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The Romanian publishing house Humanitas recently issued a volume entitled Sensuri
metafizice ale crucii (Metaphysical meanings of the cross). It consists of the transcript of
several meetings that took place at the periodical gathering of certain ,,round tables” - in the
first half of 2002 — that had as a purpose the acquaintance with René Guénon’s writings in
general, and with one in particular, Le symbolisme de la croix.' The table companions are
four, and we mention them as they appear on the book’s cover: Anca Manolescu, Andrei
Plesu, Horia-Roman Patapievici and Gabriel Liiceanu. Ion Marin will join them for only one
meeting.

We can only appreciate such an initiative because, in our opinion, what these meetings have
occasioned is not the acquaintance with an author, but the connection with traditional
cosmology and metaphysics, something rather rare nowadays. The discussions are led by
Andrei Plesu who, alongside Anca Manolescu, has an older interest in Guénon’s work. The
two of them posses more comprehensive information on the subject matter and,
consequently, their understanding proved to be deeper. However, we want to stress the fact
that these dialogues are carried out with honesty by all the participants. And this honesty is
exactly the reason for which this book should be read. And now we arrive at the
considerations regarding the public reception of this volume.

For most of the public, unfamiliar with the subject, the book may be the source of much
confusion. The various opinions originating in heterogeneous points of view and tributary, at
different degrees, to the western mentality, the colloquial character, the honest and
sometimes strong commitment, cause the mistaken presentation of certain facts, while others
have as main source premises we consider false from the very beginning. However, the
features that operate as obstacles for a certain category of public, and which do not
recommend the book if it aims at a correct presentation of traditional metaphysics, these
features represent the main interest for the competent readers. And most of the times, what
really renders this transcript important, is not necessarily the information as such, but the
opportunity to observe the way it is processed. At the same time, it is relevant with regard to
the idiosyncrasies provoked by its display, especially for those who know what the initiation

' See Sensuri metafizice ale crucii, Humanitas, Bucuresti, 2007.
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of such approach means. We find these irritations to be strikingly familiar both as reactions
and as ways of manifestation.”

The problems we shall insist upon are those that we considered would necessarily need
explanations. The book is full of ideas, speculations, comments that cannot all be displayed
here and debated upon, although most of them are more or less debatable. However, this
doesn’t mean that we cannot find assertions we agree fully with, but since the latter are
inextricably mingled with all the other statements, it is almost impossible for the amateur to
discern.

What draws our attention from the beginning is the way in which Guénon’s function is
understood, and we are referring here to the abundance of expressions as “guénonian
esotericism”, ,,guénonian type of constructions”, “guénonian constructions”, ,,guénonian
theories”, Guénon’s doctrine”, etc.>

The discussions start from a so-called ,,scheme of the Universal Possibility”, and even though
we understand that its purpose is purely auxiliary, this scheme is, nevertheless, the main
source of the major confusions the participants at these discussions have to deal with.* We

2 We send the reader to our study Sol Invictus, Sol Niger, Oriens, Volume 3, Numbers 11-12, November
15,2006, p. 5-6.

? Let us briefly mention other aspects that came to our attention while reading the transcript of these
dialogues. It reads like this (p. 25): “in front of an audience, Guénon’s position and that of its defendants
would win”. We are more inclined to think otherwise. Because even though we understand what is
alluded here, we must say that the esotericism is not exotericism. Thus, the part of the doctrine that refers
to the bhaktic way is not what Guénon presented in his writings, but what is intrinsically reserved to an
intellectual elite. Also, on p. 47 we can find the frequent confusion between the Universal Man and
Adam. Let us note that if we consider the Primordial Man (Adam), he only represents the centre of a
level of existence, namely the human individual one and not the realization of the total being which
designates the Universal Man. Yet, on p. 93 it is correctly pointed out that Adam Kadmon is the
Universal Man, although we have the impression that the confusion persists. ,,The border” between the
two realities is virtual, which is the human limit seen upwards. But this virtuality can only be understood
as an identity if we look downwards. (the case of the avataric function). In Christianity, we may say that
the Logos is the expression of the Universal Man and Jesus Christ is the expression of the restoration of
the individual human level of existence that is the New Adam. Nevertheless, Jesus Christ is only virtually
(this time looking downwards) subdued to the conditions of manifestation, for in His case, the problem of
the Universal Man is indissolubly bounded to the avataric function. The problems regarding the
Universal Man in Christianity are also debated on p. 96, 107. Somewhere else it is stated (p. 66) that ,,the
limit of our reasoning has been well enough set for several centuries”. If this were true, it would mean
that man tasted from the forbidden fruit only several centuries ago, for what else defines the off-centered
man if not the domain of the discursive reasoning? This limitation is exactly the superior limit of the
fallen human individual, so its ,setting” coincides with the acquiring of the dual, deformed
consciousness. At the same page (66) we can also find this following question: “would you obtain
something consistent by forcing the boundaries?” We should observe that exactly this transgression
towards the superior is what is called spiritual process or the acquiring of the superior levels of the being,
but this transformation is not obtained through reason but through Spirit, and reason itself, as a limit, is
transcended; the one who acquires knowledge beyond the human-individual limit, is only virtually
situated under the influence of the modalities that condition this level of existence. This is why if we ask
,how much from this type of discourse (metaphysical, n.n) is highly, medium or not credible,” (p. 67),
we could only answer that such discourse is not directed towards faith but towards gnosis, a fact which is
actually clearly pointed out in the text (p. 78). And we could go on with such examples.

At p. 156 of the book the authors deal exactly with ,,.La résolution des oppositions”, and, consequently,
we ask ourselves why it is chosen, as a starting point for these dialogues, the schematization which
requires limitative conceptualization, separation, analysis, thus everything that is situated at the antipode
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shall not find such a scheme anywhere in Guénon’s work or in any traditional text. In fact,
the attempt to schematize is a purely western habit, and if we wish to understand what lays
beyond the level of manifestation any kind of schematization proves to be a real obstacle in
such an endeavor. We understand that a western approach is used for an appropriate
mentality but this is exactly what we will never find in Guénon — at least not in this manner
and not for this purpose -, exactly because the West no longer possesses the complete
metaphysical knowledge and, implicitly, the instrument to reach it. Consequently, the
orthodox modality of displaying these realities can only be an Eastern one that, in its turn,
needs to be adjusted to meet the modern-western level of understanding. Because he was
completely aware of the type of mentality with which the audience was endowed, at the only
conference he ever held, at Sorbonne, Guénon deliberately stated: ,,what concerns us is, in
itself, truly and absolutely unlimited and, consequently, it cannot be confined to any formula

or any system”.” Thus, the scheme of which we speak is this:

The supreme level: THE UNIVERSAL POSSIBILITY (The Principle)

A|The non-manifestable Non-manifested
(possibilities of non-manifestation)

THE NON-BEING (The Super-Being)

1. The “metaphysical zero” level B|The manifestable Non-manifested
|possibilities of manifestation)

C) THE BEING (The non-manifested Principle of manifestation)

A.The inform manifestation
[super-individual)
2. The level of manifestation: THE BEING as EXISTENCE B.The formal subtle manifestation
(noncorporeal)
C. The formal coarse manifestation
|gross, corporeal)

If we underlined the fact that such a schematization is truly inappropriate for understanding
what it aims to represent, we must state now that we do not agree with what it comprises
either, because the display of the elements it is composed of, inappropriately reflects what
Guénon presented in his books. Thus, the Universal Possibility must not be understood as the
top of a pyramid but as That which contains All, being most rigorously the expression of the
Infinite, which is neither up nor down, on top or at the bottom. It is neither, nor (neti, neti), as
the Hindu say. The Universal Possibility contains the possibilities of non-manifestation
which belong to the Non-Being, and the possibilities of manifestation (only insofar as they
manifest) which correspond to the Being.® The Being, inherently non-manifested, is
contained within these possibilities of non-manifestation, thus we see no disjunction
whatsoever at the level of the Non-Being, let alone one such as 1.A and 1.B.” For us, such a

of non-disjunctive understanding. Furthermore, on p. 256 the author writes: “I would try to understand
things more intuitively”.

> See Guénon, La Métaphysique Orientale.

% See Guénon, The Multiple States of the Being, chap. 3; and Guénon, Man and his becoming according
to the Vedanta, chap. 15.

7 The scheme uses a terminology that is also a source of misunderstandings: thus 1.A represents the
possibilities of non-manifestation, 1.B represents the non-manifested possibilities of manifestation and
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distinction is an error. The Non-Being contains the Being in a ,,manner” which lies beyond
any confusion or discrimination, thus the Being does not melt within the Non-Being, but it
does not appear as distinct either, for Its ,,nature” is, most rigorously, non-manifested, thus
lying within the bosom of the possibilities of non-manifestation.

What is non-manifest at the level of the Being, and subsequently belongs to the possibilities
of non-manifestation, are exactly those non-manifested possibilities of manifestation. And,
following this, what is manifest at the level of the Being is exactly the manifested
possibilities of manifestation. We see how all is contained within the Universal Possibility,
no disjunction having an absolute reality: existence is within Being, the latter is within Non-
Being, and this is within the Universal Possibility.

