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			Preface

			Joan Vergés Gifra

			Ferrater Mora Chair of Contemporary Thought

			The philosopher, theologian, mystic and prophet Raimon Panikkar was an exceptional character in many ways. He made everything seem simpler as it in fact became more complex. He was a thinker who not only eluded simple categorization, but even defied being classified as a ‘thinker’, given that his facet of writer and his life journey were completely undissociated. The preface of his complete works (which are currently being edited in various languages) reads: ‘None of the texts I have the honor and responsibility of presenting was borne of a simple speculation; rather they were all autobiographical, inspired by a life and a praxis.’

			Raimon Panikkar Alemany (in Spain, people take the surnames of both parents) was the firstborn of what was in that era a very unusual couple. His father, Ramuni Paniker, was a member of a noble Hindu family from Karimba (Kerala, Southern India). Following in the footsteps of many other offspring of the Indian aristocracy, he left for Europe to finish his chemistry studies at Leeds University (England). It appears that despite being in Europe he was strongly committed to the struggle for Indian independence. He arrived in Barcelona in 1916, where he met and fell in love with Carme Alemany, the youngest daughter of a well-to-do Barcelona family. To be able to marry, however, Ramuni had to convert to Catholicism, which he did despite always considering himself a Hindu. Raimon was born of this matrimony in Barcelona on November 2, 1918. The fact that his father was Indian and his mother Catalan in some way shaped his entire destiny.

			He studied at the Saint Ignatius College in Sarrià (a high-class neighborhood of Barcelona) and later he joined the Science Faculty of the University of Barcelona. Initially, his intention was to become a chemist like his father and to join the family business. In 1936, however, the Spanish Civil War broke out. The Panikkar’s bourgeois status and their links with the church, which were ill-considered by the anarchist militants in the city, forced the family to flee to Germany where Raimon resumed his university studies in Bonn. When the conflict ended in 1939, he travelled to Barcelona by bicycle. Shortly after arriving there, however, the European continent too became immersed in conflict, making it impossible for him to return to Germany to finish his degree. At the end of that year, however, his life took a decisive turn when he met Josemaría Escrivá de Balaguer, the man who had founded the Opus Dei eleven years earlier. The meeting made a powerful impression on him, so much so that just two months later he became the first numerary member of the Opus Dei in Barcelona and seven years later he was ordained a priest. Panikkar was to remain a member of the Opus Dei until 1966, his departure coming after years of irreconcilable differences between the rigid, hierarchical, doctrinal dynamic of the organization and his increasingly more singular, open, pluralistic way of thinking. Nevertheless, ‘a priest forever in the order of Melchizedek’ he would always be.

			Panikkar’s journey can be seen as the outcome of the radical reflection of a person who aspires to understand and deeply live the message of Christ. But this journey also helps us to understand him and the episodes and vicissitudes of his life and especially the trips and encounters he made with a group of extraordinary characters, from Escrivá de Balaguer himself to Heidegger, Paul Ricoeur and his Italian friend and philosopher Enrico Castelli, to the pioneers of Hindu-Christian dialogue, Bede Griffiths, Jules Monchanin and Henri Le Saux. Of the latter, whom he considered as travel companions, it must be said that Panikkar’s experiences with them during the various trips and stays he made in India over the years were decisive for his training. A classic element of Panikkarian studies is the reminder that he himself spoke of his experience in these terms “I left as a Christian, I found myself a Hindu, and return a Buddhist, without having ceased to be a Christian” (Panikkar, 1978: 2).

			When he was in Varanasi during a trip to India after he had left the Opus Dei, he received an invitation to teach at the University of Harvard. He was intermittently a guest professor there for five years until 1972 when he was offered the Chair of Comparative History of Religions at the University of California in Santa Barbara. He taught there until 1987, during which time he made a lasting impression, which is still perceptible even today. Just before retiring, he made the decision to return to the country of his birth, Catalonia, setting up residence in Tavertet, a small, remote village in the interior of the province of Barcelona. In Tavertet, he created Vivarium, a center for intercultural studies, which quickly became the main focus of a powerful circle of people whose collective aim was to foment the meeting of cultures and especially interreligious dialogue. In fact, his return to Catalonia marked the beginning of his most productive period in terms of writing and literary production. An example of this activity is the Gifford Lectures, which he delivered at the University of Edinburgh in 1989 and posthumously became the book The Rhythm of Being. In the twilight of his life, Panikkar still found time to organize his entire life’s work, written originally in six different languages (Catalan, Spanish, English, German, Italian and French) and comprised of more than fifty books and over one thousand five-hundred articles, constituting an exceptional Opera Omnia. Panikkar died in Tavertet on August 26, 2010.

			Summarizing Panikkar’s unique and unclassifiable thinking in a few words is entirely impossible. Nevertheless, those who wish to attempt to do so may first notice that some essential parts of his philosophy are consistent with a triadic structure, as much in their ontology (and we are aware that in calling it ‘ontology’ and not ‘theology’ we are somewhat betraying him) as in their epistemology and anthropology, in addition to his conception of the religious phenomenon. To Panikkar, we owe a singular reworking of the dogma of the Catholic Trinity.

			In effect, there are three aspects of fundamental intuition at the core of Panikkarian thinking — or, in other words, cosmotheandric intuition — according to which reality is at the same time the World, God and Man. In an interview with Gwendoline, Jarczyk he explains it in these terms:

			The ultimate reality is Trinitarian; it is divine, human and cosmic. This is what cosmotheandric intuition consists of - cosmos, theos, anothropos: World, God, Man. Cosmotheandric, then, would be this vision, this experience, from which we form part of the Trinity and three dimensions of the real exist: a dimension of infinity and liberty that we call divine; a dimension of conscience, which we call human; and a corporeal or material dimension, which we call cosmos. (Panikkar, 2006: 214)

			As we can see, it is not simply a question of an idea or a concept, but of an understanding that must be lived, a simultaneously intellectual and mystical experience. Reality and the experience of reality are not separate things. Thus, reality, from this let’s say epistemological perspective (and the term, once again, must be taken loosely), also answers to a triadic structure. We can know its sensitivity through the senses, we can know its rationality through reason and we can know it mystically through the so-called ‘third-eye.’

			We must unite the three eyes without any of them dominating the others. This is also the Trinity. The Trinity, in fact, is not a type of patriarchalism, the Father is not superior to the Son. The Trinity is perichoresis, it is the dance (choreia), the choreography of all reality (ibid.: 38).

