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Enough will have been said to show how the ‘would-P®
apostle’ must attempt to correct himself if he is successfully ¥
preach the word of God. His theology and his prayer will not b¢
sufficient unless linked with the nature of things by means ot ?
true and creativg imagination. His supernatural world will be #
unreal and unproductive world if he regards it as set apart fro®
nature, as being only in the heavens. He must discover it everf”
where and he can only find the redemptive grace of God shini®é
from every atom of reality if he has trained himself in a tr#
awareness and practised the art of poetry.
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ON REFLECTING GOD
H. C. E. ZACHARIAS

ANY Catholics feel increasingly disturbed in their f_alth
nowadays by the anthropological approach to religio®
Anthropologists currently look upon religion as just oné
of the aspects of ‘culture’, as a psychological objectivation of ma?
subjective emotions, imaginations and explanations of rea -
Gods, spirits, myths are thercfore just as man-made, as are huma?
 institutions, customs, morals, say they. o4
May I suggest that in this, as in all other cases of disbehe_fﬁ
misbelief, it is quite wrong on our part (and not only tacti€ e’:'
inexpedient) to throw the offered opinion into the waste-papP
basket as totally unacceptable. We used to do so with Pagan®
and have only of late come to scc that Pagan beliefs are par®
truths that necd straightening out and being put in the pro?
perspective—truths which, when thus treated, enrich our © 0
understanding by an emphasis on facts that often have hithe?
escaped us. 40
When therefore we are told that man makes his god, I w?;haf
accept this statement as quite true, as far as it goes, but add A
unfortunately it does not go far enough. Does every puddle I?
road make its own sun? Yes and no—poetically yes, scicntlﬁcS
no. Water reflects light, man reflects God: but there is of cott ide
»difference. For light does not reside in water, but God does res
in man. Man reflects God, because man was made in the 1€
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?f God: that likeness, that image, man unconsciously projects,
SXternalizes’ out of his own being. As a sheet of water will reflect
N ®sun in accordance with the degree of muddiness or disturbance
) the water, so also man reflects God’s image in himself in
cCordance with his consciousness, which may be vitiated by his
Pride, his concupiscence and all the other passions, that obscure
ne: light within him. Man may thus cxte}’na_lize his own lascivious-
COlflgs an Astarte or his own bloodthilrstn.less as a Bel}ong. He
ot do so if thc?rc was not to begin with the urge in him to
ect the true God in him—which urge does not operate auto-
I:vlatlcauy, but through his free will nature, which has been
Sunded by the Fall.
Iy Verything reflects God, because everything is an effect of God.
. eed, God is means that he is Being itsclf, that there can be no
i nl1ng except by participation in his being—to that extent Panthe-
Whand Theopa.mtlsm are true: every pool of being mirrors God.
en the Indian contemplative smiles on the tiger about to
eclOur him, with a “Thou also art he’; wher} the Upa{lishads
b are Tat tuam asi (“That art thou') ar,xd etad tat (‘this is that ),_t:hcy
ky € only come to realize that man’s knowledge of God is his
OWledge of God's image within his own self.
€ whose faith balances so perfectly God’s immanence by his
f:SCCndence are at first shocked at the Hindu’s identification of
aPprr:an (God) and atman (self)—but only because we always
wh ach such expressions as razor-sharp theological definitions,
m t.hey really are nothing more {or less) than stammering
% 1:1 r9’<lmzftions of a mystical experience. Our being is a participa-
AN Bemg; our very nature has God’s signature. The Creator
nlat:f out of: all creatures—where can man see God more inti-
M Y than in the image in which he creatgd him? '
Go atn S nature is an image of God’s an:?.loglcally, plasmuch‘ as in
very 80 there is an imaging forth of himself, a Light of Lights,
be an od of very God; a reflection of God himself; that can not
- xternalization of himself, because thcrc' can be nothing
of al with him. . . an Image which therefore is a Person, 2 Son
” i: Father of lig‘hts, apud quem non est transmutatio nec vicissi-
heig), %umbratio (‘. . . with whom there is no variableness,
et shadow of turning’) (James I, 17).
tllrolc Creature can only know ex parte, indirectly, as if looking

802 glass darkly (per speculum in acnigmate) : the glory of that

dey
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revelation made in Christ, which surpasses all possibilities of paga!
guesses and ratiocinations, consists however just in this, that the
cternally blessed will then know dircctly, as God knows the®
cven now—face to face (tunc autem facic ad faciem) (I Cor. 13, 12}
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MYSTICISM
VINCENT McNass, o.p.1

F we presume to think that perhaps few of thosc who usc.thC
word ‘Mysticism’ know its meaning it is becausc in their siff”
plicity they think it stands for onc thing like the word ‘0ak ’
whereas it stands for such things as activities of the intellect and B¢
will, things as different asthe car and theeye, and theoak and theash:

We may group the meanings of Mysticism thus: Mysticism ©
the mind or head, and Mysticism of the will or heart. Intellect®
mysticism secks its philosophy, or unity of thought, not in aﬂi
process of deliberate or formal reasoning but in an unbidden 3%
spontaneous intuition. Mysticism of the heart, with perhaps hlgth
flight, seeks a unity, not of thought or not only of thought, but ©
life; and seeks itnot in intuition or not in intuition alone, butin 10v¢

Like ethics, therefore, mysticism is ncither a science nof i
philosophy but a life. There is a science of ethics, yet cthics 15 1102
a science; just as there is a science of rocks yet rocks arc I}Qtﬂ
science. So too there is a science of mysticism although mysti© st
is not a science. Moreover, though there is a litcrature as there %
science both of ethics and of mysticism, yet mysticism i not
literature.

All this goes to show that a man may be a mystical writ
writer on mysticism without being himself a mystic; cven
man might writc a treatise on the Trinity yet remain an athet 0
and another might accept all the mysterics of faith on a bas®
rationalism. ‘ R

The real mystics are known to God alone. Only Ommsacnof
can see into the human heart where alone dwells that truc 10¥°
God which accredits the true mystic.

,ntﬂr
1 From the Preface to The Mistress of Vision, by Francis Thompson, with a Comm®
by John O’Connor (Ditchling, 1918).
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