Consequently, a second disjunction we cannot agree with is the one that separates the Being
(1.C) from the non-manifested possibilities of manifestation (1.B). Thus, we can thoroughly
assert that the Being is contained within the bosom of the Non-Being or veils It, without
becoming one with it, like the kernel of a fruit and its peel or shell. Thus, if 1.C overlaps with
level 2 in reality, then the manifestation, in all its universality, is nothing else but a view of
the being subdued to its conditionings, while the non-manifestation is the View par
excellence, unconditioned, synthetically-global and immediate. In other words, the
manifestation is the reflected vision (the apparition) of the being, while the non-manifestation
is the Certitude of Truth, the direct vision.

On the other hand, the level of the metaphysical One is not represented in the scheme. This
One represents exactly the level of the Being, as the unutterable expression of the unutterable
or, in other words, as the manifestable possibility of manifestation (the expression), non-
manifested in itself (unutterable — representing the non-manifested possibilities of
manifestation), of the possibilities of non-manifestation (of the unutterable). This level is
replaced in the scheme with 1.B. The Universal Possibility or the Infinite is beyond all this.
We quote Josephus:

For a maximum strictness, the Infinite lies beyond Silence,
for even if this name is used to symbolize the Supreme
Mystery, what It designates is only an imperfect allusion.
Even if we apprehend Silence in its depth and elevate Its
meaning beyond any rational-discursive understanding
which requires a counter-balance in Sound, It would still not
succeed to point the Infinite, for It would only sublimate
itself into a Unity that truly transcends duality, but for this
very reason it would mean nothing more than this.
Otherwise, pushing these considerations to the limit, even
the metaphysical Zero in Itself, seen as the Hidden Kernel
of the Unity, and thus as Silence fathomed beyond Unity, it
still is not the Supreme Infinite.®

The error does not appear only in the understanding of this level, but also within the
representation of the domain of the manifestation. Thus 2.A belongs indeed to the super-
formal, universal manifestation, but only 2.A is situated on this level. 2.B and 2.C belong to

1.C the manifested possibilities of manifestation; thus, 1.C is senseless within the scheme, overlapping in
reality with the level 2 of the scheme.

8 General considerations on Judaic esotericism (111), Oriens, Volume IV, Numbers 5-6, June 30, 2007.
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the formal manifestation and represent the psyche, respectively the flesh for the individual
man. Thus, 2.B could not belong to the “non-corporeal”, except the least desirable situations.’
On the other hand, but closely connected to what we have stated, we would restrain from
using the word ,,inform” to designate the universal level of manifestation for it suggests the
amorphous rather than the super-formal. Anyhow, bearing in mind all these schematizations
and inherent errors, the unconscious use of this term doesn’t come as a surprise for it
expresses, as we have noticed before, the infernal rather than the supernal levels of the being.

If we follow attentively the dialogue on pages 71-77, we shall see how bothering this
schematization can be.

Another fragment that draws our attention is the one which attempts to explain ,,the scheme
of the Universal Possibility” with the help of the Judaic esotericism, erroneously considered
mysticism by the participants.'®

From the very beginning we must say that this “scheme” cannot be validated because
Kabbalah, like any other traditional form, in its metaphysical core, eludes any kind of
schematization, as we already stated this above, but more than that, the data of the Judaic
tradition does not match with the levels depicted in the graphics above. However, we feel the
need to express our reservation regarding certain matters which represent the “body” of this
incursion into the esotericism of the Judaic tradition.

At one point it is asserted that for Kabbalah or for any other metaphysical tradition, the
manifestation takes place within God'! and “for Guénon, the manifestation is, by definition,
«external» to the Principle”.'? This affirmation has no ground, the truth being exactly the
opposite and we do not think it is necessary to insist further on this aspect. We will only
mention, as a pretty much self explanatory example, the chapter L ‘esprit est il dans le corps
ou le corps dans ’esprit?, from the volume Initiation et Réalisation Spirituelle. In fact, if it
were clearly understood that, in the books signed by Guénon, we do not find his ideas but the
presentation of a teaching which does not belong to him, and which he did not invent, then
this type of misunderstandings could be easily avoided, especially in what concerns such
essential aspects of the doctrine as the immanence and the transcendence of the Principle.

Further on we wish to insist upon the way in which ,,the stages” of manifestation according to
Kabbalah are presented. First of all we have certain reservations regarding the
comprehension of the emanative process as being divided by ,.thresholds” when one sees
Ein-Sof and the Tree of the Sephirot — which is the Universal Man - , even though we
understand that the term “threshold” is used with the right intention of suggesting, or alluding
to what happens there.

The reason for such an opinion is this: the ,,threshold” suggests and hints — nevertheless — at
the ,,passage”, and the reluctance we have towards this term comes from the fact that it seems
to have been confiscated by Phenomenology, and, sadly, the extensive use of this meaning
may confuse those who wish to understand traditional metaphysics. In the sense it is used in
Phenomenology, the ,,passage”, expectedly, hints and stops at the level of the Being. And it is
natural to be like this because here is used, in the process of knowledge, the rational intellect,

° This confusion also appears on p. 256. See footnote 22 below.
1 See p. 79.

' See p. 80-81.

2 See p. 80.
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strictly individual, consequently operating with complementaries. There are two perceptions,
distinct in subtlety, in the Phenomenological comprehension of the Being as the “passage”:
one speaks about the Being as “limit”, as “trace” — vestigio pedis — within manifestation,
within existence; the other targets a qualitatively higher level of understanding and it speaks
about the ,,passage”, the ,,limit” between manifestation and non-manifestation.'® In this latter
case, it is usually ignored the fact that what is designated here as ,,limit” and as ,,passage”
situates at the same level of the Being. For if one could speak about a threshold or about a
»passage”, this ,limit” lies between that-which-cannot-be-named and that-which-can-be-
named, and this gate is exactly the Name Itself — unutterable in Itself - which in Christian
tradition is designated as Logos, in Hinduism as Parashabda, etc. However, that which could
be named as ,,passage” or ,,threshold” or ,,limit”, or any other metaphor that could suggest the
ineffable, it only suggests the level of the Unity which unites, as ,,passage”, the inferior
complementary. And this is most rigorously the level of the Being. Because the Non-Being,
as Principle of the possibilities of non-manifestation does not constitute any passage. Being
the Silence Itself, It no longer unites synthetically any kind of opposites, as “limit” or as
“passage” beyond them. Thus, we cannot talk about a “threshold” between Being and Non-
Being, but only between existence and the non-manifested Being.'* The latter is the One that
,eludes” existence and we may say it does it in an alluding way. This is the very reason why
apophasis, as a type of discourse, is only cataphasis. Thus, the only way the non-manifested
aspect of the Being can be apprehended, which occults Itself within the Silence of Non-Being
in a mysterious way, and beyond It, meaning both the complete Non-Being and the Infinite,
is the spiritual intuition, super-rational, non-discursive and immediate, which has no common
measure with the philosophical speculation or with the religious fideism, and which
rigorously lies beyond any discourse, be it an alluding one.

Thus, leaving aside the statements regarding any kind of ,,threshold” within the “’scheme”
they use, a scheme we strongly disagree for the reasons we have already mentioned, we must
say that we cannot see the sephirah Kether as being such threshold."” Furthermore, it would
be meaningless to talk about a threshold between FEin-Sof (Infinite) and Ayin (Non-
manifestation). And if so, the “threshold” couldn’t hint, not even in an alluding way, at the
Non-manifestation or at the Infinite. Thus, everything considered a “passage”, and whatever
this term may suggest, stops at the level of the Being.

" In both variants the Presence is understood as Emptiness and Absence. And this is the individual
knowledge par excellence, hence pain as the path to the centre. And we ask ourselves if this isn’t the only
way left for most of us in these times.

' In fact, these “thresholds” should be avoided even when one wishes to understand the level of the super-
formal manifestation exactly because, from a certain perspective, it belongs to the Universal domain as
well. And the Universal, exactly because it is what it is, situates beyond any kind of fragmentation of an
individual nature.

1% See p. 83 where the word “ford” is used as a metaphor suggesting the threshold.
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Kether Elyon (Supreme Crown) is the name of the Non-
Being and It is identical with Nothingness (A4yin). This
is the root of the hidden grain of manifestation. And yet,
this root is not everything that 4yin means, but only the
non-manifested aspect of the grain of manifestation.
Nothingness spreads inconceivably beyond this root,
which does not mean that this extension is able to
exhaust the Infinite (Ein-Sof).'®

The fragment shows how one should understand, beyond any distinction, the co-essentiality
within the possibilities of non-manifestation and beyond them. Since the volume we are
reviewing does not refer to the domain of non-manifestation in this manner, we can find the
following note inferred from one of Gershom Scholem’s statements, according to which the
sephirot are emanated from Ein-Sof, a statement which taken as such can only be true. But
what it is inferred from it is exactly the expression of the profane way of understanding such
realities: ,,Thus, the sephirot do not have their origin, their root, at the level of the Being””.
This consideration cannot be true, if not only because of the sufficient reason already
presented, namely that a disjunction at the level of non-manifestation is an error, at least
because this disjunction leads to this type of schematization divided by ,,thresholds”, whose
effect is exactly error and falsehood. For everything that is, can only be as Being — subdued
to various conditionings — and through Being, as the aspect or the countenance of the Non-
manifestation.

