HEGEL AND INDIAN PHILOSOPHY

The principle of dialéctical evolution as laid down in Hegel’s
philosophy of history, and applied to the history of philosophy,
requires of the philosopher to ** conceive the diversity of philoso-
phical systems as the progressive evolution of truth 7, as ™ stages
which are not merely differentiated, but supplant one another as
being incompatible with one another. But the ceaseless activity
of their own inherent nature makes them at the same time moments
of an organic unity, where they not merely do not contradict one
another, but where one is as necessary as the other, and this equal
necessity of all moments constitutes alone and thereby the life of the
whole.”!

Hegel expounds this organic emergence and concrescence of
philosophical systems by a metaphor analogous, at the first glance,
to the hiological principle of causality in Indian philosophy—
karma-vipakam, or the ripening fruit : ** The bud disappears when
the blossom breaks through. and we might say that the former is
refuted by the latter; in the same way when the fruit comes, the
blossom may be explained to be a false form of the plant’s existence,
for the fruit appears as its true nature in place of the blossom.™?

Yet, at a closer scrutiny, this analogy with the Indian concep-
tion of karma reveals essential differences in its own contexts,
first of all in the historical compass of its application. An implicit
explanation of this diversity can be found in modern Indian philo-
sophy in Aurobindo Ghose’s criticism of the European theory of
evolution.

From the viewpoint of the Indian doctrine of cyclic develop-
ment, < mental life, far from being a recent appearance in man, is
the repetition in him of a previous achievement from which the
Energy in the race had undergone one of her deplorable recoils™
due to which *“ the savage is perhaps not so much the first fore-
father of civilized man as the degenerate descendent of*a previous
civilization ’, and ¢ barbarism is an intermediate sleep, not an
original darkness.”?

Hegel’s philosophy of history emerged, in the first half of the
19th century, from the overshadowing authority of a much more
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primitive, optimistically superficial world-view of the Bible, where
the whole development of God’s benevolent creation of all Being
out of Nothing was contracted to a straight ascending line of rapid
evolution within the span of a few millenia. There was neither
space nor time enough left for such retrospective recoils as envi-
saged by the incomparably larger Indian tradition. not only in the
negative direction, singled out for the purpose of Aurobindo’s
specific comparison, but also in positive aspects of cultural rebirths,
personified in the idea of avarars. Modern criticism of Hegel.,
as I shall try to show in the sequel, could not oversee this short-
coming in its various aspects.

The same Biblical authority remained the basis for chrono-
logical orientation of the classicist belief in * the Greek wonder ™
of a high culture arising with equal rapidity out of nothing—a
belief predestined to confirm the pre-established harmony/at least
in the synchronization/of the Homeric with the Biblical myth.
In the middle of the 19th century, “ the dispeller of the phantom of
the East ™, E. Zeller, the highest German authority for Greek
philosophy, “ was successful in silencing, for a longer time, the
voices of those who were looking for the origin of the Greek philo-
sophical thought in the East.” He could proclaim that “ sober
historians have looked in vain among eastern nations for traces
of a higher culture which allegedly should have adorned the early
period of the human race ™, so that ** the spectre of the East began
to reappear only in the second half of the * seventies .

Hegel's dialectical speculation was an analogous endevour to
show how the entire historical process of world-cultures was drifted
by the ** Absolute Spirit * in one direction only, and whatever was
overtaken once in the dialectical process of its ** moments 7, was
forever exiled in the past.

In connection with our subject it was observed recently by
P. Tillich® that ** e.g. Buddhism is considered by Hegelian dialectic
as an early stage of religious development already completely
superseded by history “—while today we have still/for again/to
consider it as a living religion of considerable relevance for the
western world/fas strongly emphasized already by Nietzsche®/.

In his lectures on the history of philosophy’ Hegel decided that
Eastern philosophy has to be excluded, because the Fast has not
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yet attained to the knowledge of freedom of the subject, a know-
ledge indispensable for philosophizing ™, while specifically * in the
Indian philosophy the Idea has not yet attained objectification.
Therefore the outward objectivity is not understood in accordunce
with the Idea. This is the shortcoming of orientalism ™. As a
consequence Hegel summed up his poor view on Indian religion on
two pages of ** The Phenomenology of Mind ™ as a cult of ** plants
and animals ™

*The actual self-consciousness at work in this dispersed and
disintegrated spirit takes the form of a multitude of individualized
mutually antipathetic folk-spirits, who fight and hate each other
to the death, and conscipusly accept certain specific forms of
animals as their essential being and nature/footnote : Sacred animals
in Indian religion/ : for they are nothing else than spirits of animals,
or animal lives separated and cut off from one another, and with
no universality consciously present in them., * Thus it is a religion,
or rather a state of mind, of a * self-consuming self, i.e. the self
that becomes a * thing . self-existence put forth in the form of
an object.”

