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Christian Scriptures and Other
Scriptures: Theses Towards a Study
- of the Slgmﬁcance of Scripture

i FRANCIS X D’SA"F

"1. The. experlence of Language is an experience of both Meanlng
and Meamngfulness o

By Meaning I understa.nd all those types of Meanmg (hteral

implled -secondary, suggested, etc.) which make up the warp and woof
of Subject-Object Language, -Basically their function is descriptive
and informative, and pragmatic life is possible because of them. It
is the exigencies, of pragmatic life that demand empirieal Verification or
Falsification. More often than not, the practice of a pragmatic life
is accompanied by a naive-realistic. epistemological belief in the di-
¢hotomy of. SubJect-Ob_]ect Knower-Known, SubJectlve Knowmg and
Objective Reality. "
‘" 1.2 By Meamngfulness I mean that Slgmﬁcance whlcim accompa-
nies all our knowing, motivates all our actions and supports our search
for “‘meaning ” in Life. Itis through Meaningfulness that somecone
becomes dear to us, that something becomes part of us and of our con-~
scious Life. It is Meaningfulness which makes us see through the
ephemeral externals to that Mystery which makes. the .externals be
what they are.

1.3 Ontologically Meaning is the arfra- and Meaningfulness the
atmd of Language. The dtma makes the farira- be, though it is
only in and through the farira- that we experience the atma.

1.4 Though the farira- exists because of the &tmd and though,
when the farira- is experienced, the dtma is experienced, our state of
ontic #vidyd makes us selectively concentrate on the Sarira- alone.
Just as Man is one being who is em-bodied so too we have one Langu-
age wherein Meaning is Meaning-ful. However, our dichotomized
way of looking at our own experience creates the impression that there
are two types of Language. (It would be less incorrect to speak of two
uses of Language.) Thus, having eyes we do not see and having ears
we do not hear the Significance that is present in the Sarira- experience.

1.5 With this'we produce a value-system that is built on a funda-
mental alienation and does lip-service to the Realm of the atmd. The
Nominalism which consequently flows from this value-system is not
unconnected with the Religion practised on this level.
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= 16 The Language of Meaningfulness is Metaphor which' is that,
stnkmg use’ of Language wherein the Sub_]ect-Ob]ect Realm i§ s&"
presented that it is transcended, not neglected, but in such a way that
it - points to its Meamngfulness

1.7 A Metaphor is verified existentially, not empirically.

1.7.1 - Existential Verification occurs when the Meaningfulness of a
Metaphor is experientially realized. This is so because the Realm of
Meaningfulness, not being the same as that of Meaning, is not a new
kind of Meaning that through the back-door, as it were, takes us. “back
to. the Realm of Subject-Object Language.

1.7.2. The function of a Metaphor is not Informatlon but Trans-’
formation. Hence, Verification- ofa Metaphor means the Transfor-
mation it leads 'to.

1.8 A Metaphor is a hngulstlc Symbol.

1.8.1 . A Symbol by assertmg ‘itself points beyond itself. However,
pointing beyond itself is not pointing * outside ” of. itself. .

" 1.8.2 * To reify/substdntialize a Symbol is to make a fava- (corpse)
out of a Sarira- (corpus). 'To do this is to overlook the “ symbohc'
difference” (Panikkar). .

1.9 Metaphors are polysemous but not polemic. A Metaphor
.can be meaningful in diverse ways to different people but a Metaphor
does not, cannot, contradict another, since contradlctlon belongs to the
Realm of Meanmg only. *

1.10 Hence it can never be the case that a Metaphor is rlght or
wrong; it can only be more relevant or less relevant.

1.11. Metaphors are of a piece with the World-view in which they
are born. Consequently a study of Metaphors should lead toa study
of their World-views.

2. Religious Expenence is the experience of Slgmﬁcance

Meamngfulness) and is not limited to any particular. area of Life.

- Because there_ can be no-thmg (i.e., no Meaning whatever)
w1thout Slgmﬁca.nce (ontologlcally speaking), the experience of Signi-
ficance is’ available in every field of Life. .

2.2. From this point of view the distinction between the Sacred,
and the Profane cannot be meaningfully upheld. -

-2.3 -The Language of Religious Experience is Metaphor.

" 2.4 - As in the case of every Metaphor, the validity of a Religious
Metaphor is dependent on its capacity to produce the experience. which
it professes and promises.