Let us insist on certain aspects. We find the following remark: ,,Sruti is direct perception. It is
lower, in a way, than the other one (smr#i, n.n.) which is a mental operation. Sruti is
immediate contact, it is direct hearing, thus the «lower» level of knowledge; it is empiricism,
if you wish — but it is, at the same time, direct access to the source”. Sruti ,jis an operation
which expresses itself with the help of the sensorial, not that of reason”.'® We have to say that
we are dealing here with a serious confusion. Sruti is indeed direct, immediate hearing, since
it is the expression, as Guénon remarks,'® of spiritual intuition, super-rational, thus belonging
to the Universal domain. Therefore, it is not only superior to reason, but to any esthetical
mediation implicitly, in the most appropriate sense of the word aisthesis. Everything
belonging to the domain of sensation is inferior to reason,’ which is, in its turn, inferior to
revelation, and the latter situates below the level of direct spiritual intuition. And this direct
spiritual intuition is implied when we use the term sruti. Symbolically, the relation between
sruti and smrti is analogous to the one between the sun and the moon. The latter only reflects
the light of the sun. This fact is of a real importance because one of its applications is exactly
the distinction between belief and gnosis. Thus, from any point of view, sruti cannot be
inferior to smrti. The latter extracts its own authority from reflecting the former at an inferior

16 See General considerations on Judaic esotericism (I1I), Oriens, Volume IV, Numbers 5-6, June 30,
2007.

7 See p. 83.
' See p. 104.
1 See L’Homme et son devenir selon le Védanta, chapter 1.

0 We are mentioning that agape does not belong to the sensory, but is part of the triad St. Paul speaks of (1
Corinthians 13,13): “And now these three remain: faith, hope and love. But the greatest of these is love.”.
We repeat that Eve’s reintegration leads to the realization of the primordial Androgyne.
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level. Smrti does belong to the mind (manas), but this is exactly what gives the measure of
the individual domain while sruti represents the direct spiritual view.

Since the distinction between revelation and gnosis has not been made, at page 109 it is
stated: ,,the Lesser Mysteries are the object of philosophy”. We find it hard to understand
how such an absurdity can be stated. And in order for the reasoning to be complete,
philosophy is axiologically overimposed the revelation as way of access to the Greater
Mysteries.”! We cannot help but smile at the consideration that the centre of the individual-
human being can be reached with the help of the means that led exactly to its off-centration,
for we are certain, because of the very indication given inside the text, that not the
Pythagorean meaning of the term is considered. The paradisiacal centre of our world is the
heart of the individual man. And this is not the heart made of flesh but the psyche in its state
of androgyny and equilibrium.? It is that psyche that contains Shekinah, so to speak. Also,
how could one reach through revelation the Celestial Paradise - which rigorously corresponds
to Freedom (moksha) or to the Supreme Identity -, when revelation, in itself, suggests the
necessity of a mediation for that who cannot have a direct and immediate access? Because we
couldn’t say that the Supreme Mystery has the revelation of Its own Being, same as the latter
hasn’t the revelation of its own manifestation. Moreover, inside the text, this obvious fact is
pointed out rather well; however, its importance is not fully appreciated: ,,If the meeting with
the divine, through which revelation takes place, cannot be a meeting with God Itself,
because then the meeting would be deadly, then whom could we meet? Which one of His
faces? 7. This interrogation, properly understood, should bring forth the meaning of the
phrase Supreme Identity.”* In other words, Who can meet God Itself (Gottheit, Brahma
nirguna, Ein-Sof) and who must die for such a meeting?

When presented with the traditional cosmological and metaphysical data, we notice in these
discussions a certain need, more or less unilateral, to refer to the latest scientific
,»discoveries” and modern scientific theories, which would ,,validate” what is presented. We
must say that such a perspective, as ,,interesting” as it might seem to certain people at a first
glance, is of no real interest to the one pursuing spiritual process. Moreover, this perspective
on the traditional doctrine only demonstrates that, in the eyes of certain people, it appears as
some sort of exotic curiosity which, more or less paradoxically, is ,,validated” even by the
most recent conclusions of profane science. But, leaving aside the position of this perspective
in relation to the real understanding of things, it must be said that everything the profane
physics manages to comprehend situates at the lowest level of manifestation: the qualified

I See p. 108.

2 1t is interesting that on p. 256 it seems that the psyche is erroneously perceived as belonging to a higher
level of existence. On the contrary, it gives the “measure” of the degree of proximity to the centre of the
individual-human world. The human body doesn’t designate only flesh but it is a psycho-somatic
compound. The angels, on the other hand, or what this word designates, namely the super-formal
manifestation, are situated on a level of existence within which we couldn’t properly speak about a body
and, consequently, about any kind of form, but of super-formal Intelligence or Light. In Hinduism,
Buddhi corresponds to this super-formal level, the manifested transcendental Intellect, or in a
mythological form, the multitude of gods (angels) representing different manifested divine aspects. In
Kabbalah they are the ten sephirot. Guénon also mentions that Lucifer is the angel of the Crown (Kether),
but this is another matter; we shall just mention the fact that what hides behind it bears a significance that
should not be neglected.

3 See p. 121.
** This Identity is the Supreme Reality and the Supreme Truth.
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space and time exceeds its area of knowledge, the subtle modality of nature (physis), as well
as the correspondence between macrocosm and microcosm, being ignored.*

Since we have mentioned ,,the theory of knowledge” and because the book does not clarify
the statement ,.,for Guénon, the stress falls on epistemology”26, let us deal with this issue.
Epistemology is, to a high degree, a western and modern concept. Guénon rejects it on
purpose. But let us explain this matter. Knowledge is One and in order for it to be what it is,
it must be identical with the Truth. Now, the various modalities of understanding, of
knowledge, correspond to the different modalities conditioning the indefinite planes of
existence. In other words, each level of manifestation corresponds to certain conditionings, to
certain limitations that obturate our View, our Knowledge. One of the applications of this fact
is that we are in the modality that corresponds to our degree of knowledge. The centre is the
best point of view inside such field of manifestation. When these views that correspond to
different levels of manifestation are weighed, one must consider what could analogically be
called ,.focalization”. Hence, one could understand that the centre of a field of manifestation
is only virtually identical with the Principle whose zero degree projection on the axle is this
centre. Thus, the central vision within manifestation is the vision on the axle.?’” If this is the
privileged point of view in contemplating the Truth, any other point within this field of
existence is qualitatively inferior to its corresponding centre and, simultaneously, is opposed
to all the indefinite perspectives that are implicitly external to it. Such a view, from the
circumference, may be called, also analogously, “optical angle”. As a note, we should
mention here a curious fact: the societies that strived to represent the Truth symbolically did
it in ways which eluded any kind of preeminence of the esthetical considerations, the main
purpose of representation being the noetical one. Thus, the form was conditioned by limits
imposed by the degree of Knowledge.”® In other words, it seems the whole effort was
concentrated on ,,focalization”. And it is a very well known fact that what in the West bears
the name of Renaissance, the noetical discourse, so to speak, of the representation of Truth
starts to be more and more subdued to the conditionings of perspective, or of what we have
called above, ,.the optical angle”.

Epistemology only translates such a horizontal vision and deals in an awkward manner with
the axiological problem regarding perspectives situated within the same plane and which,
subdued by modern mental conditionings, stare more or less baffled at each other or
aimlessly. For them, the centre became occult indeed.

» We draw your attention upon the fact that the individual-human nature is a psycho-somatic compound;
thus, if in a very curious way, in what the West called “the theory of knowledge”, the fact that
psychology is studied separately from modern physics or medicine, and the subtle anatomy is ignored,
only shows how far the western mentality is from any truth that concerns it directly and immediately. On
the other hand, we wonder what the microcosmic correspondents of such concepts as wormholes, black
holes, dark matter, etc. could be.

26 See p. 159.

" Moreover, we should note here that for the initiatory route, which unfolds in an inverted analogical
direction with the cosmogonical one, reaching the centre of that state leads the eyes strictly upwards on
the axle; the look is not radial drawn towards the periphery of that field, and, least of all, towards the
infernal worlds. The look directed towards the periphery is a sacrificial one and it corresponds to the
avataric and cosmogonical functions which in Christianity correspond to Jesus Christ, respectively to the
Logos.

¥ Analogously, we have the same relation between form and knowledge as far as the different states of
being are concerned.
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But because the androgyny of the Primordial Man is debated upon® and because this is
closely linked to what we have said above, let us note that, truly, as shown,® Adam
corresponds to the central point in which the oppositions become complementary, working
together to recreate the union, the Edenic marriage. But two aspects have been omitted. The
first one is that Adam, in its androgynous form, has a non-disjunctive view due to the union
of complementarities, and this is exactly why he is able to direct his look axially towards the
superior. On the contrary, not only would he not know where to look (being lost), but he
would not have the Power for such a contact either (he would become blind because he
would be subdued to the rationally-disjunctive error). And what is usually understood in an
ethical manner (the primordial sin), only translates at an inferior level a cosmogonical
actualization. Thus, the androgynous Adam is the one within whom the oppositions form the
unity of complementarities. This is exactly why one can see Eden as the Presence (Shekinah)
of Peace (Sakinah). Thus, this state is not virtual to him, but as actual as it can be.*' This
brings us to the second omitted aspect. Since we accept Adam’s actual androgyny, we cannot
apply the virtuality of the complementary concord to him too. It would be nonsense. Virtual,
for him, are the centers of the superior planes of existence. Furthermore, the fact that Adam is
androgynous signifies that the real and natural state of man is exactly this, its realization not
being virtual but as real as it can be. Hic et nunc, hic et ubique. And if we carry these
considerations further, we could state the same truth until the level of the Supreme Principle,
because the larger always contains the smaller. Ramana Maharshi insisted on the fact that
realization doesn’t require any effort, for if it did, man would yearn something external to
him. Thus, a really metaphysical view cannot take into account any possibility or potency,
since everything is real in simultaneity.*?