Hegel’s picture of Indian philosophies and religions remained
until a few years before his death limited to such inadequate infor-
mation about popular cults representing in the Indian Pantheon
a medieval revival of degenerate remains of proto-historic religious
traditions, which never could be thoroughly suppressed by Vedic
culture of the later Aryans. Though since 1822 he had to dedicate
more attention to * The Eastern World ™ in his * Lectures on the
Philosophy of world History ™%, his Europocentrist judgment on
the racially inferiour value of the Indian and Chinese cultures
was not changed until 1827, when the acquaintance with the
Bhagavad-gita provoked a dialectical turning of his own position
and brought him to the opposite extreme.

Bhagavad-gita in the light of Hegel’s philosophy

Hegel died in 1831, at the age of 61, of cholera in Berlin.
Only four years before his death his depreciation of the spiritual
world of ancient India was changed under the influence of the
first German translation of the Bhagavad-gita. The translation
was introduced by a comprehensive essay on the religious and
philosophical heritage of India by W. von Humboldt. Hegel
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dedicated to this event an extensive and enthusiastic comment,
covering 75 densly printed pages in the * Jahrbuch fir swissens-
chaftliche Kritik ”, Vol. XVI, 1827°.  The change in his attitude
was affirmed in statements as the following :

“ The difference of the aim peculiar to both samkhya and
yoga, and especially of the path leading to that aim, from any
religious formation has been elicited by thought and for thought
to such an extent that it deserves, beyond any doubt, to be called
philosophy.”-—~Hegel further recognizes to Indian philosophy
“a higher ascent  and even the attainment of * the most exalted
depth /die erhabenste Tiefe/. . where activity is absorbed by know-
ledge, or, more precisely, by abstract penetration of the conscious-
ness in itself. —* Praiseworthy is the sublimity of the event that
Indians have attained such detachment of the non-sensuous from
the sensuous, of universality from empirical multiplicity..and
thus risen to the consciousness of the sublimity of thought.”

An enthusiastic student of Tndian philosophy, trained in a
western neo-Hegelian school, asked me once what repercussions
might this belated pro-Indian turning have caused in the revision
of Hegel’s system, considering that at the time of his death he had
Jjust commenced to prepare a new edition of his main work, ** The
Phenomenology of Mind ™, written 25 years earlier. [ would not
have expected any surprising change in the basic work of this
most spectacular of all modern European philosophers. Most
probably, in the part dedicated to the dialectical development of
religions, Indian religions would have been honored with a better
place at a more advanced stage of the development of the Idea.
after, and not any longer before, the attainments of the Egyptian
“artificers ', This would also correspond better to modern
archaeological theories. He might even have realized that some of
his romanticist praises of * the abstract work of art ™ in Greek
religion might more adequately be applied to typical attributes of
the Vedic gayatri, e.g.

“ This principle of the Cult is essentially contained and
present already in the flow of the melody of the Hymn. These
hymns of devotion are the way the self obtains immediate pure
satisfaction through and within itself. It is the soul purified.
which, in the purity it thus attains, is immediately and only absolute
Being, and is one with absolute Being.”!!
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The reader who approaches Hegel’s Phenomenology from an
Indian bias would hardly overlook another *“ moment™ where
Indian Philosophy could have been better inserted, in the chapter
on * Conscience ', suggesting an astonishing coincidence of an
essential motive of Hegel’s moral philosophy with the central
theme of Bhagavad-giti. It is the motive of *‘ renouncing all
semblances and dissemblances characteristic of the moral point
of view, when it gives up thinking that there is a contradiction
between duty and actual reality. According to this latter state of
mind, I act morally when I am conscious of performing merely
pure duty and nothing else but that.”