			So, man perceives reality sensitively and understands it rationally. This is precisely from where the plurality and diversity of cultures and religions emerge, because every man, every human community lives reality sensitively and rationally in different ways. This diversity, though, is not something that should be lamented or fought against; it is not something that must be overcome. Panikkar’s acceptance of plurality is radical to the point of affirming that ‘nobody has a monopoly on the truth, because the truth is pluralist, and not plural. The truth, as an object, does not exist; because from the moment I try to say it, it is inseparable from the interlocutors’ (ibid.: 32). Reality cannot be reduced to a monism.

			And yet, this radical acceptance of plurality in no way implies falling into relativism, perspectivism or nihilistic dispersion. The element that prevents this is the mystic or religious conscience, where ‘religion’ is understood to mean ‘all that unites what is under the sign of unity’ (ibid.: 40). Religion unites body and soul, ties one person to another, people to the earth, the world and man to mystery. This is why Panikkar also affirmed that dialogue between religions is already a religious act of the first order. The aim, however, is not to reunite all religions as one. Dialogue between religions is not ‘dialectic’; it does not claim to elucidate who is right, which God is the truest. The dialogue between religions — and the same can be said for the dialogue between cultures, given that all religion is simultaneously culture — is ‘dialogal’; in other words, it does not look to ‘convince the other; contrarily, the strong motivation that drives me is to know myself better’ (ibid.: 136). Plurality is the condition of the possibility of knowing oneself and of reality in all its plenitude. ‘I dare to say that he who knows only his own religion does not know the truth’, says Panikkar (ibid.: 69).

			Parallel to what has been claimed about ways of approaching reality, Panikkar declares that all religion has three dimensions (the triadic structure once again): religiosity, religiology and religionism. This last has to do with the social aspect that all religion adopts as a product of a human community and an historic era. Religiology refers to reflection on religious experiences, which is also found in many religions. What distinguishes religions, what makes them different, are these two dimensions. On the other hand, religiosity is common to all of them; it is a deep dimension of man, it is simply ‘an energy that drives man towards a plus ultra or, simply, towards a plus: upwards, forwards, backwards, the other, the unknown, and so on. This strength is religiosity and its name is indicative of what ties us to this other word, which could be called mystery, and the exact name of which is God’ (ibid.: 39). Religiosity, then, has to do with faith and not with beliefs, which are always several and vary among religions. What Panikkar does in his work — a religiology that desires to stop being thus — is he tries to demonstrate homeomorphic equivalences, to use his own expression, among the beliefs and dogmas we find in the main religions. He was particularly concerned with Christianity, Hinduism and Buddhism.

			...religious experience as such is beyond any classification. But as we are thinking beings, we cannot help but say, ‘I have had a particular experience, either of nirvana, or of vacuousness, or of love. Therefore, I express this experience in the way I consider is nearest to me, for example, Buddhism, Christianity or any other religion. (ibid.: 159)

			From this view of reality — simultaneously divine. cosmic and human — Panikkar developed a systematic and radical criticism of Western culture; a criticism of Western culture that is also a criticism of current Christianity and especially the Catholic church. ‘Institutional Christianity’, he would say, for example, is moribund, whereas ‘Christianity’ is not. Western culture has become increasingly ill because of its obsession to conceive identity only from difference; it has succumbed to the technoscientific temptation to make all that is possible instrumentally a reality; it has converted science into a metaphysic background that hides the multiple facets of the human reality, or in other words, that ridicules the diversity with which the human reality manifests itself and makes it impossible for man to live in plenitude. But that is what Panikkar unremittingly sought to achieve. ‘The plenitude of man, that is my subject,’ he once said (ibid.: 51).

			***

			The contributions that comprise this volume come from the International Symposium on Raimon Panikkar organized by the Ferrater Mora Chair of Contemporary Thought at the University of Girona (Catalonia, Spain) at the end of May 2015. The symposium opened with a tribute to Raimon Panikkar in Tavertet given by the Vivarium Foundation and its director, Mrs. Milena Carrara. The atmosphere of brotherhood we experienced there and the interest with which the matters were dealt with are clear proof that the mythos legein on Panikkar, and not a mythology, is very much alive. The structure of the book follows the same order as the Symposium contributions.

			In the opening chapter of the book, Young-chan Ro, a former student of Panikkar’s at the University of California in Santa Barbara, wonders why his professor can be considered a pioneer or a frontiersman of the Second Axial Age and tries to make sense of Panikkar’s assertion that he was not following any scholarly trend, but was ‘writing a new chapter’. Francis X. D’Sa deals with Panikkar’s critique of modern science by tracing his correspondence with the renowned German physicist Hans-Peter Dürr, student and later Werner Heisenberg’s successor as Director of the Max Planck Institute in Munich. In turn, Dr. Anand Amaladass shows in what sense Panikkar was a bridge-builder between cultures and religions by recalling some of his most celebrated and innovative thoughts. Luigi Vero Tarca, professor at the University of Ca’Foscari in Venice, examines Panikkar’s facet as a philosopher and tries to apply ‘the Panikkarian method (the dialogic dialogue) to the problem of the relation between religious-dialogic Panikkarian perspective and philosophical thought’. He does so by referring mainly to the debate between Panikkar and the Italian philosopher Emmanuele Severino. Erik Ranstrom tries to answer the question, ‘Can we read Panikkar as a Christian spiritual master within the Christian tradition?’ His answer is affirmative and he grounds his opinion on the role played by the Virgin Mary in Panikkar’s vision. Subsequently, Levi Nkwocha from the University of Notre Dame (Indiana, USA), argues ‘in favor of a prerequisite moment, one prior to any inter-textual or interreligious encounter’, namely a ‘pre-dialogic making of space’. Renate Kern compares Panikkar’s first German essay published in 1952 and his last one published in 2008 and reflects upon to what extent his understanding of Christ was relevant in the evolution of his thought. In his contribution, Joseph Prabhu delves into Panikkar’s metaphysical worldview to present his philosophy of dialogue, particularly his philosophy of peace as an alternative to some forms of contemporary politics. Gerard Hall calls our attention to the first phase of Panikkar’s thought — mostly written in Spanish, before initiating the encounter with the Hindu tradition — and tries to ‘establish how Panikkar’s early writings are foundational for his later mature thinking and vision’. Xavier Tharamel poses the question as to whether there is a pneumatological paradigm underpinning his ‘theology of religions’. Leonardo Marcato’s text is about the notion of ‘logomythic dynamis’ and how ‘from there we can go forth to approach the contemporary world’. In turn, Francesc Torradeflot examines the idea of secular spirituality and traces Panikkar’s approach to atheism as an open spirituality. Finally, Michiko Yusa contemplates Panikkar’s Buddhism and sheds light on how his interpretation of Buddhism is connected to his reading of the Christian mystical tradition and on the metaphysical issues that are debated in contemporary philosophy.
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			DYNAMICS OF BEING:
A MYSTICAL APPROACH

