INTRCDUCTORY ESSAYS

of tae center of the maze, “short of which we are still in a duality.” Ilence
we say that the very mmplicasions of the parase “religicus tolerance” are
to be avoided: diversity of “aith is rot a matter for unwilling “toleration,”
hue of divine appoinunent. And this will hold good even if we sincerely
believe that other faiths zre inferior to our own, and in this semse reia-
sively “evil”: Zor as Augustine says, “The zdmirahle heauty of the uni-
verse s made up of all things. In which evea what s called evil, well-or-
dered end in its place, is the eminent commendation of what is good”
(Enchiridion xmr), whom St. Thomas quotes with approval, adding thar
“The universe, the preseat croation being suppoesed, cannot be beter, be-
causc of the most bezutiful order given to things by God” (Sum. Theol.
1.48.1 and 1.25.6 ad 3). As Aungustine also says, “There is no evil in things,
but only in the sincer’s misuse of them” (De docining christions 111.13).
As to the sinner’s “misuse,” who can assure us of that, with respect to
which it has been said, “Judge not, that ye be not judged™?

In the mater of direction owards the Kingdom of [Heaven “within
you,”? the modern world is far more lacking in the will to seel, than
likely to be led sstray by false direction. From the Satanic point ef view
there coud hardly be imagined a better activity than to be engaged in
the “conversion of the heathen” from one to another bocy of dogmas: that,
surely, wzs not what was rmeant by the injuastion, “Go thou and preach
the Kingdom of God"—or was He mistaken, when He said, “The King-
dom of Heaven is within you”?

2 wanskrit Ardapakace, antarbhidecya kie.
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The “E” at Delphi

The essential procedures of initiarary rires, by which the death of an old
man and the rebirth of a rew man are effected, and the conditions of access
to penetralia, are alike all over the world, Firmicus Maternus, De errore
profanarum veligionum (ch. xvit), dealing with these subjects,! reminds
us that there arc nght answers to the right questions (fabens enim propria
signa propria responsa), and that the right answer (proprium vesponsum)
is made by the initiand (komo moriturus) precisely as the proof of his
right to be admitted (uz possit admies). A typical example of such a sig-
zum and of the wrong and right answers can be cited from the [fazrminiya
Upanisad Brahmana, 111.14.1-5. When the deceased reaches the Sundeer
thc question is asked, “Who art thou?” If he answers by his own or by a
family name® he is dragged away by the factors of time. He should re-
spond, “Wha T am (is) the Light thou (art) (ko’ham asmi suvas tvam).

[This note was first published in the Kewiew of Refigien, V1 (1541) —xp.|

1 For Firmicus Maternus, see (3. van der Teenw, “The 3YMEOAA in Firmicis
Maternus,” in Egyptian Religion, T {1033).

?"“Wames sre fettess” (AA 1.16). God has no perscnal or Famuly mame (BU
1.8.8), nor ever becomes anyone (KU 1.18), and it follows that there can be no
return to God, no deificatio (for whick, in Cusa’s words, an a8latio omnis alterftatis
et dinersiatis is indispensable} for anyone who still is someone. The initiaze is name
less, is not himself but Agni (KB vi.23), cf. Gal. 2:20, eivo amtene jam non cgo,
ved Christus in me. God s & Sea, “rostra pace: dia & qud mare, dl qual tutto i
maze” (Paradiro .85, 8€); and a5 the names of the rivers arc lost in the sca, so arc
217 names and likenesses lost when we reach 1lim (A mro8, Prajue Tp. v1.5).
"Also sich wandelt der tropfc in daz mer” (Lickhart, Pheiffe: ed., p. 314, of Rini,
“that your drop may become the sea,” and “None Las knowladge of each who en-
ters, that he is So-2nd-s0’ ? (Odes x11 and xv iu Diwvén), and Lao-tew, Tao Te Ching
XXXII, “To Tao all under hesven will come as steams fAow into a2 grear river
of sea [“He that Ands (God) becomes lose (in Him): Jixe a torrent he is absorbed
i the Ocean” (Muthnuwi vigosz),) And o, according to the inseription cited by
V. Magnien, Les Mystéres & Bleusts (Paris, 1933), p. 324. “Pour tmon nom, na cherchs
Pas qui je suis: le rite mvstique I'emmena en s%en allant vers lz mer empourprée.”
. Sec als_o Counaraswamy, “Adkimca#8i; Self-Naughting” [in rthis vol—=n.], and