Considering Hegel's references to the * national spirit ™!
re-emerging on salient points of the whole range along the dialec-
tical periple described in his philosophy of history, the exposition
of the moral problem in this historical * moment™ could be
exemplified most adequately by Arjuna’s episode and the place of
Bhagavad-gita in the course of events related in the Mahabharata.
What follows could consequently be understood as a modern
commentary to the basic text :

* Looking more closely at the unity and the significance of the
moments of this stage, we find that moral consciousness conceived
itself merely in the form of the inherent principle, or as ultimate
essence [ Krspa ], qua conscience, however, it lays hold of it
explicit individual self-existence, or its self [Arjuna]. The contra-
diction involved in the moral point of view is resolved i.e.. the
distinction, which lay at the basis of its peculiar attitude, proves
to be no distinction, and melts into the pure negativity. This
process of negativity is, however, just the self : a single simple
self which is at once pure knowledge and knowledge of itself as
this individual conscious life,....for it is something actual and
concrete, which no longer has the significance of being a nature
alien to the ultimate esence, a nature independent and with laws
of its own....Further, this self is, gua pure self-identical know-
ledge, the universal without qualifications, so that just this know-
ledge, being its very own knowledge, being conviction, constitutes
duty. Duty is no longer the universal appearing over against and
opposed to the self.”!*

Thus, we might say, in Hegelian terms, Krsaa raises Arjuna’s
consciousness to the level of a higher conscience. In Hegel's
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words this difference of level, or the vantage-ground, in facing the
dramatic event, is defined as following : * While the * honest
consciousness ’ is for ever grasping merely the bare and empty
‘fact itself ", conscience, on the other hand, secures the ‘ fact
itself " in its fullness, a fullness which conscience of itself supplies.”!?

I hardly could resist the impression that a post-Hegelian
western interpretation of the Gita, by G. Santayana in his
“ Apologia pro mente sua ”'®, were not unaware of the same
Hegelian analogy :

“ Another version of the relation between rational and post-
rational morality may be found in the Mahabharata, in the well
known scene where two armies face each other with drawn swords,
awaiting the signal for battle. But the prince commanding one o.
the armies has pacifist scruples, which he confesses to his spiritual
mentor-—a god in disguise—in the most eloquent words I have
ever read on that theme. .The tender prince must live the life
appointed to him, he must fight this battle, but with detachment. .
The version has the advantage of not separating natural virtue and
spiritual insight into two different lives or two standards of action
or interest : the two may be lived together and in the same moment.””

Whatever importance we may attribute to such possibilities
of better synchronization of some specific * moments ™ in the
history of world cultures, T doubt that Hegel's discovery of
Bhagavad-gita could have caused any essential change in the basic
structure of his philosophy of history. Hegel was the first modern
philosopher who envisaged world evolution as an integrated
historical process, and for that reason the first philosopher of
culture, since culiure is the exclusive prerogative of spiritually
informed consciousness/in the historical meaning attributed to the
term ** Spirit ”* by Hegel, later more and more frequently substituted
by the term ““ Culture /. Yet, later criticism is almost unanimous
in rejecting/at least in its ultimate consequences/the absolutist
claim of Hegel’s system to encompass the historical event of mani-
festation of the * Absolute Spirit” within its one-dimensional
structure, closed both in time and space into one a teleological
unit. Absolutist tendencies in earlier philosophies/which again
might have been discussed on amorc adequate level with the
Advaita-Vedinta than alleged in the earliest phases of Greek
cosmological speculations/were dismissed by Hegel as premature
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abstractions of a primitive understanding, which ** just because
they are the first, have least in them, ™" as, e.g. ** the initial definition,
the most abstract and sterile,. . given by the Eleatics ™, who " enun-
ciate Being as a predicaie of the Absolute ”; or in the case of
Pythagoras, whose *“ fault in the language of modern times would
be described as an excess of idealism ™; or " as the abstract in-
dependence of Stoicism ™, before its " principle of the sphere of
right—an independence devoid of the qualities of spirit "—was
developed into * an explicit concrete world ™7, ete.

It is noteworthy also to single out, as a characteristic reference
to the * Orient ™, that essentially the same reproach is implied/
at the end of Phenomenology'®/in Hegel's objection against
Spinoza for huaving * expressed in an abstract way the immediate
unity of thought and existence, of abstract Essential Reality and
Self ", and thus ** expressed the primal principle of * Light’ in a
purer form, viz. as unity of extension and existence—for * existence ’
is an ultimate simple term more adequate to thought that * Light °
—and in this way has revived again in thought the substance of the
Orient; thereupon spirit at once recoils in horror from this abstract
unity, from this selfless substanciality, and maintains as against it
the principle of Individuality . What horrifies Hegel here is still
better expressed in his Logic with reference to the “limitation™ of
Spinoza’s absiract notion of God : *“ That God is the absolute
Person however is a point which the philosophy of Spinoza never
perceived; and on that side it falls short of the rrue notion of God
which forms the content of religious consciousness in Christianity.”
Therefore his *“ Oriental view of the unity of substance. .is still not
the final idea. [t is marked by the absence of the principle of the
Western World..”, a principle by which Hegelian philosophy
remains culturally limited still today'.