			Young-chan Ro

			George Mason University

			Introduction

			Raimon Panikkar is often considered as a pioneer, a prophetic thinker or even one of the paradigmatic and pioneering thinkers at the dawn of the Second Axial Age (Ewert Cousins), as quoted by Joseph Prabhu (Prabhu, 2010: iv). According to Joseph Prabhu, Panikkar’s thought can be characterized in three different ways: 1) Panikkar ‘is marked by the possibility of a depth encounter of world religions’; 2) ‘Cosmotheandric vision of reality’, what he calls the trinity of cosmic matter, human consciousness and divine presence in co-constitutive relationality or perichōresis in denoting the idea of the interconnectedness of being or ‘dwelling within one another’; 3) Reality as an open-ended process symbolically described ‘as rhythm of being’ (ibid.: xv-xxiii). In a similar vein to what Joseph Prabhu has initiated, I would like to pursue the same question regarding the significance of Raimon Panikkar as a thinker and scholar. In what sense is Panikkar a pioneer or frontiersman of the Second Axial Age? Was Panikkar a thinker or a scholar of any particular scholarly tradition? Was he a representative thinker of a particular scholarly and intellectual group? Was he a successor of any prominent scholar or thinker of a certain scholarly tradition? I cannot think of Panikkar in any of these terms, representing any existing particular school or successor of any scholarly tradition. 

			As I recall, when I was his student at the University of California, Santa Barbara, we used to have an ‘open ended seminar’ at his small yet beautiful house in Santa Barbara, overlooking the Pacific Ocean against the backdrop of a mountain. This ‘open ended seminar’ took place at the end of each academic term and all the graduate students who took his seminar gathered at his place to have an open-ended discussion session and celebrate the end of an academic term. At one of these ‘open ended’ seminars during the early 1970s, we were discussing what, if there is any, particular philosophical and theological school might have had an influence on Panikkar. When he was asked about what specific scholarly tradition he succeeds or represents, he replied simply by saying: ‘I am writing a new chapter’. At that time, I did not quite understand the significance of his reply. After taking a series of his graduate seminars and attending his undergraduate lectures, I gradually realized that Panikkar was indeed doing something new when he dealt with some fundamental issues of today. His lectures shed a new light on some well-known old issues and topics. He had an ability to make something new out of an old and familiar issue. Yes, he was indeed writing a new chapter.

			Newness and Mysticism

			The newness of Panikkar’s approach was intriguing and sometimes puzzling. During one of the occasions when I had a conversation with him, I brought up issues on mysticism and then I showed him my paper on mysticism. This paper was not written for him but for another class. He looked through it quickly and asked me a few questions about mysticism. I answered standard definitions of mysticism coming from the best known standard textbooks I read on mysticism. He then looked at my bibliography page and told me that the books that I was reading were wrong books; these books were not adequately addressing the fundamental questions about mysticism. At that time, I was deeply puzzled and even a bit shocked because I thought that I was reading the most representative text books on mysticism. Simply I did not quite understand his remark. I found his comments quite unsettling.

			After some time of struggling to understand Panikkar’s remarks on mysticism, I gradually realized that Panikkar was indeed breaking a new ground in understanding mysticism and his approach to the study of mysticism was profoundly different from the scholars and books that I had hitherto read. In short, my understanding of mysticism at that time was very limited and superficial, in thinking that mysticism was merely a strange religious and esoteric phenomenon and that the study of mysticism was to interpret and analyze it. I had no idea about any deeper and broader implication of mysticism or mystical awareness. Now, when I teach mysticism, most students who take my course have little idea of what mysticism is all about. They sign up for the course because the term mysticism makes them curious and feel mysterious about the course. This situation certainly helps the enrollment in my course but it also makes my teaching more challenging. In other words, I spend a considerable amount of my class time trying to demystify mysticism in explaining that the purpose of the course is not to read and interpret some strange esoteric and unusual or even crazy aspects of some very strange individuals called mystics and their experiences. I must convince my students that the real value in taking this course is to understand some critical contemporary issues concerning human beings.

			Panikkar adopted mysticism as a starting point of his intellectual and spiritual exploration in two different yet related ways. Not only did he introduce a new approach to mysticism, but he also took mysticism as a source of inspiration for his approach to some fundamental issues of life. The critical importance of mysticism for Panikkar is readily noticeable when we look at the order of his Opera Omnia (edited by Milena Carrara Pavan). The first volume (volume 1.1) of the series was appropriately entitled Mysticism and Spirituality. The following remarks illustrate his views on mysticism and spirituality: ‘Few topics have had a worse reputation in some circles than mysticism, on which, to tell the truth, too much has been written, and badly; if we add the theme of spirituality as well, I fear that the situation is even worse’ (Panikkar, 2014: xiii). He goes on to say how mysticism was badly treated in modern academic circles: 

			As children of our time, we have uncritically accepted Descartes’s second rule, believing that specialization would bring ‘clarity and distinction’ and thus confusing rational evidence with understanding. Because of this influence, we have reduced mysticism to a more or less extraordinary or esoteric phenomenon, and spirituality to a training of the spirit… as if Man1 were just a soul imprisoned in a body. Christianity, too, once believed this, in complete contradiction of the dogma of the resurrection of the flesh, marginalizing Man in merely temporal eschatology.... What I would like to suggest is that without the corrective of mysticism we could reduce Man to a rational, if not rationalist, biped and human life to the supremacy of reason (ibid.: xiii).

			Knowledge and Being

			Studying mysticism is a way of relating two fundamental aspects of human beings, namely, ‘ways of knowing’ and ‘ways of being’. I must say that I myself, before I met Panikkar, had no idea of these critical issues involved in the study of mysticism. Raimon Panikkar helped me understand a deeper implication of the mystical dimension of human beings. For him mysticism was a key to exploring some of the most fundamental issues relating to humanity. For this reason, I would like to bring the issue of mysticism to the discussion of Panikkar’s idea of knowledge (epistemology) and being (ontology), with which he was deeply concerned. His main interest in mysticism was neither the description of various forms of mystical phenomena nor an intellectual analysis of mystical experience. Panikkar’s interest in mysticism lies in human conscience and experience of knowing and being. 