» See p. 158-161.
% See p. 158 and 160.

31 On the p. 206 it is reiterated, while mentioning the interpretation of St. John of Damascus again, that
Adam fails the union of complementarities. We repeat that, from our point of view, things are not in this
way. If this were the truth, man would not actually possess the access to the Earthly Paradise. And this
actuality is meta-historical, and by this we want to underline once and for all that the reality of
Incarnation is not conditioned by the contingency of the chronological moment — hence the confusion
between the chronological present, that is modernity, and the ontological Presence or the Eternity. The
reason why such an erroneous interpretation is made has its origin in the attempt of explaining
exoterically the role of Christ. And our opinion is that it is a useless effort that, as we see, can give birth
to some major confusion. The Incarnation of the Logos is made on the station which corresponds to
Adam — the androgynous psyche. If the latter were not in the centre (the heart) as an axial projection of
the cosmogonical Logos (the Universal Heart), we would not have been able to speak neither of
androgyny, nor of Peace in what man in his primordial state is concerned. At the same time we notice the
perpetuation of the confusion between the metaphysical and the cosmological planes. This fundamental
misunderstanding gives birth to confusions such as the one between the Universal Man and the
Primordial Man, between the centre of a plane of existence as cosmological centre on one hand, and the
ontological (cosmogonical) or trans-ontological centre as a metaphysical centre on the other hand, etc.
And exactly because such interpretation is accepted, one can draw the conclusion (p. 209) that Golgotha,
as an axial symbol, doesn’t represent exactly this axle, thus the centre itself, but “the nearest point to the
paradise Adam left”. Actually, Golgotha and Eden correspond to the same centre, and the latter

corresponds to Christ’s place of birth. Three designations for the same centre.

2 1t is obvious that all Steiner’s delusions presented (p. 162-163) as auxiliaries for understanding the

distinction between the immediate intellectual intuition and the mediate discursive reason, have no use
whatsoever; moreover, they can be considered dangerous for they lead to serious misunderstandings.
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In the end we would like to underline certain facts. We repeat that, apart from the confusions
it may create in the minds of those who have no knowledge or understanding of the
traditional doctrines, we consider the volume we have reviewed a good sign. In its pages it is
clear that the Spirit blows wherever It chooses to and the sparkles may come when you least
expect them to. As we have already mentioned in the beginning, these dialogues are triggered
by an honest wish to understand. This is the most important thing for us, more important even
than the fact that, sometimes, this comprehension is shielded by certain mental habits. It is
obvious that for certain people the brightness of truth casts away any shadow, now matter
how deeply it is rooted, while for others the same glow remains invisible even if it shines in
front of their eyes. Nothing is random and meaningless, and everything happens for
fulfillment and apocalypse.
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O carte despre Traditie si René Guénon

M. Capruta

La editura Humanitas, a aparut recent un volum intitulat Sensuri metafizice ale crucii. Acesta
constituie transcriptul unor discutii prilejuite de formarea periodica a unor ,,mese rotunde” -
in prima jumadtate a anului 2002 - ce au avut drept scop intalnirea cu scrierile lui René
Guénon in general, si cu una dintre ele in mod particular, si anume Le symbolisme de la
croix." ,,Convivii” sunt in numar de patru, si ii enumerim in ordinea in care apar pe coperti:
Anca Manolescu, Andrei Plesu, Horia-Roman Patapievici si Gabriel Liiceanu. Lor 1i se
alatura pentru o convorbire, lon Marin.

Nu putem decat sa salutam un astfel de demers, caci in opinia noastra, ceea ce aceste intruniri
au prilejuit nu constituie familiarizarea cu un autor ci apropierea de metafizica si cosmologia
traditionala, fapt rarisim in zilele noastre. Discutiile sunt conduse de Andrei Plesu care,
alaturi de Anca Manolescu, are un interes mai vechi pentru opera lui Guénon, cei doi
posedand o informatie mai bogatd iar intelegerea lor dovedindu-se mai profunda. Ceea ce
dorim sa remarcam 1nsa, este cd discutiile se poartd cu onestitate de cdtre toti ce iau parte la
ele. Si tocmai aceastd onestitate este motivul pentru care cartea ar trebui parcursa. lar aici
ajungem la consideratii ce tin de receptarea publica a acestui volum.

Pentru publicul larg, nefamiliarizat cu tema, cartea poate constitui o sursd de confuzii.
Diferitele opinii exprimate, ce provin din puncte de vedere eterogene si tributare, in grade
diferite, mentalitatii occidentale, caracterul colocvial, angajarea onesta si uneori aprinsa fac
ca unele lucruri sa fie prezentate eronat, iar altele au ca sursa premise pe care le consideram
gresite de la bun Inceput. Cu toate acestea, aceleasi trasaturi care pentru o anumita categorie
de public opereaza ca piedici, si pentru care cartea este mai degraba nerecomandatd daca
scopul ei se vrea a fi o prezentare corectd a metafizicii traditionale, pentru publicul avizat ele
constituie punctul de atractie al volumului. $i1 de cele mai multe ori, ceea ce conferd cu
adevarat importanta acestui transcript nu este neaparat informatia care se oferd ci prilejul de a
observa felul in care ea este procesatd si, deloc lipsit de interes, mai ales pentru cei care stiu
ce Inseamna sa pornesti pe un astfel de drum, idiosincrasiile provocate de expunerea acesteia,
iritatii pe care le gasim izbitor de familiare atit ca reactii in sine cét si ca fel de manifestare.’

Problemele asupra carora vom starui sunt acelea despre care am considerat cd cer cu
necesitate lamuriri. Cartea este plina de idei, speculatii, comentarii care nu pot fi toate expuse
aici i dezbatute, desi in marea lor majoritate sunt mai mult sau mai putin discutabile. Asta nu

' Vezi Sensuri metafizice ale crucii, Humanitas, Bucuresti, 2007.

% Trimitem la studiul nostru Sol Invictus, Sol Niger, Oriens, Volume 3, Numbers 11-12, November 15,
2006, p. 5-6.
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inseamna Tnsa cd nu se spun si lucruri cu care suntem intru totul de acord, dar cum acestea se
amestecd inextricabil cu toate celelalte, este aproape imposibil pentru cel neavizat sa
discearna.

Ceea ce ne sare in atentie pentru inceput este felul in care e inteleasa functiunea lui Guénon,
si ne referim aici, fird a mai insista In continuare asupra acestui punct, la abundenta de
expresii precum: ,esoterismul guénonian”, ,constructii de tip guénonian”, ,constructii
guénoniene”, ,,teorii guénoniene”, ,,doctrina lui Guénon” etc.’

Discutiile au ca baza de lucru o asa-numitd ,,schema a Posibilitatii Universale”, si desi
intelegem cd scopul ei e pur auxiliar, aceastd schema este totusi sursa principald a confuziilor
majore de care se lovesc participantii la aceste dialoguri.* Niciunde in opera lui Guénon si
nici in vreun text traditional nu vom intalni o asemenea schema. De fapt orice Incercare de
schematizare este o deprindere pur occidentald, iar daca dorim sd Intelegem ceea ce se
situeaza dincolo de nivelul manifestarii, orice fel de schematizare constituie de-a dreptul o
piedici in acest demers. intelegem ci este folosit uninstrumentar occidental pentru un mental
care-i corespunde dar tocmai asta nu vom gasi niciodata la Guénon — cel putin nu in aceasta
manierd i nu cu acest scop -, exact pentru cad Occidentul nu mai poseda cunoasterea
metafizica integrala, deci implicit nici instrumentul pentru a ajunge la ea. Asadar, modalitatea