From the same historical bias Hegel considered it to be the
advantage of his closed system to finalise also the ** concrete Jdea ™
of the ultimate attainment allowed to be reached by the “Absolute
Spirit 7 in the ~ Absolute Notion ™ of his * Absolute Knowledge™.
The access to " Absolute Knowledge ™ is allowed only to * the
Spirit manifested in revealed religion ™2, in absolute exclusiveness
of Hegel’s concretising interpretation of his own Christian crecd—
an idea foreign not only to pre-Hegelian criticist philosophy/the
Kantian intention rejected by Hegel/, but also to the deeper Indian
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conception of Brahman/even when interpreted, more or less un-
critically, with the Hegelian analogon of * Absolute » by modern
Indian exegets;.

Though Hegel’s dialectical interpretation of Christianity has
not been brandmarked as heresy but rather favourably received by
several Protestant theologians still in the 20th century/K. Barth/,
it could by no means and now here satisfy the requirements for a
new ** method of dynamic typology »/Tillich/, postulated by our
existential interest in dialogues between religions on the actual
point of intersection of their common lot within desintegrating
world cultures. The vantage ground wherefrom they have to face
now their specific responsibilities for failures of their exclusiveness
in establishing historical ends to their cultural perspectives; ends
imaginable almost as engulfments in the abyss of The Absolute —
this is the meeting place of their actual dialogues, where they are
all ultimately aware of being ** on the same level .

It should appear obvious by now that on this dialectical
turning point in the history of world-cultures Hegel’s Europocentric
absolutism/as elicited in the Phenomenology/can serve only as a
model of the fatal error of applying indiscriminatedly the principle
of dialectical *sublating” and *superseding* on divergent types
of cultural actuality in useless efforts to congeal the authentic
dialectical dynamics/even in the process of one’s own cultural
history/through absolutization, instead of consideri ng the luminous
points -of such other constellations as focuses of the same ° eternal
now °, and phenomena of the same sandrana dharmayp, or * perennial
philosophy *.  In view of this basic mistake in the direction of
Hegel's dialectical thought, pruning * flaws */ in the bad manner of
English logical empiricism/concerning, e.g., the position of rank
to be recognized to single ** moments > of historically superseded
curiosities, such as was the Indian share in the responsibility of the
* Orient ™ for the ** horror * which drove the European ** spirit at
once to recoil from this abstract unity ™ of an impersonal Absolute
—all this could be of no avail for a constructive dialogue in the
actual encounter of world religions. The same criterion of exis-
tential actuality has been recognized as valid in comparative
philosophy in the post-Hegelian era ever since Schopenhauer,
Nietzsche and Deussen in European philosophy, and Aurobindo and
Radhakrishnan on the Indian side of the same universalist movement.
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The inadequacy of dialectical absolutism in Hegel's closed
system to the spirit of Indian philosophy will be pointed out in the
sequel in a few critical and symptomatic examples.

Hegel’s interpretation of the Buddhist theory of nothingness
[ sanya-vadah |

Hegel’s Logic, in the ** Encyclopaedia of the Philosophical
Sciences ”’, published in 1817 / ten years after the © Phenomeno-
logy ** /. contains a very characteristic direct reference to Buddhism,
considered still today to form the central conception of Buddhist
philosophy : its theory of nothingness/safifa-vado in basic Pali
texts, s pnya-vadap in later Sanskrt literature/. In sections 8§7-88/
Ch. VIII, “ First sub-division of Logic—The doctrine of Being ™/,
at the beginning of his discussion on the dialectical aspects of two
antithetic definitions of the Absolute : *“ The Absolute is Being 7,
and “ The Absolute is Nothing 7, Hegel finds in the latter defi-
nition first a Kantian aspect : ** In fact this definition is implied
in saying that the thing-in-itself is indeterminate, and so without
either form or matter.” But, in its ultimate consequence, Hegel
realizes that it means *° making, as the Buddhists do, Nothing the
principle of all things, the final aim and end of everything ™. At
the end of the same section /87/, Hegel reverts to another aspect
discussed in the same context, concerning “* those who define God
to be mere Being; a definition not a whit better than that of the
Buddhists, who make God to be Nought, and who from that
principle draw the further conclusion that annihilation is the means
by which man becomes God . The following section /88/ begins
with the synthesis containing the dialectical solution : ** The truth
of Being and Nothing is accordingly the unity of the two @ and
this unity is Becoming.”