			Mysticism certainly is a form of human experience of knowing, but this knowledge or knowing is not obtained through a specific channel such as reason, logic or any form of analytical process. Rather, this kind of knowledge is direct, intuitive and immediate. For this reason, from a purely scientific point of view, this kind of knowledge is unproven so that it is unreliable. Scientific epistemology, thus, reduces the content of knowledge into the means of getting knowledge. Since the beginning of the modern age, philosophical epistemology has indentified the content of knowledge with the means of obtaining knowledge. Mystics, however, are able to reach beyond the scientifically and analytically framed means and tools to the knowledge that is not filtered through the scientific and rational medium. Mystics are able to understand reality, not necessarily from the medium or the means of knowledge, but from the experience of their own beings. In this respect, for mystics, what to know, knowledge, is intrinsically related to ‘what is to be’, being. What is important here is the recognition of mystical awareness or mystical consciousness that all human beings are capable of experiencing: ‘It follows that mysticism is not the privilege of the chosen few, but the human characteristic par excellence’ (ibid.: xiv). Again, Panikkar very emphatically states that mysticism is the core of human experience that belongs to every human being:

			Until very recently (and some people still believe this today), mysticism was seen as a particular phenomenon more or less out of the ordinary, something outside the normal range of human knowledge, something special-pathological, paranormal or supernatural. The ambition of the present studies is to reinstate this mysticism within the very being of mankind, within Man as mystical spirit as well as rational animal and corporeal being. In other words, mysticism is not a specialist’s field but an anthropological dimension, something that belongs to human beings as such. Every person is a mystic — even if only potentially so. True mysticism, therefore, is not dehumanizing. It shows us that our humanity is something more — not less — than pure rationality (ibid.).

			Being Human

			Panikkar makes clear that mysticism belongs to all human beings and all human beings are not to be reduced to pure rationality. Here we see clearly how Panikkar perceives mysticism as a way of being human that is irreducible to rationality because ‘being is larger than the human and the human is more than rationality’ as Panikkar used to say. Panikkar’s project was to understand mysticism as an illuminating way to realize the limit of rationality that has shaped modern epistemology and to rediscover the profundity of being. Mysticism shows the human capacity of knowing (epistemology) beyond rationality by discovering the mystery of being and reality (ontology).

			In other words, Panikkar’s epistemology and ontology, and the relationship between these two, were based on mysticism. More precisely, Panikkar did not start with epistemology, what to know, alone, but he did it in relationship to ontology, what to become. Although epistemology was an important issue for Panikkar, ontology was the primary concern for him. In other words, for Panikkar knowledge was coming from being, not that being was a product of knowledge. This is a significant change of direction in Western intellectual history, especially from the point of view of modernity and modern philosophy. Mysticism, as the fundamental dimension for being a human, can be re-appreciated in finding the capacity for human self-understanding. Human beings participate in Being (a God or divinity for Panikkar) in the sense that our beings and Being are not separated from each other but mutually participate in each other. Each being participates in Being. Being is the totality of all beings and the source of beings. In this sense, for Panikkar, Being can be a God that symbolizes the ultimate reality. Reality is a concept rather than a dynamic being and it does not imply the vitality of a being. Every being has its own life and participates in Life. This means that each being has its own life sharing Life with other beings. Here Life with a capital letter signifies the life of the totality of all beings in the universe. Just as a being is not separable from Being, life is not independent of Life. In this respect, being is life because every being participates in Being and every life is coming from Life. Life in this respect is not just for human beings, our lives. Life is more than an individual being and a personal life. Life encompasses all beings, including matter. According to Panikkar, Life does not exclude the dimensions beyond those inherent in its physiological and psychological aspects: ‘There also exists a spiritual life, a Life of Being, and thus, paradoxically, a Life of matter’ (ibid.: xvi). Life, thus, transcends the duality of spirit and matter or birth and death. In the conventional sense, we understand that life is something living in an individual sense. But, we may also see Life, beyond an individual life, encompassing the whole cycle of birth and death. In a sense, Panikkar like Laozi, understood Life like the way of nature, dao. Or, we may say that Panikkar’s idea of Life is the Chinese and East Asian idea of vital energy (qi,氣) in a cosmic sense. From the ancient Chinese and East Asian perspective, the living or the non-living, birth and death are different forms of vital energy (qi,(qi,氣). Panikkar, with his mystical insight, introduces the idea of Life as an all-encompassing vitality of the universe or the cosmic process. 

			For him, mysticism was this integral experience of Life. He also uses words such as reality and being to denote the same idea, but the idea of life may be more vital and dynamic and close to experience. Life is something we can experience directly: For Panikkar mysticism was ‘the experience of Life’. One of the most powerful characteristics of mysticism is immediate experience. Experience is immediate, ‘first hand’, without going through a medium such as concept, logic and rationality. Once the experience is conceptualized, it is no longer authentic experience. For this reason, all mystics speak fondly of unspeakable, ineffable, for the immediacy of experience. Although Panikkar uses the word reality for the sake of conceptualization, life is immediate, authentic and undistorted. Further, life is a dynamic process of being as all beings participate in Life. Here being and life blend and exist intrinsically in experience, one and inseparable. While the reality represents the conceptual side of this union of being and life, experience shows the mystical dimension of the inseparable unity of life and being. In other words, the experience of Life is our participation in Being. When Panikkar talks about Life however, he does not talk about his own personal life or any other particular individual life. Rather he is talking about the Life which is in me or in you. An individual life is not a mere fragmentation of Life, but a reflection of the totality of Life. In this sense, Life is infinite, divine and immortal. Mysticism is the key to understanding the mystery of Life and the dynamics of Being. The relation between life and Life, and being and Being, is intrinsic and inseparable. Not only does each life participate in Life, it also represents the totality of Life as much as Being is in being. Here we see clearly Panikkar’s mystical approach in understanding the relationship between the part and the whole. To exemplify this point, he often quotes William Blake’s poetic vision:

			To see the world in a grain of sand, and heaven in a wild flower

			Hold infinity in the palm of your hand

			And eternity in an hour (Panikkar, 2010: 31).

