as is Brahma akgara. “The last step to fare without feet”; “in me is no I
and no we, I am naught, without head without feet” (Rimi, Divan,
Pp- 137, 205). Thus “we are brought face to face with the astounding
tact [less astounding, perhaps, in view of what has been said above) that
Zeus, father of gods and men, is figured by his worshippers as a snake,”
and the correlative fact that “all over Greece the dead hero was wor-
shipped in snake form and addressed by euphemistic titles akin to that
of Meilichios” (Jane Harrison, Prolegomena to the Study of the Greek
Religion, Cambridge, 1922, pp. 18, 20, 325 1.).** God is the undying, or
rather ever renascent Serpent, with whom every Solar Hero must do
battle, and to whom in turn the Hero is assimilated when he tastes of the
great antagonist’s flesh and blood. We take this opportunity to call atten-
tion to the Story of King Karade in the “Alsatian Parzival,™? a legend

the halls of the outer heaven,” the bisection or decapitation of Makha-Vrira, the
“act of creation,” and the first act of the Sacrifice of which the last end is to
reunite the “head” with the “body.”

511;1"1‘:: “beards™ of the Greek snakes perhaps represent the “spectacle marks”" of
a cobra.

82 Cf. E. K. Heller, “The Story of the Sorcerer's Serpent,” Specwlum, xv (1940},
338 fi., and literature there cited,
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that recalls in more than one detail the Indian versions of the enmities of
Indra and Vrtra. In the Karade story, the sorcerer Elyafres, who himsels
performs the Green Knight's feat, allowing himself to be decapitated and
later reappearing uninjured, is the Queen’s lover and the natural father
of the King’s supposed son Karados. Elyafres has been decapitated by
Karados, and when he reappears at the end of a year to return blow for
blow, in place of any physical blow he reveals to Karados his true
paternity. Karados, however, takes the side of his legal father. The Queen
then persuades Elyafres to create a serpent, to be the destroyer of Karados,
just as Vrtra is created to be Indra’s mortal enemy, with the same result
in both cases, the intended victor becoming either directly or indirectly
itself the sufferer. The serpent winds itself about Karados’ arm, and
cannot be undone. Karados is only saved by his betrothed, Guingenier,
and her brother; Guingenier exposes her breast to the serpent’s gaze, and
when it extends itself towards her, the brother cuts it to pieces. We shall
not attempt to analyze the whole of this most interesting myth here, but
point out that the sorcerer Elyafres corresponds to Tvastr, the Mayin;
Karados to Indra, who is Tvastr’s son and enemy as Karados is Elyafres’;
the serpent to Ahi-Vrtra; and that the motif of the coils corresponds to
the event as related in TS v.4.5.4, where Vrtra “ties up Indra in sixteen
coils (sodafabhir bhogair asindt).” From these coils Indra can oaly be
freed by Agni, who burns them. In the Indian mythology, Agni is In-
dra’s brother; in the Karade story, it is not, indeed, the hero’s brother,
but it is his brother-in-law that destroys the serpent.

AprpEnDIX 3: NakuLa: ‘Odiopdyms

In AV v1139.6, we find a love charm, “as the mongoose, having cut
to pieces a snake, puts it together again, so do thou, herb of virility, put
together again what of love was cut to pieces (yatha nakulo vichidya
samdadhiti ahim punah, eva . . .).” The mongoose is, indeed, a killer
of snakes, an ahékhan, but it has not been recorded by naturalists that it
can put them together again. Perhaps we should have said, “as the Mon-
goose, having cut Ahi (-Vrtra) to pieces, puts him together again.” in
order to solve this riddle, we shall go far afield before returning to it.
In Lev. 11:22, the word Aargal, one of four creatures presumed to be
insects and permitted to be used as food, is rendered in the Revised
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Version by “beetle” and in the Septuagint by ddropaxns, lit. “snake-
fighter.” Philo (De opificio munds 1.39) says that “this is an animal (épme-
76v)** having legs above its feet, with which it springs from the ground and
lifts itself into the air like a grasshopper.” This is a fair description of the be-
havior of a mongoose or ichneumon in the presence of a snake, and is also
justiied by the derivation of hargal from / harag, to leap suddenly;
that is what 2 mongoose does when struck at by a snake, thus avoiding
the blow; in any case the Hebrews did not eat beetles, but might eat
quadrupeds “which have legs above their feet, to leap withal upon the
earth” (Lev. 11:21), i, having legs long enough to do so, and there 1s
nothing in the text of vvar, 22 to show that all four of the creatures
listed in v.22 must have been insects. However, we shall not say anything
more about kargal, as it is sufficient for our purposc that it is rendered
in the Septuagint, which Philo follows, by é¢eopdxns, and in the Vul-
gate by ophiomachus.