In Buddhist philosophy the principle of becoming is recognized
and elicited within the wider frame of Buddho's teaching on imper-
manence /aniccam/, the first of three primeval characteristics
Nlakkhanam| of all existence.”! The agreement with Hegel on this
point can be formulated from the Buddhist stand-point in follow-
ing terms :

Being and Non-Being are sublated, or synthetized, in the
relativity of Becoming, and thus de-absolutized. In this formulation
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the accent is laid on two terms, in which the basic Buddhist
doctrine of impermanence differs from Hegel’s doctrine of becoming:

1/ Hegel’s designation of ** nothing * is replaced by ** non-
being

{2/ The sublation in the synthesis is considered as the wli-
mate negation of the Absolute, in any whatsoever dialectical or
trans-dialectical involvement or ontological status. The dialectical
process ends with the negation of the Absolute. The Buddhist.
though admitting the level of rational synthesis in dialectic. does
not agree that, by the same logical necessity, to the admitted
relativity of being and non-being there should correspond the
postulate of an absolute conterpart/not even a * negative-Abso-
lute 7, as we shall see in the sequel.

The impoitance of our first difference in terms /1] consists in
the thesis that * nothing * /su#iam or sanyam/ in Buddhism is the
opposite of the Hegelian Absolute, and nor applicable to the mere
polarity of being : non-being. As to this latter, its existential
import is eliminated by the basic principle of Buddhist logic, the
principle of caru-koti ( tetralemma ), according to which * neither
being, nor non-being, nor both being-and-non-being, nor neither
being-nor-non-being ” can express the existential purport and
content of human reality. No derivate from the verb ‘to be’
can adequately express the immediate intuition [vipassanal of
existence, or the essence of actuality /as paramattho or ultimate
purpose;/.

On the transcendental level /@yatanam/** where the term
sanyatd has to be properly applied, Nothingness is not the opposite
of Being. The opposite of Being is simply Non-Being/though
implicitly only within the relativistic frame of caru- koti/. The
distinction between nothingness and non-being has been very
carefully expounded ulready in the earliest Pali texts. It is the
distinction between the principle of sanyata, accepted by Buddho
and eclaborated by later Buddhist philosophers since Nagarjuna
/not in their capacity of followers of popular Mahayana religions/,
dnd on the other hand, the wccheda-vado theory of © destruction ’

r destructibility of the world substance, a materialistic belief in
[icing. in extreme opposition to the ontological nihilism in the
idealistic philosophy of sinya-vadap. This antithesis, emphasized



HEGEL AND INDIAN PHILOSOPHY 305

in several discourses of Buddho in the Pali Sutta-pitakam, is worth-
while being quoted here in order to dispell both later ** commen-
tarial developments ™ under the influence of misunderstood Indian
heterogenous  traditions and modern philosophical attempts of
interpreting s inva-vadap jespecially with reference to Nagiarjuna's
basic work, Madhyamaka-kariki/ in more or less explicitly Hege-
lian terms,

In the Ywmaka-suttam [S.XXI1, 85/*, Yamako, who has
misunderstood the teaching of Buddho on the nothingness of
“the world in itself and for itself ™ Jattena va attanivena va suiio
loko; 8. XXXV, 85, Suiinata-loka-suttam/, is refuted and converted
to the supFa-vado in its proper meaning, as follows :

Yamako's wrong view : * Thus do I understand the doctrine
taught by The Blessed One, that on the dissolution of the body u
bhikkhu by whom corrupting influences /#sava/ have been ex-
hausted, is destroyed, perishes, and does not exist after death.”

Commentary on this statement : ** His understanding of the
teaching would have been correct if he had thought that all formu-
tions arise and pass away, so that their is only a continuation or
discontinuation of such formative activity. But his statement is
false in so far as he thought that a being was destroyed and had
perished.”

In the continuation of the discourse Sariputto explains to
Yamako the proper meaning in the same terms as in Buddho's
instruction to Anuradho on the same subject /in S.XXIL. 86/ :

—Do you regard body as the fathdgato/the ** thus come ™,
the attribute of a buddho, understood in such connections as desig-
nating a human being in the widest sense/ ?

—Surely not, venerable sir.

—-Do vou regard the feeling, the perception, the activities, the
consciousness as the rathagato ?

—Surely not, venerable sir.