? S mentionam in trecere si alte aspecte intlnite pe parcursul acestor convorbiri. Se spune la un moment
dat (p. 25) ca “in fata unui public, pozitia lui Guénon si a celor care o apara ar avea castig de cauza”. Noi
inclindm sa credem ca situatia sta chiar invers. Caci desi intelegem la ce se face aici aluzie, trebuie sa
spunem ca esoterismul nu e exoterism. Asadar partea doctrinei care vizeaza calea bhaktica, nu este ceea
ce Guénon prezinta in scrierile sale, avand de fapt de a face aici cu ceea ce prin ,,natura” sa este rezervat
unei elite intelectuale. De asemenea, intr-un alt loc (p. 47) se face confuzia des intdlnitd Intre Omul
Universal si Adam. Sa notdm ca daca se are In vedere Omul Primordial (Adam), acesta nu reprezinta
decat centrul unui nivel de existentd, in spetd cel individual-uman, si nu realizarea fiintei totale care il
desemneaza pe Omul Universal. Totusi, la p. 93 se remarca corect cd Adam Kadmon este Omul
Universal, desi avem impresia persistentei confuziei. Intr-adevar ,.granita” intre cele doua realititi tine de
domeniul virtualului, care este limita umand vazutd de jos 1n sus. Dar aceastd virtualitate nu trebuie
inteleasa ca identitate decat dacd privim de sus in jos (cazul functiunii avatarice). In Crestinism, putem
spune cd Logosul este expresia Omului Universal iar lisus Christos expresia renovarii nivelului uman
individual de existenta, asadar Noul Adam. Cu toate acestea, lisus Christos nu este decat virtualmente (de
aceasta data privim de sus in jos) supus conditionarilor manifestarii, caci in cazul Sau, problema Omului
Universal este indisolubil legatd de functiunea avataricd. Problematica Omului Universal in Crestinism
mai e dezbatutd la p. 96, 107. Altundeva se afirma (p. 66) ca ,limita noastrd de gandire a fost destul de
bine fixata de cateva secole incoace”. Daca acest lucru ar fi adevarat, aceasta ar Insemna ca omul a gustat
din fructul oprit acum céteva secole, cici ce altceva il defineste pe omul descentrat dacd nu instanta
ratiunii discursive? Aceasta limitare e insasi limita superioara a individului uman céazut, deci ,,fixarea” ei
coincide cu dobandirea constiintei duale, alteritare. Tot aici (p. 66) se pune intrebarea: ,,fortand limita
obtii ceva consistent?” Sd remarcdm ca tocmai aceastd transgresare inspre superior este ceea ce se
numeste asceza spirituala sau dobandirea nivelurilor superioare ale fiintei, insa aceasta transcendere nu se
face prin ratiune ci prin Spirit, ceea ce este depasit fiind tocmai ratiunea ca limitd; cel care cunoaste
dincolo de limita individual umand nu se mai situeaza decat virtual sub imperiul modalitatilor ce
conditioneaza acest nivel de existentd. De aceea, daca se pune problema, ,,cat din acest tip de discurs
(metafizic, n.n) are credibilitate mare, medie sau nuld” (p. 67), n-am putea decét sa raspundem ca acest
discurs nu se adreseaza fideismului ci gnozei, fapt, de altfel, bine punctat chiar in text (p. 78). Si
exemplele ar putea continua.

La p. 156 a volumului se vorbeste tocmai despre ,,La résolution des oppositions”, si ca atare ne intrebam
de ce e aleasd, ca punct de pornire pentru aceste dialoguri, schematizarea care cere cu necesitate
conceptualizare limitativa, imbucatatire, analiza, deci tot ceea ce se situeaza la polul opus intelegerii non-
disjunctive. Cu atat mai mult cu cat la p. 256 se afirma de-a dreptul: “As incerca sa inteleg lucrurile mai
intuitiv”.
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de expunere ortodoxad a acestor realitati nu poate fi decat una de tip oriental, adusd insa la
nivelul de intelegere al Occidentului modern. De fapt, si nu intdmplator, la singura conferinta
tinutd vreodata de catre Guénon, la Sorbona, tocmai pentru ca acesta cunostea mentalitatea
auditoriului, afirma urmatoarele: ,,noi vorbim despre ceva ce este, in sine, cu adevarat si
absolut nelimitat, deci cu neputinti de inchis in vreo formula si in vreun sistem”.’ Astfel,
schema de care vorbim este urmatoarea:

Nivelul suprem: POSIBILITATEA UNIVERSALA (Principiul)

A)Nemanifestatul non-manifestahil

|posibilitati de nemanifestare)
NON-FIINTA (Suprafiinta)

1. Nivelul ,zero metafizic” B) Nemanifestatul manifestabil
|posibilititi de manifestare|

C) FIINTA |Principiul nemanifestat al manifestarii)

A. Manifestarea informala
[supra-individuala)
2. Nivelul manifestirii: FIINTA ca EXISTENTA B. Manifestarea formali subtila
|noncorporali)
C. Manifestarea formald grobi
|grosieri, corporali)

Daca am afirmat ca o astfel de schematizare este de-a dreptul nepotrivita pentru intelegerea a
ceea ce ea vrea sa ilustreze, trebuie sa spunem acum ca nu suntem de acord nici cu ceea ce ea
cuprinde, caci dispunerea elementelor ce o compun reflecta in mod eronat ceea ce transmite
Guénon. Asadar, Posibilitatea Universald nu trebuie inteleasa ca varful unei piramide ci ca
Ceea ce contine Totul, fiind Tn mod riguros expresia Infinitului, care nu este nici sus, nici jos,
nici in varf, nici la baza. Este nici, nici (neti, neti), dupa expresia hindusa. Posibilitatea
Universald contine posibilitatile de nemanifestare care sunt domeniul NeFiintei si
posibilititile de manifestare (doar in masura in care sunt manifeste) care corespund Fiintei.®
Fiinta, in Sine non-manifesta, este continuta in aceste posibilitdti de nemanifestare, asadar noi
nu putem vedea nici un fel de disjungere la nivelul NeFiintei, cu atdt mai putin una de felul
celei 1.A si 1.B.” Pentru noi, o astfel de distinctie este o eroare. NeFiinta contine Fiinta intr-
un ,,mod” ce se afla dincolo de orice confuzie sau discriminare, agadar Fiinta nu se topeste in
NeFiinta dar nici nu apare ca distincta, caci ,,natura” Ei este, la rigoare, non-manifesta, astfel
situandu-se in sanul posibilitatilor de nemanifestare.

Ceea ce este non-manifest la nivelul Fiintei, i apartine in consecintd posibilitdtilor de
nemanifestare, sunt tocmai acele posibilitati de manifestare non-manifestate. Si, in
continuare, ceea ce este manifest la nivelul Fiintei sunt tocmai posibilitatile de manifestare

> Vezi Guénon, La Métaphysique Orientale.

® Vezi Guénon, Les Etats multiples de [’étre, cap. 3; si Guénon, L’Homme et son devenir selon le

Vedanta, cap. 15.

manifestare manifestate; asa fiind 1.C nu-si mai are rostul, suprapunéndu-se in realitate pe nivelul 2 al
schemei.
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manifestate. Vedem astfel cum totul e continut in Posibilitatea Universala, disjunctia, la orice
nivel s-ar situa, neavand decat o realitate relativa: existenta e in Fiintd, aceasta din urma e in
NeFiinta, iar aceasta n Posibilitatea Universala.

In consecintd, o adoua disjungere cu care nu putem fi de acord este cea care separa Fiinta
(1.C) de posibilitatile de manifestare non-manifestate (1.B). Asadar, este cat se poate de
riguros sd afirmdm ca Fiinta este in sdnul NeFiintei sau invdluind-O, fard a se confunda cu
aceasta din urma, precum samburele unui fruct sau precum coaja acestuia. Asa fiind, daca
1.C se suprapune in realitate peste nivelul 2, rezultd cd manifestarea, in toata universalitatea
ei, nu este altceva decat o vedere a fiintei supusd conditionarilor, iar non-manifestarea este
Vederea prin excelentd, deconditionatd, sintetic-globala si imediata. Altfel spunand,
manifestarea e vederea reflectatd (aparitia) a fiintei, iar non-manifestarea e Certitudinea
Adevarului, vederea directa.

Pe de alta parte, nivelul lui Unu metafizic nu apare reprezentat in schema. Or, acest Unu
reeprezintd tocmai nivelul Fiintei, ca expresie nenumibild a nenumibilului, sau altfel spus, ca
posibilitatea de manifestare manifestabila (expresie), in sine non-manifestad (nenumibila —
desemnand posibilitatile de manifestare non-manifestate), a posibilitatilor de nemanifestare
(a nenumibilului). Acest nivel este inlocuit in schema cu 1.B. Posibilitatea Universala sau
Infinitul este dincolo de toate acestea. Spune Josephus:

Pentru o rigurozitate maxima, Infinitul este chiar dincolo de
Tacere caci chiar daca acest nume e folosit pentru a
simboliza acest Suprem Mister, ceea ce el reuseste este doar
o aluzionare imperfectd. Chiar intelegdnd Tacerea 1in
profunzime si ndltdndu-I semnificatia dincolo de orice
intelegere rational-discursiva ce necesitd o contrabalansare
in Sunet, Ea tot nu ar reusi sa indice Infinitul caci nu s-ar
sublima decéat intr-o Unitate ce transcende dualitatea, insa
nu ar fi pentru acest motiv nimic mai mult decat atat. De
altfel, impingand aceste consideratii la limita, chiar Zero-ul
in Sine ca Miez Ascuns al Unitatii, si deci ca Tacere
inteleasa dincolo de Unitate, nu e Supremul Infinit.*

De altfel, eroarea nu se strecoara doar in intelegerea acestui nivel, ci ea apare si in interiorul
reprezentdrii domeniului manifestarii. Asadar, 2.A tine intr-adevar de manifestarea supra-
formala, universala, insa doar aceasta se situeazd pe acest plan. 2.B si 2.C fac parte din
manifestarea formala, reprezentdnd pentru omul individual psihicul, respectiv somaticul.
Astfel, 2.B nu poate apartine ,,noncorporalului” dect in acele cazuri deloc de invidiat.” Pe de
alta parte, dar in stransa legatura cu ceea ce tocmai am afirmat, noi ne-am feri de la a folosi
cuvantul ,,informal” pentru a desemna nivelul universal al manifestarii caci el sugereaza mai
degraba amorful decat supra-formalul. Oricum, avand in vedere toate aceste schematizari si
erori inerente, nu e surprinzdtoare utilizarea inconstientd a acestui termen ce exprima, dupa
cum tocmai am remarcat, mai degraba infernalul decat nivelurile superioare ale fiintei.