2.5 If Religious Metaphors are Behefs, F axth is the. Significance
which is embodied by them.

2.5.1 Faith is the experience of the Slgmﬁcance which makes
anything be and Belief is its em-bodiment. Faith without Bélief ‘is
blind and Belief without Faith is empty. :

2.5.1.1. ~ Doctrines and Dogmas are further articulations of Behefs
Doctrines are Manifestos whereas Dogmas are Constitutions.
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2.5.1.2 When discussing Christian Scriptures and Other Scrip-
tures; Beliefs are more important than Doctrines and Dogmas. "

2.5.1.3 Similarly the Source and Substance of any Tradition is to
be sought in its Faith and Beliefs, not in its Ddctrines and Dogmas. '

2.6 Religion is the personal pursuit of Religious Experience.

2.6.1 Personal pursuit, unlike individual pursuit, is always a
collective, better still, a community enterprise and takes place through
an organically connected Complex of Beliefs and Symbols. )

2.6.2 In the World Religions, the historical Source of the develop-.
ment of the Complex of Beliefs and Symbols is its Scripture, whereas
its a_historical Source is the Originary Experience of the foundmg
Seer or. Community.

3. Scripture is primarily the immediate but definitive expression
of a Community’s Religious Experience.

3.1 Both Immediacy and Definitiveness are substa.nt1ated a
Dosteriori, not-a priori. :

3.1.1  Only that Text (and/or Trad1t1on) which every. generatlon
treats as the Starting-peint and the Direction of its pursult of Religious.
Experience is taken to be Scripture because it presents its credentials
of Immediacy and Definitiveness.

3.1.2 Immediacy is substantiated by the appea.l such a Text
exercises among different and dlﬂ‘enng World-views. That is to
say, Immediacy shows the “ freshness ” of its expression by its appeal
to differing groups—synchronically and dlachxomca]ly Such a uni-
versal appeal can be explained only if the expression has preserved the
fragrance of the .Originary Expenence

3.1.3 'The Definitiveness of a. Scrlpture is demonstrated by the
fact that its (that is the Scripture’s) Text is considered sacred and
unmutable and is consequently. canonized. -

31,4 0 If, as in Chnstlamty, the “ content ” of Scnpture is taken
to be Revelatlon and the mould in which the Author(s) wrote it is said
to be Ihspn'atlon, thén it must be remembered that Revelition and
Inspiration are part of the Christian, Complex of Symbols

3.1.4.1 Thus, Revelation would be that ! uncha.ngeable human
structure ”’ through which the Significance of Man and his World is
experienced. -

3.1.4.2 Slrmlarly Insplratlon would be the hghtmng-ﬂash which
made manifest to the Scnpture-Author(s) the Slgmﬁcance of such a
structure.

3.2, A study of the Significance of a Scrlpture is to be undertaken
either from the view-point of its -Complex of Symbols or from that of

the Needs and the Wants of Man.

3.2.1  Precisely because of its Complex of Symbols, the Significance
of a Scripture is de-finite in both its meanmgs, that is, it is not some-
thing vague and at the same time it is not limitless.

3.2.2 ‘Hence no Scripture can claim to” convey totally the totahty
(totum et totaliter) of Slgm.ﬁcance
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3.2.2.1 This implies that all the exclusive claims and assertions of
any particular Tradition cannot be extrapolated firstly because Meta-
phors are per se affirmative of (not negative to what lies outside of) an
experience, and secondly because they can be meaningful only w1thm
their-own Complex of Symbols and thirdly because ** exclusivisitic ”
assertions are not informative statements but belong (if anywhere)
only within the ambience of Transformation.

3-2.2.2 Historically each Religious Tradition has, by taking what
is specific to itself, attempted to demonstrate its superiority to others.
By the same token, of course, the inferiority of each Tradition could be
«established.

" 3.2.2.3 There is therefore no unassailable method of proving the
absolute or relative superiority of any one Scripture. For any such
attempt could equally well be made by all other Scriptures.

" 3.2.3 Al this in no way militates against the umqueness of a
Scripture.

3.2.3.1 Such uniqueness is concretlzed in the- perspective of Man
and World that the Scrlpture lends to those who have eyes.

3-2.3.2 " It is this uniqueness that 1s at work in its Comiplex of
‘Symbols:

3.2.3.3. Hence a Symbol is understandable only in the context
of its relatedness to-the other Symbols of the same T'radition.
" 3.2.4 Scripture, having.'as its goal the Salvation or -Moksa or
Nirvana, of Man, has to correspond to the Needs and’ the Wants of
Man. »

3.2.4.1 ‘'The Needs of Man arethose which are basic and essential
to all Men of all times but- the ‘Wants of Man are relativé to thls geogra—
phlca.l political and economic History. -
- " 3.2.4.2 Any Scripture worth the 1 [name has to correspond to these
Needs and Wants of Man. -

3-2.4.3 Inasmuch as Scriptures correspond to ‘the Needs’ of Ma.n,
they appeal to all Men of all times (that is, if they are open to them),
but inasmuch as they correspond to the Wants of Man, they have only
limited appeal.