—Do you regard the tathdgato as being in the body/or in
feeling, perception,.activities, consciousness/ ?

—Surely not, venerable sir.

LP.Q. .4
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—Do you regard the tathdgaio as being apart from the body/
feeling, perception, activities, consciousness/ ?

—Surely not, venerable sir.

—Do you regard the tathagato as being different trom the body
[feeling, perception, activities, consciousness/ ?

—Surely not, venerable sir.

—Do you regard the body, the feeling, the perception, the
activities and the consciousness—taken together as o whole—as
the tathagato ?

—Surely not, venerable sir.

—Do you regard the rathigato as being without body, feeling,
perception, activities and consciousness ?

—Surely not, venerable sir.

—Then, Yamako, since in this very life a tathdgato cannot be
identified as existing in truth, in reality, is it proper for you to
state that a tathdgato is a superman, the most excellent man who
has attained the highest aim, and that a tathd@garo, if he has to be
designated, should be designated in other than these four terms :
‘The tathadgato exists after death’; or *he does not exist after
death ’; or ‘ he both does and docs not exist after death *; or * he
neither does nor does not exist after death” ™ ?

—Surely not, venerable sir.

In the Anuradha-suttam Buddho concludes the same dialogue
with the statement : ** Both formerly and now, it is just suffering
that I proclaim and the cesing of suffering.”

In another pattern of standardized texts, wccheda-vado
materialism is rejected together with its dialectical antithesis called
sassata-vado or the * eternalist > belief in indestructible stability
of the Absolute Being : ** This is the world, This is the Self.
Permanent, abiding, cternal and immutable shall 1 be after death,
in eternal identity shall 1 persist. .a perfectly foolish point of view.”
/M.22, * The Simile of the Serpent /.

Due to this dialectical connection with the actual Brahmanic
belief in such an Absolute, the Buddhist exegesis has attributed an
exagerated importance to the ucchedu-vido by selecting it for its
scholastic example among many more or less artificially constructed
or isolated aspects of the materialistic ** world-lore ™ /lokayatam/
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or natural science to which Pali texts refer in patternized formulac
JCf. D.1-2/.

The basic Pali formulation of the nihilist thesis /sufga-vado/
in the above mentioned texts was further elicited in the prajia-
paramita-sitras of the early Sanskrt mahayananm literature. Its
philosophical formulation attained its scholastic accomplishment
In Nagarjuna’s Madhyamaka-karika.

Modern interpreters of Nagirjuna's s nya-vadap have often
attempted to apply the pattern of Hegel's dialectic more or less
directly to Nagarjuna’s logical argumentation, or, better to say,
to approach it from a Hegelian bias. An apparent analogy of
Hegel's idea of the Absolute to the Vedaantic idea of Brahman
may have misguided them to this further inadequate analogy of
two methods of dialectical logics dealing both with the relation of
Being to Nothingness. The ultimate intention in following this
false pointer appears to be the re-absrotion /** sublation ™ in the
meaning of Hegel’s untranslatable German term Aufhebung/ of
the primeval /ontological and not epistemological/ nihilism of the
Buddhist sinya-vidap into a quasi-Vedantic absolutism, inter-
preted as the principle of a wider ontological and cosmological
synthesis?. The basic differential element neglected at the outset
of this reductionist tendency was the specific structure of the
dialectical “ triangle * in the Buddhist formulation, as singled above,
where * nothing * stands in dialectical opposition to both  being ’
and ‘ non-being * /within their catu-koti extension/.

Th. Stcherbatsky, in The Conception of Buddhist Nirvina, was
misled 1o some extent, in his interpretation of Nagiarjuna’s §nyva-
vd@dah, by the uncritical tendency of the pre-Kantian philosophy
and the anti-critical Hegelian reaction to perpetrate the classical
crror exposed by Kant, whose transcendental criticism revealed
the absurdity of the naive ontological hypothesis that all negation
of /relative/ * being’ by ‘non-being’ should necessarily imply a
/dialectical/ affirmation of The Absolute Being on its back-stage.
/In the meantime we have been cautioned again by Nietzsche
and still more explicitly by Sartre’s criticism, against the eristic
origin of such dialectical absolutism in the inborn character of
“bad faith’. The same illusion had been recognized by all
pndian philosophies in the basic structure of our karmically condi-
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tioned mind as its transcendental limitation by avidya and mohap,
nescience and delusion./