8 General considerations on Judaic esotericism (111), Oriens, Volume IV, Numbers 5-6, June 30, 2007.
? Aceasta confuzie apare si la p. 256. Vezi in recenzia noastra nota 22.
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Daca urmarim cu atentie dialogul de la paginile 71-77, vom vedea cata bataie de cap da
aceasta schematizare.

Un alt fragment asupra caruia consideram ca trebuie s ne oprim, e cel in care se incearca
lamurirea ,,schemei Posibilitatii Universale” cu ajutorul datelor esoterismului iudaic, eronat
considerat de catre domniile lor a fi mistica.'”

De la bun inceput trebuie sa spunem ca aceasta “schema” nu poate fi validata caci Kabbalah,
precum oricare altd forma traditionald, in sdmburele ei metafizic, eludeaza orice fel de
schematizare, dupa cum am remarcat acest fapt mai sus, dar mai mult, datele traditiei iudaice
nu se potrivesc deloc cu nivelurile descrise de ,,tabloul” pe care lucreaza autorii. Insa, simtim
nevoia sd ne exprimdm rezerva §i in privinta unor chestiuni care constituie propriu-zis
,corpul” acestei incursiuni in esoterismul traditiei iudaice.

Se spune la un moment dat cad pentru Kabbalah sau pentru orice altd traditie metafizica
manifestarea are loc in Dumnezeu'' iar »pentru Guénon, manifestarea este, prin definitie,
«exterioara» Principiului”.'? Or aceasta afirmatie nu are niciun fundament, adevarul fiind de
fapt contrariul si nu credem ca e necesar sa insistam mai mult decat atat asupra acestui
aspect. Mentionam doar cu titlu de exemplu cét se poate de explicit, capitolul L ‘esprit est il
dans le corps ou le corps dans [’esprit?, din volumul Initiation et Réalisation Spirituelle. De
fapt, dacd ar fi limpede cd in volumele semnate de Guénon nu gasim ideile lui ci este
prezentata o Invatatura care nu-i apartine si nu a inventat-o el, acest tip de neintelegere ar
putea fi evitat, in special in privinta unor aspecte ale doctrinei intr-atat de esentiale precum
imanenta si transcendenta Principiului.

Mai departe dorim sd insitdm asupra modului in care sunt prezentate in volum ,.etapele”
manifestarii conform Kabbalah-ei. In primul rand avem o rezervd in privinta intelegerii
procesului emanationist ca fiind punctat de ,,praguri”, atunci cand se considera Ein-Sof si
arborele sefirotic - care este propriu-zis Omul Universal -, chiar daca intelegem ca termenul
,prag” e folosit cu intentia corecta de a sugera, de a aluziona spre ceea ce se petrece acolo.

Motivele pentru care avem aceastd opinie sunt urmatoarele: ,,pragul” sugereaza si trimite —
vrand-nevrand — spre ,,trecere”, iar rezerva pe care o avem fata de acest termen se datoreaza
faptului cd el pare a fi fost confiscat de fenomenologie, si din pacate abuzarea lui cu aceastad
nuantd riscad sa producd o reald confuzie pentru cel care doreste sa inteleagd metafizica
traditionald. Asa cum este folosit in fenomenologie, ,,trecerea”, cum era de asteptat, trimite si
se opreste ca putere de sugestie la nivelul Fiintei. Si este normal sa fie asa caci aici se uzeaza
in procesul cunoasterii de intelectul rational, strict individual, care opereaza asadar cu
binoame sau complementare. Sunt doud modalitati, distincte ca subtilitate, in intelegerea
fenomenologica a Fiintei ca ,.trecere”: una este cea care vorbeste despre Fiinta ca ,,limitd”, ca
,urma” — vestigio pedis - in manifest, in existenta, iar a doua perspectiva, situata la un nivel
superior calitativ este cea care vorbeste de ,trecerea”, de ,limita” dintre manifestare si
nemanifestare."® In acest al doilea caz, seignora indeobste ca ceea ce se are in vedere aici ca
,,limitd” §i ca ,.trecere” nu depaseste cu nimic acelasi nivel al Fiintei. Caci daca poate fi vorba

1 Vezi p. 79.
" Vezi p. 80-81.
12 Vezi p.80.

" In ambele variante Prezenta este inteleasd un Gol si 0 Absenta. lar aceasta este prin excelentd cunoasterea
individuald, de unde si durerea ca si cale spre centru. Ne intrebam 1nsd dacd nu aceastd cale e singura
ramasa disponibilad pentru cei mai multi in aceste vremuri.
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de un prag sau despre o ,trecere” , aceasta ,,limitd” se gaseste intre ceea-ce-nu-poate-fi-numit
si ceea-ce-poate-fi-numit, or aceastd poarti e Numele Insusi — in sine nerostibil - care in
traditia Crestind este desemnat ca Logos, in cea Hindusd ca Parashabda, etc. Insd ceea ce
poate fi numit ,.trecere” sau ,,prag”, sau ,,limitd” sau folosind orice altd metafora ce ar sugera
inefabilul care ,,scapa”, aceea nu sugereaza decat nivelul Unitatii care impaca, ca ,,trecere”,
complementara inferioard. Or acesta este la rigoare nivelul Fiintei. Céci Ne-Fiinta ca
Principiu al posibilititilor de nemanifestare nu constituie nici o ,trecere”. Fiind Insasi
Tacerea, aceasta nu mai rezolvd sintetic niciun fel de opozitie a complementarelor, ca
,limitd” sau ca ,trecere” dincolo de ele. Asa fiind, nu putem vorbi de ,,prag” intre Fiinta si
Ne-Fiinta, ci doar intre existentd si Fiinta non-manifestd.'* Aceasta din ,jurma” e Cea care
,scapd” existentei si despre care se poate spune ca scapa chiar in mod aluzionant. Acesta e si
motivul pentru care apofaza, ca modalitate a discursului, nu e decat catafaza. Asa fiind,
singura cale de realizare a aspectului non-manifest al Fiintei, care intr-un mod misterios se
oculteazd in Tacerea Ne-Fiintei, si dincolo de Ea, intelegdnd aici atat Ne-Fiinta in
integralitatea ei cat si Infinitul, este intuitia spirituald, supra-rationald, non-discursiva si
imediata, ce nu are niciun fel de masurd comuna cu speculatia filosofica sau cu fideismul
religios, si in mod riguros se afla dincolo de orice fel de discursivizare, chair aluzionanta.

Asadar, lasand la o parte afirmatiile ce privesc orice fel de ,,prag” in interiorul ,,schemei” cu
care lucreaza domniile lor, schema cu care nu putem fi in nici un fel de acord, din motivele
deja expuse, trebuie si spunem ci nu putem vedea sefirah Keter ca fiind un astfel de prag.'”
De altfel, ar fi cu atat mai lipsit de sens sa vorbim despre un prag intre Ein-Sof (Infinitul) si
Ayin (Nemanifestarea). lar daca lucrurile stau astfel, cu atdt mai mult “pragul” nu poate
trimite nici macar aluzionant spre Nemanifestare sau spre Infinit. Asadar orice este considerat
ca “trecere” si tot ceea ce poate desemna acest termen se opreste la nivelul Fiintei. Dam un
citat din Josephus:

Keter Elyon (Croana Suprema) este numele NeFiintei si
este identic cu Nimicul (4yin). Aceasta este radacina
germenului ascuns al manifestarii. Si totusi aceastd
radacind nu este tot ceea ce Ayin semnificd ci doar
aspectul nonmanifestat al germenului de manifestare.
Nimicul se intinde inconceptibil dincolo de aceasta
radacina, fard nsd ca aceastd intindere sda epuizeze
Infinitul (Ein-Sof)."®

Fragmentul arata in ce fel ar trebui inteleasd co-esentialitatea, dincolo de orice distinctie, din
interiorul posibilitatilor de nemanifestare si dincolo de acestea. Dar pentru ca in volumul pe
care il recenzdm nu astfel se intelege domeniul non-manifestarii, putem sd gasim urmatoarea
consideratie dedusa dintr-o afirmatie din ale lui Gershom Scholem, conform careia
sefiroturile sunt emanate din Ein-Sof, afirmatie care luata ca atare nu poate fi decat adevarata.

' De altfel, aceste “praguri” ar trebui evitate chiar si atunci cand se are in vedere intelegerea nivelului
manifestarii supra-formale, tocmai pentru ca dintr-o anumitd perspectiva aceasta tine tot de Universal.
Or, Universalul, tocmai pentru ca este ceea ce este, se situeazd dincolo de orice fel de imbucatitire de
natura individuala.