			For him, the Whole as such is a thought of the human mind, an idea. This idea, however, is from his understanding of the advaitic intuition or the vision of the third eye: ‘We do not see the totum as such, nor do we mistake the pars pro toto (the part for the whole), but we are aware of the totum in parte, of the Whole in the concrete, because we discover the pars in toto in the nondualistic intuition’ (ibid.). Panikkar as a non-dualistic mystic does not separate the part from the whole and being from Being, life from Life, etc. It is clear that Panikkar as a mystic tries to understand being from his mystical vision from his experience of being or Being. He did not clearly distinguish between being and life because we experience being by living life. In other words, his intellectual search for being inevitably led him to ontology, ways of being, as the foundation for understanding reality, rather than to epistemology, the theories of knowledge. 

			Epistemology and Dynamics of Being 

			Epistemology, what to know and how to know, as a form of knowledge has been a major issue in modern philosophy such as Descartes and Kant, especially Descartes who subordinated being to epistemology in his famous dictum, cogito ergo sum or ‘I think therefore I am’. This clearly indicates the direction from knowledge to being. Here thinking means thinking logically with a rational mind. The rise of modernity comes with the prominence of reason and rationality. The idea of being was confined in the logical structure and rational framework of thinking.

			Panikkar’s deep concern for being runs through his entire intellectual and spiritual life. By the same token, his obsession to overcome rational mind, reason, analytical approach was clearly driven by his passion for reality, which for him was being. The title of his last masterpiece, The Rhythm of Being, based on his Gifford Lectures, is most indicative of this particular concern. For Panikkar being has its own dynamics, which he called rhythm. Rhythm is a movement and being is movement, being in movement and movement in being. Rhythm symbolizes the intrinsic relationship of being and time. Being or being becomes dynamic and alive as it is related to time. The temporal element of being is rhythm. Rhythm makes a being dynamic, moving and alive. His epistemology, beyond any rational, logical, analytical method, explores a new ground for knowing based on experiential, intuitive, immediate understanding. Panikkar makes a radical turn in the respect that he rediscovers the mystical dimension of human beings. The mystical dimension that modern analytical philosophy and rational mind abandoned has now become a new source of inspiration for Panikkar. 

			Mystical awareness within all human beings allows the human ability to gain experiential knowledge from being. It may not necessarily appeal to the modern mind so accustomed with the rational mind to explore Panikkar’s mystical approach. However, it is also true that most profound thinkers and teachers in East and West, from ancient to modern, have taken the mystical approach. Laozi can be a most powerful example in demonstrating the profundity of the non-rational approach in discovering and discerning reality or being: ‘The dao (way) that can be spoken of is not the real and constant dao (way)’ (Daodejing, 1). Laozi, 2600 years ago, advocated the idea of dao, which is not a form of knowledge, not a tool or a means, but is wisdom that is a way of experiencing life as being. Daoism, based on the wisdom of dao, is to be understood not as a concept, a form of logos, but as a way of life. The main thrust of Daoism is how to de-conceptualize the concept of dao by de-constructing the logical framework of the mind and rational thinking. In this sense, Daoism is a radical challenge to the conventional epistemology based on reason and rationality. In this sense, Daoism is one of the most powerful examples of mysticism in showing the profundity of wisdom that is not based on the conceptual mind, the logos-oriented way of thinking.2 Here Daoism has been one of the most influential spiritual and intellectual traditions in liberating the human mind from the conceptually and rationally constructed epistemology based on pure rationality. Daoism tried to unpack the epistemology of reason to discover the ontology of being. Being or being is not an isolated entity but a relation in and with other beings. Daoism is deeply engaged in the experience of being in nature and the universe. In this sense, Daoism is a cosmoanthropic (cosmos and human) way of life. From the Daoist point of view, ‘human beings are not the center and measure of all beings’. And human beings are not reduced to reason alone. On the contrary, human beings must follow the way of nature (dao). Panikkar’s cosmotheandric experience or theanthropocosmic vision shows that human beings are shaped in relationship with the cosmos and the divine. On the other hand, the cosmos and the divine are also an intrinsic part of being human. We are part of nature and nature does not exist outside of us or human beings, but must part of being a human, a non-dualistic or advaitic reality. This is a mystical awareness, not a logical conclusion. 

			Conclusion: Mysticism, Ontology and Pluralism

			How do we relate Panikkar’s profound insight derived from his understanding of the mystical approach to intercultural and interreligious dialogue? What does his ontology have to do with his pluralism that opens a vision for intercultural and interreligious dialogue? Why do we need to overcome the modern epistemology in order to engage in a multicultural and interreligious dialogue? We have to answer all these questions in a sincere and trustworthy manner. However, given the space and scope of this paper, I may venture to say something that can only be highly suggestive. Panikkar’s ontology can provide a rich resource for understanding the nature of being in suggesting that no single being can exist on its own power. Pluralism is intrinsic to all beings because the way of being is in and of itself pluralistic. Pluralism is neither just to bundle up all different beings nor to split every being into diverse and unrelated ways. Instead, pluralism asserts that each of us needs each other to be one’s own being because others are the integral part of me. Pluralism is not based on desirability but necessity, which requires each of us to become one’s own being. Panikkar’s pluralism is based on his relational ontology that opens a new horizon for us to be able to recognize the other as part of my own being. The Buddhist wisdom of pratitiyasamudpada (dependent co-origination) or Panikkar’s idea of cosmotheandric (cosmos, divine, human) experience shows this insight. Panikkar also uses the term inter-in-dependence (ibid.: 53) to illustrate this vision of his relational ontology. His pluralism and his relational ontology are neither to lose our unique individual being in one totality nor to maintain our individuality separately. Panikkar’s idea of inter-in-dependence is to recognize that our beings are dependent on each other without losing our unique independency of our own individuality. Again, here we see Panikkar’s non-dualistic or advaitic vision in his relational ontology.

			What is the problem in modern epistemology in relating to pluralism? For Panikkar, one of the most serious hurdles for pluralism is epistemology. Modern epistemology based on reason and rationality has an assumption that every human being, all different cultures and religions or belief system, possess common elements, namely, reason and rationality. Thus, we can conduct intercultural and interreligious dialogue based on reason and rationality, namely, the common epistemology based on reason and rationality that will allow us a dialogue between different cultures and religions in reducing all the differences found in different cultures and religions into a universality of reason and commonality of human beings. Most representative of this approach is found, for example, in John Hick and Hans Küng, among many others, in engaging in interreligious dialogue, comparative religion and even comparative religious ethics. 