Candrakirti, in his commentary [Prasanna-padaim/ to the
chapter on nirvagam [XXV, 15/ in Nagarjuna’s Madhyamaka-
karika® states : ** The judgment that nirvanam is not an Ens would
be possible if /we knew/ that there is a real Ens, then by its negation
[nirvipam would be determined/. If /we knew/ that there is a
real non-Ens, then by its negation we would also understand what
/the judgment means/ that sirvanam is not an Ens.” Conse-
quently, the aim of Candrakirti’s argument is to preclude the
uncritical inference implying either a ® positive ™ or a * negative’
Absolute. To Stcherbatsky, however, it appears * evident that
transcendental or absolute existence. .can be nothing but the simul-
tancous negation of * Ens ™ and “ non-Ens . Thus the Hege-
lian idea of synthesis as the absolute ontological and cosmological
condition and fimit of meaningful dialectical thinking has been
read in the Buddhist anti-ontological intention. In order to justify
this reduction to the inadequate consomological conception of
Hegel's historically predetermined ontology. Stcherbatsky extends,
not only in his interpretation but also in his translation, the vague
meaning of the un-Buddhist designation “ Absolute ™ to an in-
determined range of terms which in Buddhist Sanskrit were specified
by clear connotations in their particular contexts. Thus for
instance he speaks of ** absolute reality in itself /kagcit svabhavah/,
translates nirvapam as ““the Absolute 7, interprets both tathatd
and dharmati as ** Absolute ™' Nirupadhi-sese nirvipa dhitau is
translated as *“ the Final Reality of Nirvana =, nirvrtri as * the
Absolute ”, etc.*®

Steherbatsky’s indiscriminate use of the term *° Absolute ™ in
its implicitly Hegelian meaning, as well as his translation and
interpretation of sgnyara as ** the principle of relativity” has often
been criticised by later authors”. Yet in his explicit references to
modern interpretations of dialectical antinomies Stcherbatsky
refers mainly to Kant. 1 can agree with most of these specific
analogies us long as they do not overstep the limits of the Kantian
transcendental dialectic, whose basic framework of the four anti-
nomies of pure reason correspond to the analogous structure
elicited by Buddho in the Brahma-jala-suttam [D.1/*%. The
adequacy of Stcherbatsky’s insight into the Kantian philosophy was
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reaffirmed in his later masterpiece, the Buddhist Logic. where his
interpretation of Dharmakirti’s Nyiva-bindu from the standpoint
of modern comparative philosophy was influenced also by
Sigwart’s Logic, a standard textbook of transcendental logic of the
Kantian school at the beginning of the twentieth century. Hegel
is mentioned only in a few indirect references.

Stchérbatsky’s uncritical and mostly implicit analogies with
Hegel’s absolutistic monism in the interpretation of Nagarjuna’s
sanya-vadap, in his earlier work seem to have been influenced
primarily by a heterogenous suggestion : a superficial analogy
between Hegel’s terminology and the monistic, advaitah. inter-
pretation of the traditional Vedantic teaching. This analogy,
representing a typical trend of neo-hinduistic thought at the
beginning of the twentieth century, influenced most prohably also
Stcherbatsky’s interpretation of Nagarjuna's philosophy. Speaking
of **the interrelations between Buddhism and Vedianta ™ in his
Buddhist Logic® he first singled out the fact that “in the first period
Buddhist philosophy represents the contradictorily opposed part
to the philosophy of the Upanishads. Though in the course of
its historical development this ** Spirit of a revolt against Monism.
did not survive, it could not destroy Indian Monism which remained
unshaken, so deeply was it rooted in its brahmanical strongholds.
On the contrary, Monism took the offensive and finally established
itself’ triumphantly in the very heart of a new Buddhism. On the
background of these presuppositions Stcherbatsky undertook to
explain how the school of Nagarjuna * received a dialectical
foundation ™, and how the later schools of RBuddhist philosophy
became established " as a system of Idealism ™.

The relative priority granted to the advaita vedantap by
Stcherbatsky reappeared later in T.R.V. Murti's The Central
Philosophy of Buddhism in an exagerated extension of the emphasis
on the Hegelian analogy as a criterion of his comparative inter-
pretation of Nagarjuna. It had to serve his intention to reduce
ultimately “ the central philosophy of Buddhism ™ to a pseudo-
Nagarjunian idea of a Negative Absolute, and thus to reabsorb
it into the wider absolutist conception of the Neo-Hinduist school.
Murtt found his exegetical thesis ““ unerringly indicated ™ in the
works of his teacher Radhakrishnan, and took it over uncritically
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as the basic tenet of his apologetic work : ** Buddha did not doubt
the reality of Nirvana /Absolute/ ™. Nagarjuna's sinya-vadap
had consequently to be brought down to this orthodox dogma
and thus interpreted away.