According to Hesychius, duopdyns is ixvedpwy, and also a kind of
wingless locust, This ambiguity can be explained by the fact that there
is an “ichneumon fly,” a kind of wasp, doubtless so called because it lays
its eggs in caterpillars and so kills them,® and hence might be called a
«snake killer” if we bear in mind that snakes are traditionally “worms.”
But such wasps are neither edible nor wingless, and there can be no doubt
that our égeopdyns is an ichneumon, i.e., the Egyptian mongoose, Herpes
ichneumon, an animal that “tracks” {as the word ixvedpwr implies)®

52 The rendering of épmerdy by “repule” (Colson and Whitaker 1n LCL) is im-
possible. Philo cannot have meant this, as he would have known very well that
the Hebrews did not eat reptiles; the original sense of épmeroy, despite the etymol-
ogy, identica) with that of “serpent” is merely thar of “guadruped” as disun-
guished from “biped™ (H. G. Liddell and R. Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon}, and
it is certainly in this sense that Philo used the word.

8 The Indians were aware of this, and though they did not quite uaderstand
what actually takes place in nature, used the simile, “as the worm becomes the
wasp” (losing its own nature and taking on that of s slayer), as an exemplum
of deification, of what takes place when the liberated self devo bhitva devan apyets
(BU 1v.1.2); this féwoes implying, in the words of Nicolas of Cusa, an ablatio
omnis alteritatis et drversitatis.

%5 Skr. mrg and Gk. iypevw are used alike in the Vedic texts and by Plato with
reference to the “tracking” of the Hidden Light or the Truth.

Lat, calcatrir = cockatrice is also properly the "Tracker” (if not rather “Tread-
er™), and according to Webster “originally an ichneumon” but alse a “water
snake,” sometimes confused with the crocodile but an enemy of crocodiles, The
heraldic Cockatrice or Basilisk, a winged Griffin, with a serpent’s tail, 1s sometimes
thought of as an asp, sometimes as a bird, The Hebrew rsefar (Isa. 11:8, Vulgate
regulus) seems o have been a bird, and as enemy of reptiles must be thought
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crocodiles and eats their eggs, and also kills and eats snakes {as the word
dpropdxms implies). Plutarch, Moralia 380F, quite rightly says that the
Egyptians “revered” (éripmoav) the ichneumon. For as Adolf Erman
tells us, in an account of the divine animals of Egypt, “amongse these is
the ichneumen rat into which Atum (the Sun god) changed himself
when fighting against Apophis” (Die Religion der Agypter, Berlin and
Leipzig, 1934, p. 46), i.e, Apophis-Seth, the Egyptian Serpent or Drag-
on god, the constant enemy of the Sun, in a word the “Egyptian
Vrtra,” Thus Daressy, discussing an inscription on the statue of the
Pharoah “Zedher le Sauveur” (4th century B.c.), reads “Iusaar, the eye of
Ri, became an animal of 46 cubits in order to combat Apap in his
fury . . .,” the text proceeding to say that he may be invoked in cases
of snake poisoning (Annales du Service des Antiquités de Egypte,
XVIIL, 116, 117). Sethe takes up the matter again in “Atum als Ichneumon™
in Aegyptische Sprache und Altertumskunde, LXIII (1928), 50: “Re’
changed himself into a ‘d animal of 46 ells, to slay the serpent Apophis
as he raged.” He further cites and illustrates a sculptured representation
of the Egyptian mongoose, bearing the inscription “Atum, the guardian
God of Heliopolis,” and concludes that the ichmeumon and the Sun
god “share a common name (‘nd) because they are both victors in the
dangerous battle with the snake.” A more detailed account of “Das
[chneumon in der dgyptschen Religion und Kunst” is given by Glinther
Roeder in Egyptian Religion, IV (1936): in several statuettes of the crect
type, the Sun and Uraeus are represented on the ichneumon’s head.
Can we assume that the Indian mongoose (nekula) had also been
a symbol and type of the solar Indra as Ahihan? We have no direct evi-
dence for this, beyond the implications of AV vi.139.5 already cited. But
there is rather cogent indirect evidence in the fact that the female mon-
goose (nakuli), equated with the tongue, was certainly a type of the
feminine principle in the cosmos, namely, Vac (Sarasvati, Earth, erc.).
In RV 1.126.6, Svanaya (whom Indra has aided, probably the Sun) says
that “She who is clasped and clipt, who iike the she-mongoose (kafika,
Sayana nakuli) conceals herself (jangahe), she moistened gives me the