			If we take this kind of epistemological approach, we inevitably reach a certain type of reductionism by eliminating things that do not fit in this network of universality and commonality governed by logos, and losing the mythos of each individual culture and religion. Here mythos is something so uniquely intrinsic to each culture, religion and society that it cannot be reduced to a mere logos. The mystical approach, on the other hand, appreciates the mythos of each society, culture and religion for itself, without reducing it to any particular form of epistemological medium created by logos. In this sense, we may say that mystic epistemology is mythos, while rationalist epistemology is logos. While mythos is the immediate, direct, intuitive and spontaneous unfolding of truth or reality based on being, Logos is highly structured and an artificial articulation based on rational epistemology. Mystics listen to the rhythm of being and move along with the dynamics of being in recognizing being as pluralistically constituted, as we discussed above. Logos, on the other hand, sets out to assert its supremacy and all-encompassing dominance with reason and rationality. Panikkar’s mystical approach and cosmotheandric vision are indeed breaking a new ground for pluralism.  
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			RAIMON PANIKKAR’S
CRITIQUE OF MODERN SCIENCE

			Francis X. D’Sa SJ

			Institute for the Study of Religion

			Introduction

			To evoke the Spirit of Raimon Panikkar’s attitude towards modern science I shall present four quotations from his writings right at the beginning. They teach me that (a) even critique must be cosmotheandric, (b) it must stick to the issue and (c) not focus on settling personal scores. Panikkar’s personal life was a lived testimony to this.

			But few will dare touch the taboo of modern science, which has made so many undeniable discoveries and has brought us so far in our knowledge of things. This is the myth. We have relativized everything else — from what the Aztecs thought to what Jesus Christ said — but not our science…After a slow maturation of my reflection on the question, I have come to the conviction that one of the most profound causes of our state of things is modern science (Panikkar, 1995: 86).

			Modern science must exclude love from its approach to things. The scientific world is a loveless universe. It needs to abstract individuality. Love has no place in it. It approaches things in an impersonal and quantifiable manner. Nothing is said here against modern science. But something is said against taking modern science as the only paradigm of knowledge (Panikkar, 1996: 271).

			All too often when professional philosophers undertake to criticize science they are likely to display their own ignorance. The reverse is also generally the case. When scientists embark upon philosophical speculation, they betray the same estrangement. The very fact that the languages (and not just the idioms) are different should indicate that the two worlds of discourse reflect two diverse universes. Both sides tend to lead the discussions within the parameters of their own respective fields (Panikkar, 2010: 398).

			My lecture is arranged as follows:

			Part One draws attention to Panikkar’s stray but insightful remarks on science found in some of his important writings, including The Rhythm of Being. The Gifford Lectures (Panikkar, 2010). Part Two summarizes the more significant theses discussed in a remarkable exchange between Panikkar and the renowned German physicist Hans-Peter Dürr, student and later successor of Werner Heisenberg as Director of the Max Planck Institute of Physics and Astrophysics in Munich. Dürr and Panikkar both speak of love as the originary source of the universe and especially of dialogue and understanding.1 Part Three presents briefly Panikkar’s critical analysis of the kind of development India has opted for. The analysis was written a long time ago and will (Inshallah!) see the light of day as Indra’s Cunning. The Challenge of Modernity. The Indic Experiment in his Opera Omnia. It is a concrete application of the principles Panikkar has been espousing in his writings. Finally, Part Four makes a case for the view that Panikkar’s critique of modern science is part of the emerging myth of pluralism in our times.

			PART ONE

			Panikkar’s critical Remarks regarding Modern Science

			Before formulating his criticism of modern science and technology, he enunciates his main thesis without elaborating:

			Modern science is perverse. It has perverted the meaning of words by converting them into terms. For modern science, time is no longer the life-span of things but the derivate of space and velocity. Space is no longer the habitat and larger body of things, but just a measure; matter is just another parameter related to force and acceleration; and similar reductionisms with fire, light, energy and the like (Panikkar, 1996: 287).

			One of the criticisms that Panikkar repeatedly makes of modern technoscience in his writings is this: Modern technoscience operates with abstractions (numeric measurements), which people take for the reality from which they have been abstracted. But abstraction leaves out completely the element of uniqueness.

			Single events are not, and cannot be the subject matter of modern science. Modern science needs some regularity, some repetition, some implicit laws at least. Anything unique escapes the very field of modern science. Now, any human experience is unique, any conscious act of Man acquires its humanness precisely because of its irrepeatability, its uniqueness… (ibid.).

			For Panikkar there can be ‘no real science, knowledge, scientia, gnōsis, jñāna disconnected from a (theo-) cosmological context, and vice versa, there can be no theology without science’. The fragmentation of knowledge, he says, brought about the fragmentation of the knower. The perversion he speaks of ‘concerns the very method of knowing and its substitution by calculating (playing with pebbles: calculi)’. More importantly, ‘We can calculate without love, but we cannot truly know without love. The meaning of the word scientia has been overturned (perverted). (ibid.: 288)2. In the process, technē has been supplanted by technology. Technē, for Panikkar, is a human invariant but technology is the fruit of one particular culture3. Technē, which relies on machines of the first degree, is art, symbiosis with nature, respectful of the energy-rhythms of nature. Not so second-degree machines. Thus, instead of agriculture we have agribusiness, and nature is converted into a world of resources (ibid.).

			The human approach to things is at least in some cases one of love, but this is completely out of the question in scientific knowledge ‘of the so-called hard sciences’ if it is to be integrated into a pattern so that a ‘law of behavior’ can be formulated. Science needs to predict. ‘Love, on the other hand, entails the discovery of the uniqueness of a thing… The loving approach to things is of another kind than the scientific one’ (ibid.: 271).

			Panikkar reminds us that:

			The kosmos is not only the scientific cosmos4; the mathematical method is not the only way to approach reality… Modern science was supposed to bring us power as the means for living a full and free human life, but, slowly at first, it became more exclusive and sophisticated than philosophy and theology. All too soon modern science began to seek power not for human fulfilment but for the sake of ever enhancing power itself. The method became the thing; the means became the end. Science soon became equivalent to scientific method. A scientist is a skillful knower of the particular methods specific to a given branch of science (Panikkar, 1996: 388).