3.2.4.3.1 Not all those. wrltmgs whlch are alleged to be Scnptures
are really’ Scriptures in the strict sense of the word. For example;
large portions of the Veda or the Book of Numbers in the Pentateuch.

3.2.4.3.2 Conversely, there are writings which are professedly not
considered Scriptures but which de facto spiritually nourish a Commu-
nity, for example the Bhagavadgitd, the major Abhasiga-s of Tukarima.

3.2.4.4 This explains both the Universality of some portions of
Scriptures as well as the Particularity of others.

3.2.5 The Source of a Scripture, its goal and its purpose are all
communitarian, never individualistic. Even if Scripture appeals to
the Individual, it does so inasmuch as he is a Person, that is masmuch
as he is capable of communing.

3.2.5.1 . Hence any develoPment which goes against the Personal
and the Communitarian springs from the individualistic aspect of Man.’
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That is to say, a developmént which takes absolutely no notice of and
has no regard for thé Personal a.nd the Commumtarlan is sohps1s’c1call§r
subjectivistic. .
:"3.2:6 On the Reader §or Hea.rer s 51de therefore, the approach to-
Scripture has to be personal and holistic, that is, appealmg to the whole
Person.

3.2.6.1 All understanding of Scnpture has to lead to the under-
standing of oneself, that is one’s Self. Interpretation is a means to:
Introspection. Interpretation has to show the way through whlch
the human heart can commune with the heart of Seripture.

.3.2.6.2 All the “scientific”” methods of Exegesis are valid a.nd

necessary inasmuch as they are or can be anclllary to eommuning with-
Scripture. -

.3.2.6.3 On the “ Chrlstlan side we have an espec1aIIy valuable
method for communing with Scripture (a method developed duting'
the patristic period, later forgotten but revived again by Ignatius of
Loyola) in the so-called Application of the Spmtual Senses.

3.2.6.4 On the “Indian” side, we have the Dhuvani rnethod_
dlscovered and elaborated in the field of Kavya-mstra, but relevant in.
all spheres of Metaphor-language.

© o33 If Scripture is the product of the Relrglous Experlence of a
Commumty and if the goal of Scripture is to keep the Community
communing by means of; Religious Experience and finally if all this is.
effected through Metaphor-language then formation of Groups and
Confessions is. not necessarily anti-communitarian. -

-3.3.1  The formation of Confessions or Groups is even salvnﬁc if it
is built on a specific experience of Significance.

3.3.2 - If, however, a _Copfession militates ‘against the procla-
mation of another Group’s experience of ngmﬁcance, it thereby under—
mines its, own proclamation. _

3.3.2.1 - Historically, Confessions.. are sa.lv1ﬁc as regards thelr
proclamations but not as regards their declamations.

3.3-2..1_ Rejection of the Doctrines and Dogmas of another
Confession .in the process of theological debates is a healthy exercise
which helps-a Tradmon to keep itself trim by cutting down its dog-
matic fat. - - = %,

3.3.2.2 To accept the Slgmﬁcance represented (re-presented!)
and kept alive by a Confession is to accept that Ultimate Significance:
is and can be only One and that the Significance witnessed to by the
Confessions is a partial expenence of a larger Ultimate. 3

3.3.2.2.1 The approaches -and perspectives. of the various Con-
fessions make sense only when they are seen as complementmg, not
contradicting, each other. :

3.3.2.2.2 Thus all approaches and perspectlves in a Tradltlon
become relative, not relativistic, and this is of a piece with the Language:
of . Metaphor. .



3.3:2.3 ‘Many Paradigms and Models can s1multaneous1y co-
exist in the World of Scripture ‘because they function on the level of
Significance, where “both....and ” is possible, unlike in Science
which functions on the level of- Meaning and where only “either. .
or” is possible,

3.4 All this is a fortiori apphcable and valid in the case of World_
Rehglons and their Scriptures.

. 3.4.1 Since the Realm of Slgmﬁcance is mexhaustlble, Religious.
Pluralism is of the  essence.

3+4.2 Acceptance of Rehglous Plurahsm is nelther a tactic nor a.
captatio benevolentiae nor a virtue made out of necessity; rather it is a
religious virtue (=wirtus, dunamis) flowing from an enllghtened arti~-
culation of Religious Experience.

3.4.3 Witness to one’s Rellglous Experience as somethmg umque
but limited and as therefore in need of being complemented is the-
Principle and Foundation of Religious Pluralism.