' Vezi p. 83, unde pentru a sugera pragul se foleseste metaforic cuvantul “vad”.

16 Vezi General considerations on Judaic esotericism (III), Oriens, Volume IV, Numbers 5-6, June 30,
2007.
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Insa ceea ce se deduce din ea este exact expresia modalitatii profane de intelegere a unor
astfel de realitati: “Sefiroturile nu isi au asadar originea, ridicina la nivelul Fiintei”.!” Or
aceastd consideratie nu poate fi adevaratd, dacd nu doar din motivul deja prezentat si
suficient, si anume ca o disjungere la nivelul non-manifestarii este o eroare, macar pentru ca
aceastd disjungere provoaca acest tip de schematizare mpartita de ,,praguri”, a carei efect nu
este nici mai mult nici mai putin decat eroarea si neadevarul. Caci tot ceea ce este nu poate fi
decat ca Fiintd — intr-o modalitate sau alta - si prin Fiinta, ca aspect sau chip al Non-
Manifestatului.

Sa mai staruim asupra unor aspecte. Gasim urmatoarea remarci: ,,Sruti ¢ perceptie directa. E
mai jos, intr-un fel, decat cealalti (smrti, n.n.), care e o operatiune mentald. Sruti e contact
nemijlocit, e auzire directd, deci e varianta «mai joasd» a cunoasterii; e empirie, daca vreti —
dar e, totodatd, acces direct la sursa”. Sruti ,,¢ o operatiune care se exprimi cu evidenta
senzorului si nu cu evidenta rationamentului”.'® Trebuie spus ci avem de a face aici cu o
grava confuzie. Sruti este intr-adevar o auzire directd, imediata, fiind expresia, asa cum
remarcdi Guénon,'” a intuitiei spirituale, supra-rationale, apartinind astfel domeniului
Universal. Asadar nu este doar superiora ratiunii ci implicit superioard oricarei mijlociri
estetice, in sensul cel mai propriu al cuvantului aisthesis. Orice tine de domeniul senzatiei
este inferior ral;iunii,20 care la randu-i e inferioara revelatiei, iar aceasta din urma se situeaza
sub nivelul intuitiei spirituale directe. Or despre aceasta din urma e vorba atunci cand folosim
termenul sruti. Simbolic, raportul dintre sruti i smrti e analog cu cel dintre soare si luna.
Aceasta din urma nu face altceva decat sa reflecte lumina soarelui. Acest fapt e de realda
importantd pentru ca una dintre aplicatiile sale e tocmai distinctia intre credintd si gnoza.
Asadar, oricum am privi lucrurile, sruti nu poate fi inferioara lui smrti. Aceasta din urma isi
extrage autoritatea din reflectarea primei, la un nivel inferior. Smrti apartine intr-adevar
mentalului, Insa acesta este tocmai ceea ce dd masura domeniului individual in vreme ce Sruti
reprezinta vederea directa spirituala.

Tocmai pentru ca distinctia intre revelatie §i gnoza nu e facuta, la pagina 109 se afirma nici
mai mult nici mai putin ca ,,Micile Mistere sunt de competenta filosofiei”. Ne vine greu sa
intelegem cum se poate afirma o asemenea absurditate. Dar pentru ca rationamentul sa fie
dus pana la capat, filosofiei 1i este suprapusa axiologic revelatia ca si cale de acces spre
Marile Mistere.”’ Nu putem si nu zAmbim cand se considera ca centrul fiintei individual-
umane poate fi atins cu ajutorul acelei instante care i-a provocat acesteia tocmai descentrarea,
caci suntem convinsi, datoritad indicatiei datad in text, ca aici nu sensul pitagoreic al termenului
este luat in considerare. Centrul paradisiac al lumii noastre este inima omului individual. Iar
aceasta nu e inima de carne ci psihicul aflat in starea de androginie, de echilibru.? Acel

7 Vezi p. 83.

"8 Vezi p. 104.

1 Vezi L’'Homme et son devenir selon le Védanta, capitolul 1.

% Mentionam ci agape nu apartine senzorialului, ci face parte din triada de care vorbeste Sfantul Pavel (I

Corinteni 13,13): “Si acum raman acestea trei: credinta, speranta, dragostea. Iar mai mare dintre acestea
este dragostea”. Repetam ca reintegrarea Evei conduce la realizarea Androginului primordial.

21 Vezi p. 108.

*? Interesant ci la p. 256, se pare ci psihicul este inteles in mod eronat ca apartinand unui nivel superior de
existentd. Din contrd, el da “masura” gradului de apropiere fatd de centrul lumii uman-individuale.
Corpul uman nu desemneaza doar carnea, ci este un compus psiho-somatic. Ingerii, pe de alta parte, sau
ceea ce acest cuvant desemneaza, adica manifestarea supra-formala, se situeaza la un nivel de existentd in
interiorul cdruia nu mai putem vorbi propriu-zis de corp, asadar de vreo forma oarecare, ci de Intelegenta
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psyche continator, daca putem sd ne exprimam astfel, al Shekinah-ei. De asemenea, cum
poate oare fi atins prin revelatie Paradisul Celest, care corespunde in mod riguros Eliberarii
(moksha) sau Identitatii Supreme, cand revelatia, prin ea Insasi, sugereaza necesitatea unei
medieri pentru cel ce nu poate avea acces in mod direct si imediat? Caci nu putem spune ca
Misterul Suprem are revelatia propriei Fiinte, la fel cum nici Aceasta nu are revelatia propriei
manifestari. De altfel, in text, acest fapt evident apare foarte bine punctat fara insa a se realiza
amploarea a ceea ce se spune: “Daca intalnirea cu divinul, prin care se produce revelatia, nu
poate fi o Intalnire cu Dumnezeu insusi, pentru ca atunci intalnirea e mortala, atunci cu cine
are loc? Cu ce Fata a Lui?”.*® Aceasti interogatie, inteleasi cum trebuie, ar trebui sa ofere
cheia a ceea ce se mizeaza atunci cind se utilizeazi expresia de Identitate Suprema.** Cu alte
cuvinte, Cine poate si-1 intdlneasca pe Dumnezeu Insusi (Gottheit, Brahma nirguna, Ein-Sof)
si cine trebuie sa moara pentru o astfel de intalnire?

In fata prezentarii datelor traditionale de facturd cosmologicd si metafizicd, observim in
aceste discutii 0 anumitd nevoie mai mult sau mai putin unilaterald de a face trimiteri la
ultimele ,,descoperiri” §i teorii stiintifice moderne, care ar merge in sensul ,,validarii” celor
prezentate. Trebuie sa spunem ca o astfel de perspectiva oricat de ,,interesanta” ar putea parea
la prima vedere pentru unii, nu prezintd in mod real niciun interes pentru cel angajat in
efortul ascezei spirituale. De altfel, acest mod de a privi doctrina traditionala nu face decat sa
demostreze cd in ochii unora aceasta apare ca un fel de curiozitate exotica care, mai mult sau
mai putin paradoxal, e ,,validatd” chiar si de cele mai recente concluzii ale stiinte profane. Or,
lasand la o parte locul pe care aceastd perspectiva il ocupd in raport cu intelegerea reald a
lucrurilor, trebuie spus ca tot ceea ce fizica profana reuseste sd cuprinda se situeaza la nivelul
grosier al manifestarii: spatiul si timpul calificat scapa campului ei de intelegere, modalitatea
subtili a naturii (physis) fiind ignorati,”> precum si corespondenta macrocosmos-
microcosmos.

Dar pentru ca am pomenit de ,,teoria cunoasterii” §i pentru ca in carte lucrurile nu sunt facute
limpezi atunci cAnd apare afirmatia ci ,,la Guénon, accentul cade pe epistemologie”,*® si ne
oprim asupra acestei probleme. Epistemologia e o conceptie eminamente modernd si
occidentald. Guénon o respinge expres. Insd si lamurim despre ce este vorba. Cunoasterea
este Una iar pentru ca aceasta sa fie ceea ce este, ea trebuie sa fie identica cu Adevarul.
Acum, diferitele modalitati de intelegere, deci de cunoastere, corespund diferitelor modalitati
ce conditioneaza indefinitele planuri ale existentei. Cu alte cuvinte, ficare plan al manifestarii
corepunde unor conditiondri, unor limitari care ne obtureaza Vederea, Cunoasterea. Una din
aplicatiile acestui fapt este ca suntem in modalitatea corespondentd gradului de cunoastere.

sau Lumina supra-formald. In Hnduism acestui nivel supra-formal fi corespunde Buddhi, Intelectul
transcendent manifest, sau intr-o forma mitologizata, multitudinea de zei (ingeri), ce reprezinta diferitele
aspecte divine manifestate. in Kabbalah este vorba de cele zece sefirot-uri. De altfel, Guénon aminteste
ca Lucifer este ingerul Coroanei (Keter), insa acesta e un alt subiect; mentiondm totusi cd ceea ce se
ascunde in spatele lui are o semnificatie deloc neglijabila.

3 Vezi p. 121.

#* Aceasta Identitate nu e altceva decat Suprema Realitate si Supremul Adevir.