of as a Sunbird, perhaps a vulture, which actually mamples on its ophidian prey.
The heraldic Cockatrice, with its combination of avian and ophidian characters,
should be a type of the Supreme Identity of the two contrasted principles, divine
and titanic, which can only be characterized as “good and evil” when they are in
opposition, ke, in the world with its “pairs of opposites,” which opposites are,
properly speaking contraries rather than contradictories.
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hundred joys of rutting”; she, who in her reply calls herselt Romaéa
(hairy) and says that she is fleeced like a Gandharan ewe, is, according
to Siyana, “Brhaspati’s daughter.” She must be, in fact, the “tongue”
(juhu, ie, Vic), Brhaspati’s wife in RV x.109.5 and the she-mongoose
of AA 1125, “the mistress of all speech, shut in by the two lips, enclosed
by the teeth (ostd apinaddha nakuli dantath parivrtd sarvasyai vdca i%G-
nd),” apinaddha and parivrid corresponding to dgadhitd and parigadhrti
in 1.126.6 and explaining jangake (middle intensive from \/ gak, “sich
verstecken”).®® The point of all this is that nakali being Vic, etc., her
masculine counterpart must have been thought of as nakula, the male
mongoose, and may have bheen so spoken of in some lost text (as in the
case of other pairs with corresponding names, such as Sirya, Surya;
Vaéa, Vaé; Rukma, Rukma; Mahisa, Mahisi, etc.). The “mongoose”
(m.) would thus have been a type (ri#pa) of Indribrhaspati or of cither
Brhaspati or Indra as “snakefighter.” Brhaspati and Indra are preemi-
nently sacrificers. And what is the essential in the Sacrifice? In the furst
place, to divide, and in the second to reunite. He being One, becomes
or is made intc Many, and being Many becomes again or is put together
again as One. The breaking of bread is a division of Christ’s body made
in order that we may be “all builded together in him.” God is One as
He is in Himself, but Many as He is in His children (5B x5.2.16).
Prajapati’s “joints are unstrung” by the emanation of his children, and
“he, whose joints were unstrung, could not put them together again (sa
visrastaih parvabhih na faidka samhdtum, SB 16.3.36 = prajah . . . tabhy-
ah punah sambhavitum nitaknoti, TS v5.2.1)";% the final purpose of
the Sacrifice is to put him together again and it is this that is done in
the Sacrifice by himself (sa chandobhir itmdnam samadadhat® AA
m.2.6, etc.) or by the gods or any sacrificer, who reintegrate themselves
with him at one and the same time (SB pass¢im). Prajapati is, of course, the
Year (samvatsara, passim); as such, his partition is the distinction of
times from the principle of Time; his “joints (parvdni)” are the junc-

% Other interpretations of jangake are possible and even plausible. Our purpose
has been to show that nakeli is, in fact, a type of the feminine half of the divine
syzygy, nakula by implication a rype of the male half. If nakufz can be equated
with Indra as Ahihan, as is intrinsically plausible, this would also serve to explain
Kubera’s nakula as his purse, the inexhaustible source of his wealth, Indra being
always the great dispenser.

57 Having fettered himself by himself, like a bird in the net, MU 11.2, v1.30.

6 Becoming thus again samahiza, “in samadbi,” converse of Asta, prakita, prativs-
hita, nihtta, etc,
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tions of day and night, of the two halves of the month, and of the seasons
(e.g., Winter and Spring, see Appendix 2 for the “united ends of the
endless Year™), $B 1.6.3.35, 36. In the same way Ahi-Vrtra, whom Indra
cuts up into “joints (parvdni, RV 1v.19.3, vi.6.13, vinng.23, etc.)” was
originally “jointless” or “inarticulate®® {aparvah, RV 1v.19.3)," Le., “end-
less (anantah).” In the same way, Indra divides Magha-Vala (RV m.34.10,
TB 1.6.13.1), ie, Makha (the Sacrifice, PB vii5.6, and seumya, cf. RV
1X,20.7 makho ne . . . soma) “whom so long as he was One the Many
could not overcome” (TA v.1.3).