			Additionally, there are grave consequences, especially of an intercultural nature:

			Although of western origin and carrying western archetypes, modern science has penetrated so widely all over the world and so deeply in the minds of many who have identified with its cosmology so as to require something more than going back to the ‘happy old days’ which, incidentally, hardly existed. Furthermore, the philosophy in question has also undergone such a change that even with the best of intentions the couple would not be able to recognize the former partner. The problem is not between two disciplines but cultures. To which we should add that it is no longer between two cultures (the scientific and the philosophical), but between the many other cultures, which until now were simply ignored. This is the intercultural challenge of our times… (ibid.: 383-384).5

			More importantly, Panikkar asks:

			(…) The issue is whether modern cosmology offers a picture of the real world where man can unfold all his possibilities and reach that fullness of life to which every one of us aspires. Is modern cosmology a home for Man? Scientific cosmology cannot offer such a world where we feel at home unless Man is reduced to a rational thinking machine and thinking to problem solving. This would cripple both reality and human experience. We cannot identify reality with what science tells of it, nor presume that science offers the only possible understanding of reality (ibid.: 384). 6

			Finally:

			The traditional criticism of the scientific paradigm consists in saying that it leaves no place for God, to which the scientist responds that there is no need for one. In contrast, my criticism of the scientific paradigm maintains that it leaves no place for Man. The great absentee in the scientific mythos is Man. Gods there are aplenty, in the form of black holes, galaxies, and infinities great and small, limits, thresholds, and so forth. Devils are legion; biomolecular sciences provide a virology quite as imposing as any medieval demonology, and modern medicated Man proceeds in fear and trembling in a world of invisible germs and viruses of all sorts. Matter and especially energy are all-pervasive, as are time and space. Only Man does not come into the picture (ibid.: 400).

			Of course, Man as object is very much under investigation in science, but Man as Subject is missing altogether! But ‘this does not tell us what Man is, or who Man is, much less who I am’ (ibid.: 400). The result is that technocracy has provided us with ‘all kinds of individual comforts’. ‘The cost, however, has been that technocracy has let Man qua Man evaporate’ (ibid.).

			PART TWO

			The Dialogue between the philosopher-theologian-mystic Raimon Panikkar and the physicist-philosopher Hans-Peter Dürr

			The word mystery (Mysterium) though differently understood by both shines brightly for the two of them and fills them with hope.7 In this context, Panikkar says that it is important to understand religion as Verbundenheit, being connected, being related (Dürr and Panikkar, 2008: 60). In The Rhythm of Being Panikkar speaks of

			the awareness that we not only belong to the earth, but that we and the earth are together. My being does not end at the tips of my fingernails; I am also in the rivers I swim, the water I drink, the soil I tread upon, the air I breathe, the mountains I climb, the streets I walk, and, of course, the people I dwell among. This interpenetration8 also includes the inspiring stars and the annoying insects (Panikkar, 2010: 355).

			For Panikkar, substantives and nouns do not exist – this goes against today’s science. Dürr as a modern scientist confesses that it is scientific reasons that have led him to a similar conclusion. These very reasons have turned him away from an exact and reductionist understanding of science, which his colleagues hold as very important (Dürr, 2008: 60).

			The instrument of communication is for Panikkar understanding, love. For Dürr love is what connects in the originary structure (Bindung im Urgefüge). It refers to Wirklichkeit [the reality that works], better still [that which] is living, working, binding. These are real manifestations of love in our living and loving, [and] are experienceable (ibid.: 61).

			Panikkar considers the separation of love from knowledge the greatest divorce of today’s civilization. We are on the search for an originary synthesis of the two. Such a synthesis is dialectical. In fact, we need an originary experience where love and knowledge have not been separated. Dürr agrees, knowledge (Erkenntnis) should mean knowing (Erkennen). It is more an adual communion than an (ontic) communication (ibid.: 61-62).

			Panikkar insists that experience effects change. Dürr agrees fully but also insists that the change is about life (where the change is gradual and imperceptible). We must distance ourselves from ontic thinking as far as possible (ibid.: 62-63).

			To this Panikkar adds that we all participate in a common understanding (ibid.: 67). Whatever we understand is based on what has already been understood previously and whatever we have understood becomes part of the common human understanding. It is here, Panikkar admits, that he encounters his main difficulty with science. How can one have laws of nature (Naturgesetze) without love? How can one think of natural laws only with the intellect and experimentation and without the heart? (ibid.: 68).

			Dürr responds by clarifying that he has distanced himself from the classical scientists and dared as a physicist to use the expression potentiality in terms of love and spirit (which traditional science does not permit him). It has been an intellectual jump from opinion to insight to realization (intellektueller Sprung von der Ansicht zur Einsicht zum Einsehen). A traditional scientist cannot speak like this because of the way Wissen, information, in the scientific sense has been defined in today’s narrowed confines. Dürr has gone on to assert that science in today’s form is principally uninformed, ignorant (prinzipiell unwissend)! (ibid.: 85).9 As a scientist, Dürr has used Advaita, the principle of non-separability, which invalidates reductionism and experiments in the strict sense as part of his scientific language. Advaita and Trinity, he asserts, are one and the same experience (ibid.: 76). Advaita is the connecting principle. To experience Advaita is to experience communion (ibid.: 77).10 To this Panikkar adds that perichoresis is the experience of the mutual penetration of symbols, not of substantives (ibid.: 93-94).

			Did we have to wait till Heisenberg, Panikkar asks Dürr, to understand that, for example, praying for a person changes the person? Dürr agrees but adds that the new insights must be added in the larger context of our times. For instance, Dürr himself has been researching matter for fifty years and has reached the conclusion that there is no such thing as matter, only processes (ibid.: 84).

			Physics, according to Dürr, has entered a new phase where it realizes that the old Physics is no longer adequate; it has discovered that our borders are our limits and not just our frontiers. Panikkar warns not to treat Physics as Metaphysics (ibid.: 90). Dürr confesses that the old Physics does not work; though we have a new opening it is not a substitute for Metaphysics. We can approach it but we cannot speak its language. The new Physicists cannot speak that language either but they can meet Religion and Metaphysics with another attitude: ‘We need you. We cannot substitute for you’ (ibid.: 90-91).

			Dürr is convinced that his Self (Selbst) is an access to something that is not rationally graspable. He is now speaking as a human being and not as a scientist (ibid.: 91). Panikkar deepens this line of thought by introducing the reality of the symbol, the aduality of the symbol and the symbolized reality. What Dürr thinks (or complains) are substantives in Panikkar’s examples he now realizes are in fact symbols wherein there is no split between subject and object (ibid.: 93-94).