- 3.4.4 For, this attitude preseryes on the one hand the speaﬁmty
of 2 Tradition and, on the other, makes place for the mu1t1p11c1ty of
co-ex1stmg Tradmons ‘as complements to it.-

3.5 The aim in studylng Religions is not so rauch 2 comparlson of
their respective Metaphors as a preparation for an experience of and an
in-sight'into their respective Complex of Metaphors.

3.5.1 'The door to another Religion (—Rehglous Experience of
another Tradition) can only be such an insight into its Metaphors and.

Symbols. . Without this no understanding of any Religion is possible,.
and an interpretation which is not a product of such an experience-is an_
empty cymbal. .

3.5.2 To understand’ any Scripture is to sta.nd under its spell.
(Panikkar), This general hermeneutic principle, the Principle of

Communion, is of special Relevance. to India, the Land of the five:
Religions. i :

. 3.5.2.1; Without the help of this Prmcxple of Commumon no-
conversion is possible.

3.5.2.I.1 - Just as nio Search is'possible without a prevmus DlS-
covery, so too no conversmn is pos51ble without a prevmus Comm—~
union, .. a - . it

3.5.2.2  Ultimately Commumon and Conversmn are the ‘basic-
a priori-s for any hermeneutic, '

* 3.5.2.2.1 * Corfimunion leads to Conversmn and Conversion tor
deeper Communion.

. 3.5.2.2.2 In this sense Commumon and Conversmn are prerequl-
sites for as well as products of Scripture.

" 3.5.2.2.3 For in the last analysis it is Slgmﬁca.nce as a final cause:
that attracts andas an efficient cause that effects understanding. And
the centripetal force of Significance is Communion and its centrifugal
force is Conversion. -Search and Discovery are other names for Con-\
version and Communion in the Realm of Religion.
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4. Excursus: The Jesus of History and the Krsna of Faith.
4.1 The beginnings of the Christian Experience have their source
:in the Jesus of History who is not different from the Christ of Faith.
It is in the Jesus of History that Christians recognize the Christ of
Faith. This is not the same as saying that the Christ of Faith is com-
pletely identical with the Jesus of History. The Jesus of History as
_such is subject to the laws of historical reality, but this cannot be said
.of the Christ of Faith. The total reality that the Jesus of History is,
.is no doubt iz History but not of History. It is Faith that gives birth to
‘the Belief that Jesus is the Christ. And thés is not a matter subject to
:the laws of space and time. Without the Christ of Faith the Jesus of
History would not have been of much consequence to the History of
.Mankind. The importance of the Jesus of History lies in the fact that
-through Him and with Him and in Him the Christ of Faith becomes
-accessible to Men. This is important not only. to locate the source
-of Faith in Christ but also to realize the unique nature of the Beliefs,
‘that is, the Articles of Faith. The  historical »’ nature of the Christic
~experience is an argument for its specificity but not for its superiority.
4.2 The Origin of Faith in Krsna is a-historical and is embodied
:in the Krsna-myths. This dei‘.emﬁges the unique nature of the
Beliefs of this Faith. Because of the a-historical Origin of the. Krsna
~of Faith, the understanding of Man, World and God is different.
History, for example, not being the ambience of Salvation History but
- of Damnation History, is of use only inasmuch as it helps Man to const-
wuct a paradigmatic Meta-History. Free from the laws of History, the
: formation and growth of the Krsna-myths take place according to the
.Needs and Wants of Man. This allows a plurality of Beliefs which is
-not compatible, for example, in the case of the Jesus of History. " But
- the a-historical nature of the Krsna-experience is an argument only for
:ts specificity, not for its superiority. The Jocus of the Krsna of Faith
-is to be sought in the various Krsna-myths, but he is neither exhausted
by nor identical with them. The Krsna of Faith becomes accessible
to Mankind through them and with them and in them. He is in the
Myths but not of the Myths. R o

" 4.3 We become aware,of Myth (=the Horizon of our understand-
-ing) either through myths:(=stories which stress Significance by trans-
-cending the distinction between the factual and the non-factual in their
-structure and their subject) or through History (=stories which stress
- the Significnace of certain factual happenings). History analyses the
" Time of Significance and shows the fragile and fragmentary nature of
-the Temporal. Myths stress the Significance of Time and lead to-an
~experience of the Tempiternal. Man without History is directionless
but Man without myths would be rootless. The ultimate purpose of

History is to lead to the Significance of Man-in-the-World whereas the
- ultimate purpose of myths is to transmit the Significance of the World-
. of-Man. Because of this, the * historical ”’ world-view is anthropo-
-centric, and the “ a-historical "’ world-view is-cosmic. Each is merely
:a view, not a vision. Only when the two combine can we have a vision,
.a depth-vision. ' ;
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