We have already seen that the Indian texes interpret the slaying of
Ahi-Vrtra metaphysically and identify Vrtra with the aesthetic, passible,
emotional “elemental self” that is seated in the “bowels.” 1 cannot cite
Egyptian texts to the same effect, but there can be no doubt that for the
Egyptians the conflict of the Sun with Apophis-Seth was one of light
against darkness, good against evil. For the Hebrews, the Serpent who
persuaded the mother of all mankind to eat of the fruit of the tree 1s
certainly the type of evil and the enemy above all others; while “the word
[nefes = anima] translated “soul’ so often in our English version meant
... for all Hebrews, the lower, physical nature, the appetites, the psyche
of Paul. It was used also to express “self, but always with that lower
meaning behind it” (D. B. Macdonald, The Hebrew Philosophical Ge-
nius, Princeton, 1934, p. 139, cf. p. 66).°° The serpent is explicitly this
“soul” for Philo and Plutarch. Philo says that “the snake-fighter {é¢io-
udyms) is, I think, nothing but a symbolic representation of self-control
(éyxpdrern), waging a fighe that never ends and a truceless war against
incontinence and pleasure, . . . For if serpentlike pleasure is a thing un-
nourishing and injurious, sanity, the nature that is at war with pleasure,

82 “Inarticulate,” here “continuous,” “undivided”; but also just as in another
sense the silent (sézbda) Brahma is inarticulate {anfrukta, etc.), and the expressive
(fabda) Brahma articulate (mirmkts, eic.).

%]t is one of the chief defects of this interssting bock that the author speaks
of “Plato’s pryehe™ as if this had been one single and altogether divine principle
(pp. og, 139}. Plato, in fact, always speaks of two souls, appetitive and rational,
the former corresponding ta Hebrew nefes and St. Paul's psyche, and the latter to
Hebrew ruah and St. Paul’s prewma (as also to the Indian farira and adarira atman,
bhatitman and antah purusa). Macdonald does not see that inasmuch as the He-
brew could *speak with himself and reason with himself” (p. 13g), this invelves
two “selves,” as was demonstrated once for all by Plato (Repubiic 430EF, 4360,
6048, etc.), these two being nrefes and ruah. The latter, which comes from God
and is reabsorbed in him (of which Eeclesiastes “is heartily glad, for it means a
final escape for man™ [p. 128], ie, if he knows whe he is and in whick self he
will be departing at death) is the “one and only Samsirin™ of the Vedinta.
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must be most nutritious and a saving power. . . . Therefore set up mind
(yvaun), the snake-fighter, against it, and contend to the last in this
noblest contest” (Legum allegoriae 1.39, 85, 86); and Plutarch that “Ty-
phon (Seth) is that part of the soul which is passible and titanic (wafnre-
ko xai Tiravikdéy) irrational (@hoyov) and forward, and of the bodily
part the perishable, diseased and disordered, as is shown in abnormal
seasons and temperatures, and by eclipses of the sun and disappearances
of the moon, eruptions as it were and lawless acts on the parr of Ty-
phon . . . whose name signifies ‘restraint’ or ‘hindrance’” (Mordlia 371
g.c.).”! In Christianity, the “Serpent” is still the “Tempter.”

The Indians may have thought that the mongoose not only bit to pieces
the snake but also put it together again, somewhat as the wease! of folk-
lore is supposed to revive its dead mate by means of a life-giving herb. It
may be, and probably is, with an “herb of virility” that the mongoose of
AV 130.6 puts the “snake” together again and so “heals (bheszjats)™ it
as they “heal” the divided Year in SB 1.6.3.35, 36; and we can even say
that the Ahi identified with the “soul” (the “double-tongued” Aditi-Vic
of §B mnr.2.4.16) is the “mate” of the Nakula identified with the divine
Eros who, assuredly, “puts together again whatever of love is divided.”
But bearing in mind that supernatural no more means unnatural than
superessential means nonessential, we say that it is not as natural history
but as myth that the acts of the mongoose are to be understood. The
nakula-6dndpdyns is a type or exemplum of the divine or human sacri-
ficer; the snake “a symbol of magic healing.”

#1 “Self.government” (svaraf), i.c., “inward government of the worse by the nat-
urally better part” of us (Plato, Republic 43148, etc.).

®2 Of Grimm, Marchen, 16, “Die drei Schlangenblitter,” and the snake thar As-
klepios was, which later survives coiled about his stafl.

147