Svayanagrupa: fanue Coelf™ [in Vol. T of this edition—en.].
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As such have T come e thee, the heavenly Light.” Ile (Prajapaci, the Sun)
replics, “Who thou ars, that same am I} who 1 am, that same ar: thou.
Enter in.” Of numerous parzllels that might he cited, perhaps rhe maosr
striking is Rumi’s myth of the man who knocked at his friend’s door and
was asked “Whe art thou?” He answered “1.” “Begone,” said his friend.
After a year's separation and tribulation he came and knocked again,
and 1o the same question replied, “*Tis thou art at the does,” and received
the reply, “Since thou art 1, come in, O myself.’™

New there can be ro question that the eatrance to the temple of Apollo
ar Delphi was literally a Sundoor, a way intw the house or temple of the
Sun. The supesscription, “Kaow thysclf? (yvéfe oeavrdr) demands a
knowledge of the znswer to the question, “Whe art thou?” and may be
said, in rhe veiled language of the mysterics, to ask this very question.
The injunction, as Plutarch says,® is addressed by the God to all whe ap-
proach him; and the famcus “E” he takes to be their right answer. If
now, zs he also suggests, “E" stands for EI, and if we take [torm his various
interpretations the mcanings (1) the Sun (Apollo) and (z) “thou art,”

3 Mathnaui 1.3056-3063; of Song of Sangs v:8, “Si ignoras t=, egredere”

¢ That the inseription actually puss this question 13 explicit 1n Xenophon, Meszora-
#ifiz 1v.2.24, where Socrates asks Euthydemus, “1d you heed it, and try to consider
who you were?” (doris ‘E’F)'

5 Moraliz 3840 £, (“The 2’ at Delphi®}. Tt is likewise assumed in Plata { Charmedes
1640} thar the injunction “Bnow thysef” is not “a piece of advice” but “the God’s
salutation (zpdupyuis) to those whe enter,” and that the words are spoken by the God
to thoss who arc cntering his temple, “otherwisz than as men speek™ and “very
enigmatically” { uivl,-}r;_m-ru-&’anpau}; L&, “non in doetds humanac sapicntize verbis,
sed in doctrina Spicitas” (1 Cor. 2:13).

The words “Knew thysell” are “enignatic” it would aspezr, only becevse they
can be taken to refer w0 a knowledge ol cithier vae of an’s tvo souls or selves, te
bociy and mortal or -he incorporeal and immorial, so often spoken ol by Plaw
and in the Vedic philosoohy. In Xenophon, Memorabilia rv.2:24 (L. 111.0.6), Sucralcs
speaks of “selfknowledge” zs tke knowledge of one’s own powers and limizations
Tef. Pailo, De specialibns legibus 144 and Plutarch, Morwita 304¢]; But this is in con-
versztion with a conceired man who thinks he slready knows hirself “who™ he is,
“Euthydemus” by name. But in Aleihindes r130m T, Sccratzs savs that “he who
nrders, ‘Xnow thyeelt] bids us know the saufl,” and goes on to say tiat oae whe
knows only what is of the bodv “knows the things that are his bur nor himself”
lj'r(\:, c(.EJ.-c'ﬁ aha’ o‘f?x cc"i‘?‘&v); ¢f, BU 1.5.I5. ’

As a parallel 1o these distinctions may be cited Platarch’ ridiculs of thase whe
cannot distirguish Apcllo ‘rom the Sun (Moraliz 3930, 4c0co), passages that echo
Lews 8y8p, where Plaw says that “thar bedy of Helios is scen by all, his soul by
none,” and recall AV x84 “Hin (the 3un) 2l mer see, not all know with the
mind.”
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end assume that both these meanings are contained in the one enigmatic
syllable, we have the sgnum, “Who art thou (at tas door) *” and the
responswin, “The Sun thou art (am I).” It is certain that no other true
answer could have been given by anyone “qualified w0 go in unto union
with the Sun."®

BTUB 1.0.1.
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