» Readucem 1in atentie ci natura individual-umand e un compus psiho-somatic, asadar daca intr-un mod
curios, in ceea ce Occidentul a numit “teoria cunoasterii”, psihologia e studiata separat de fizica moderna
sau de medicind iar anatomia subtild e ignoratd, arata cat de departe se afld mentalitatea occidentala fata

de orice adevar ce o priveste in mod direct si imediat. Pe de altd parte, ne intrebam care ar putea fi
corespondentul microcosmic pentru concepte precum wormholes, blackholes, dark matter, etc.

% Vezi p. 159.
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Punctul optim de vedere din interiorul unui plan de manifestare este centrul acestui plan.
Cand se face ,,cantdrirea” calitativa a tuturor acestor viziuni centrale ce corespund diferitelor
niveluri ale manifestarii, se ia in considerare ceea ce se poate numi in mod analogic
,focalizare”. De aici se poate intelege ca centrul unui plan al manifestarii este identic doar in
mod virtual cu Principiul a céarui proiectie plana la un unghi de zero grade este acest centru.
Asadar, viziunea centrald din interiorul manifestirii este o viziune pe ax.”’ Daci acesta este
punctul de vedere privilegiat in contemplarea Adevarului, orice alt punct din interiorul unui
plan de existentd este inferior calitativ centrului corespunzator si, concomitent, se afld in
opozitie cu indefinitele perspective care-i sunt implicit exterioare. O astfel de viziune, de pe
circumferintd, poate fi numita tot in mod analog, ,,unghi optic”. Si facand o paranteza, putem
sd remarcam aici un fapt curios. Societdtile care incercau reprezentarea simbolicd a
Adevarului o faceau in modalitati ce eludau orice fel de preeminentd a considerentelor
estetice, scopul principal al reprezentarii fiind cel noetic. Asadar, forma era conditionata de
limitele pe care le oferea gradul de Cunoastere.”® Cu alte cuvinte, e ca si cum tot efortul era
concentrat inspre ,,focalizare”. Or stim foarte bine cd odatda cu ceea ce in Occident poarta
numele de Renastere, discursul noetic, daca putem sa ne exprimam astfel, al reprezentarii
Adevarului incepe sa fie supus din ce in ce mai mult conditiondrilor perspectivei, sau a ceea
ce am numit mai sus ,,unghi optic”.

Epistemologia nu face altceva decat sd traduca o astfel de viziune orizontala, si sa-si pund in
mod ciudat problema axiologica pentru perspective situate in acelasi plan si care intrand sub
imperiul conditionarilor mentalitatii moderne, privesc mai mult sau mai putin derutate unele
spre altele sau niciunde. Pentru ele centrul a devenit intr-adevar ocult.

Dar pentru ci se face vorbire despre problema androginiei omului primordial® si pentru ca
aceasta sta Tn stransa legatura cu cele spuse mai sus, sa notam ca, intr-adevar, asa cum bine se
remarci,”’ Adam corespunde punctului central in care opozitiile devin complementare,
conlucrand astfel la reimplinirea uniunii, casatoriei edenice. Ceea ce se pierde din vedere insa
sunt doud aspecte. Primul este cd Adam, in forma sa androgina, are in mod actual aceasta
vedere non-disjunctiva a uniunii complementare, si acesta este tocmai motivul pentru care
poate sa-si indrepte axial privirea spre superior. Altfel, nu doar cd nu ar sti unde sa priveasca
(fiind pierdut), dar nu ar avea nici Puterea unui astfel de contact (ar orbi caci ar fi supus erorii
rational disjunctive). Or ceea ce este indeobste inteles intr-o manierd eticizata (pacatul
primordial) nu face decat sd traducd la un nivel inferior o actualizare cosmogonica. Asadar,
Adam androgin este cel in care opozitiile se conciliaza in unitatea complementarelor. Tocmai
de aceea putem vorbi despre Eden ca despre Prezenta (Shekinah) Pacii (Sakinah). Astfel,
aceastad stare nu este pentru el virtuald ci cat se poate de actuald.’! Tar aici ajungem la al

7 De altfel, aici ar trebui remarcat ca pentru parcursul initiatic, care se afla intr-o analogie inversa cu cel
cosmogonic, atingerea centrului acelei stari indreapta privirea strict pe ax in sus, fard ca aceasta sa fie
atrasa radial spre periferia acelui plan, si cu atat mai putin spre lumile infernale. Privirea indreptata spre
periferie este una sacrificiala si corespunde functiunii avatarice si celei cosmogonice, functiuni care in
Crestinism corespund lui lisus Christos, respectiv Logosului.

% In mod analog, tot astfel std raportul intre formi si cunoastere in ceea ce priveste diferitele stari ale
fiintei.

¥ Vezip. 158-161.

30 Vezip. 158 si 160.

31 La p. 206 se reitereaza, invocandu-se din nou interpretarea Sf. Ioan Damaschinul, ci Adam rateazi
uniunea complemetarelor. Repetam ca din punctul nostru de vedere, lucrurile nu stau asa. Dacd acesta ar
fi adevarul, omul nu ar avea in mod actual acces la Paradisul Terestru. lar aceasta actualitate este
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doilea aspect care este omis. Din moment ce acceptdm androginia actuala a lui Adam nu
putem sd afirmam tot pentru el virtualitatea cumcordiei complementare. Ar fi un nonsens.
Virtuale, in ceea ce il priveste, sunt centrele planurilor superioare de existentd. Mai mult,
faptul ca Adam e androgin, semnifica ca starea reald si naturald a omului este tocmai aceasta,
dobandirea ei nefiind virtuald ci cat se poate de actuald. Hic et nunc, hic et ubique. Si daca
ducem aceste consideratii si mai departe, am putea sa facem aceeasi afirmatie pana la nivelul
Princpiului Suprem céci intotdeauna ceea ce este mai mare il contine pe cel mai mic. Ramana
Maharshi insistd asupra faptului ca Realizarea nu presupune niciun efort, caci daca ar fi
astfel, omul ar tinde spre ceva ce i este exterior. Asadar, o vedere cu adevarat metafizica nu
poate si ia in considerare nici o virtualitate sau potentd, totul fiind actual in simultaneitate.*

Pentru incheiere am vrea sa facem cateva precizari. Reiteram ca volumul recenzat, dincolo de
confuziile pe care le poate provoca celor ce nu au niciun fel de cunoastere sau intelegere
pentru doctrinele traditionale, pentru noi totusi reprezintd un semn imbucurdtor. Reiese cu
evidentd din paginile acestuia ca Duhul sufla unde vrea iar sclipirile pot aparea de unde nu te
astepti. Asa cum am spus la Inceput, dialogurile pleaca dintr-o dorintd onesta de a intelege.
Asta, pentru noi, este cel mai important, mai important chiar decat faptul ca uneori aceasta
intelegere e ecranata de anumite deprinderi mentale. Caci e limpede ca pentru unii stralucirea
adevarului alungd orice umbra oricat de adanc inradacinatd, iar pentru altii aceeasi stralucire
ramane invizibild chiar daca aceasta lumineaza in fata lor. Nimic nu e intamplator si lipsit de
semnificatie, si tot ce se petrece are loc pentru Implinire si apocalipsa.

metaistorici, si prin asta vrem si subliniem odati pentru totdeauna cd realitatea Intrupdrii nu e
conditionatd de contingenta momentului chronologic — de unde si confuzia intre prezentul chronologic,
adica propriu-zis modernitatea, si Prezenta ontologica sau Eternitatea. Motivul pentru care se face totusi
0 asemenea interpretare eronata isi are originea in incercarea explicitarii exoterice a rolului lui Christos.
Si parerea noastrd este ca e o fortare inutild, si dupa cum vedem, poate da nastere unor confuzii deloc
minore. Intruparea Logosului Se face pe statia corespunzitoare lui Adam — psihicul androgin. Daca
acesta din urma nu s-ar fi situat in centru (iniméd) ca proiectie axiald a Logosului cosmogonic (Cordul
Universal), nu am fi putut vorbi nici de androginie, nici de Pace in ceea ce-1 priveste pe om in starea lui
primordiald. Observam totdata perpetuarea confuziei intre planul metafizic si cel cosmologic. Aceasta
neintelegere fundamentald da nastere confuziilor intre Omul Universal si Omul Primordial, intre centrul
unui plan de existenta ca centru cosmologic pe de o parte si centrul ontologic (cosmogonic) sau trans-
ontologic ca centru metafizic pe de altd parte, etc. Si tocmai pentru ca se accepta o astfel de interpretare,
se poate ajunge la afirmatia (p.209) cad Gologota, ca simbol axial, nu reprezintd chiar acest ax, asadar
centrul propriu-zis, ci “punctul cel mai apropiat de paradisul pe care Adam l-a parasit”. In realitate,
Golgota si Edenul corespund aceluiasi centru, iar acesta din urma locului nasterii lui Christos. Trei
designatii aparent distincte pentru unul si acelasi centru.

2 Este evident ca toate fanteziile lui Steiner prezentate (p.162-163) ca auxiliare pentru intelegerea
distinctiei intre intuitia intelectuald imediata si ratiunea discursivd mediatd, nu au niciun fel de utilitate,
fiind chiar periculoase caci pot provoca confuzii dintre cele ma grave.
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