			Dürr goes on to explain that the theories of electricity, magnetics, mechanics came together effortlessly, as a sort of Whole, a Holon (Arthur Koestler), something that was not at all expected (ibid.: 122),11 much more so with the Quantum theory. They brought him the realization that the fundamental structure of Reality has primarily to do not with space and time. It has to do with Spirit, which symbolically refers to the non-material, non-spatial structure of relationships. It is a level deeper than the one which science, especially natural sciences and physics, try to investigate and describe at the level of perception but in the language of duality (ibid.: 123). Dürr states that with the help of mathematics, physics tries at a very high level of abstraction to free itself from the shackles of duality to formally enter the level of a-duality (ibid.).

			At a deeper level, one cannot speak of matter but only of symmetries, that is, of Gestalts in a general sense. Here there is no energy as such, no matter as such, because everything hangs together inseparably with everything. Only mathematics simulates this formally but there are no similes to explain this (ibid.: 124).

			The way to the new physics was prepared by the remarkable coming together of the theories of electricity, of magnetics, of mechanics, etc. Everything dovetailing surprisingly into one another! More surprising was the coming together in a still more convincing manner of the quantum theory. Its paradox nature has led to a totally unexpected unification of the laws of nature (‘zu einer völlig unerwarteten Vereinheitlichung der Naturgesetzlichkeit geführt’) (ibid.: 123). The new insights show that the basic structure of Reality (Grundstruktur der Wirklichkeit) has not so much to do with space and time but with the realm of the non-dual (ibid.).

			But what about the Spirit, asks Panikkar. Dürr replies, the Spirit — a symbol, rich in significance — refers symbolically to the non-material, non-space-time structure of relationships (das a-materielle, a-raum-zeitliche Beziehungsgefüge) (ibid.). It is at a level deeper than what the sciences, especially the natural sciences and physics, attempt in the realm of duality, both of perception and language to investigate, justify and describe. However, physics with the help of mathematics (a how language = Wie-Sprache that works and connects), tries at a much higher level of abstraction to free itself from the chains of duality to formally get to the deeper level of A-Duality (Advaita). Dürr is aware that he is merely sketching artistically (as it were) an Advaita with a potential essence, which embraces and penetrates everything, a can-possibility of worlds (Kann-Möglichkeit von Welten) (ibid.).

			At this juncture, Dürr makes an important observation for those of us who are not physicists. He draws our attention to the fact that ‘the revolutionary crossing of borders of modern physics does not lead to what in religious language is symbolized as Spirit or Advaita’. Dürr is aware that such language can be misleading since what is spoken of has no characteristics. Physics works with constructs and so remains at the level of duality where the describer as an artist remains an outsider. That is why one must go deeper where one does not speak any more of matter but of symmetries, of Gestalts in a general sense.12 Here there is no energy, no matter, everything hangs together with everything, which is Advaita, penetrating everything. There are no parts and hence no interrelations. Dürr explicitly states that interrelations (such as strong, electromagnetic, gravitational) are as-if appearances that are formed at a higher level of larger conglomerates of the non-material vibration-like interplay of basic elements (ibid.: 124). These as-if appearances are visible (anschaubar) in larger conglomerates; then we call them energy and posteriorly matter. It is when they are in such a form that the so-called laws of nature are formulated. But their basic element (Grundelement) remains indescribable (nicht anschaulich) (ibid.: 124-125).

			Later, in a long-winding discussion which begins with the Subject-Object distinction and the thematization of duality, Panikkar draws Dürr’s attention to his use of the word reality. Dürr agrees that in scientific circles reality goes through various stages of isolation, where the subject distances itself from the object, and the object is abstracted from its surroundings; this, he says, is the beginning of a reductionistic science. Further on, one finds that this distinction itself gets objectified. After some reflection, Dürr says that one realizes that there is no such thing as Object and no such thing as Subject; there is only communication, which in fact is communion (ibid.: 134-137).

			As Dürr struggles to get out of the state of duality, Panikkar suggests that, ‘In the beginning was love’. Dürr takes up the suggestion for further reflection because love is the source (Quelle) as it does not emerge from something else; it penetrates, embraces and holds everything together. But he thinks of love as a verb (lieben). However, for him lover does not refer primarily to human love but embraces all who participate in the Whole [Mystery] (ibid.: 141-142). Panikkar explains how in this context the metaphor of the Trinity saves one from monism and Dürr is relieved to hear this, because for him relation (Beziehung) is primary and the authentic thing (ibid.: 146-148).13 This helps him steer clear of the Scylla of duality and the Charybdis of monism.

			One of the last questions that Panikkar and Dürr tackle before they conclude their dialogue is that of religious language and the language of science. The purpose seems to be this: How can religion influence the materialistic stress that today’s science is bringing about in this world to take a more spiritual turn and help in solving the problems of our age? Both agree that science has its own language, which concentrates on the external, whereas religion concentrates on the Ultimate Mysterium of life, which brings us salvation, freedom, happiness, etc. It affects all human beings, not just so-called believers. Here is the realm of the adual, of encounter, of the vocative and of exclamation, not of description. The realm which reminds us of our wholeness and the wholeness of reality, the realm of communion where our words resonate and cross the boundaries of our concepts and constructs and bring about Stimmigkeit (coherence), Stimmung (the mood) and Einstimmung (the right frame of mind).

			It is in such an atmosphere that Dürr exclaims that ‘Love is for me the absolute source of the Cosmos. And dialogue without love is no dialogue’. To which Panikkar adds, ‘And science without love is no science’ (ibid.: 153-160). With that they conclude their dialogue.

			What is remarkable about this dialogue is that despite their different points of departure, it has brought them to a common meeting-point: the world of Advaita, the world where there are no objects or subjects or substantives, but only relations. 

			PART THREE

			The Argument of Indra’s Cunning.

			The thrust of Panikkar’s Indra’s Cunning. The Challenge of Modernity. The Indic Experiment14 stresses the incompatibility of indic culture with ‘scientific and technological modernization’. Panikkar formulates the aim of the booklet thus:

			Either indic Man is swallowed up by the forgetfulness of Being (Heidegger), and he swells the ranks of the soldiers defending the onto-theological frontiers of reality, or he allows for a new disclosure of Being itself opening a new avenue for human life, or rather for Life as such.
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