A different more sober approach to the problem of inter-
relations between Buddhism and the Advaita-Vedanta can be
found in the study on Gaudapada by T. M. P. Mahadevan.
This book contains also a justified criticism of some earlier attempts
in the 20th century to reduce Buddhism and Advaita-Vedinta to a
common denominator and thus to adulterate both. The idea of a
“ negative absolute ™ has been critically rejected in later Furopean
works on this subject particularly by E. Lamotte.*

Hegel’s absolute idealism and advaita-vedanta

This view of things..in contradistinction to the subjective
idealism of Kant’s critical philosophy may be termed absolute
idealism. Absolute idealism..is by no means merely restric-
ted to philosophy. The truth which it expresses lies at the
root of all religion.™

A comparative analysis of the basic tenets of Hegel's absolute
idealism from the standpoint of advaita-veadanta can easily sort out
three kinds of relevant statements :

{1/ Statements which at the first glance seem to confirm the
analogy of these two absolutist and idealist standpoints.

/2] Statements not less convincing in the initial affirmation
of analogous tenets which then immediately are overturned into a
dialectical negation of the quasi-veddntic doctrine.

/3/  Statements which at the first glance exclude any possibi-
lity of comparison between the two absolutist approaches to the
problems under discussion.

In the first category the statement quoted in the motto seems
to encompass the widest range of philosophical interest in its
universal finality. As a touch-stone for the universal validity of
this abstract principle we can use a simple statement of historical
fact/such as Hegel's philosophy of history with all its dialectical
ambiguity could not produce/ in the formulation of the Indian
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standpoint in T. M. P. Mahadevan’s presentation of ** The Religio-
Philosophic Culture of India ™ :

It has puzzled many a western student of Indian thought
how and why there has been maintained in India a close
alliance between religion and philosophy. Generally speaking,
the preacher and the philosopher alike in the West deplore
this alliance for quite opposite reasons..That the western
preacher and philosopher hold Indian culture to be defective
for diametrically opposite reasons is an inconscious compli-
ment to that culture.

Hegel can be considered as an exception here in so far as he
thinks that there should be what the Indian. on his side, states
to be a fact.

Though under an un-vedantic heading of ** absolute notion ™
which is < bare and simple infinity ” Hegel describes ** the ultimate
nature of life, the soul of the world, the universal life-blood ™,
as being ‘“itself every distinction that arises, as well as that into
which all distinctions are dissolved, pulsating within itself, but ever
motionless, shaken to its depths, but still at rest ”—just as in the
famous verses of I$a upanisad.

The suggestion of an analogy to Uddalaka Aruni’s tat tvam asi
is expressed in more concrete terms in Hegel’s visualizing ** the
free unity with others in such wise that just as this unity exists
through me, so it exists through the others too—I see them as
myself, myself as them ;—or in the statement that “ the thing
simply ‘found’ enters consciousness as the self-existence of the
ego—epo, which now knows itself in the objective reality, and knows
itself there as the self””. Hence the conclusion that ** the process
we have is rather this, that a distinction is certainly made, but
because it is no distinction, it is again suspended »*.

In another context the Buddhist theory of andtmd seems to be
explained away in typically vedantic terms : * Consciousness of
life, of its existence and action, is merely pain and sorrow over this
existence and activity; for therein consciousness finds only conscious-
ness of its opposite as its essence—and of its own nothingness.
Elevating itself beyond this, it passes to the unchangeable.”

Going over to the second category of statements the reader
should be aware of the structural premise of Hegel's closed system
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where all philosophical theses stated on one point of the historical
development of his ** Absolute Spirit " are necessarily superseded
and denied, also in their total ethico-religious value. in the very
next moment of this linear process of evolution, so utterly non-
Indian, and not less absurd to many European philosophers, since
Kierkegaard’s and Schopenhauer’s first revolts against Hegel's
abolishment of all criticism both in metaphysics and in ethics.

It is exactly for this pseudo-rational preconception that Hegel
fritters away the vedantic idea of @nandaj; by an astonishing turning
of the torture-wheel of his dialectical proces of history, in letting
even the penultimate “ moment of enlightenment ™ be * super-
seded ™ by the next and best attainment of his own Christian
* Revealed Religion ™ :

“In the completed act consciousness realizes itself as a given
individual consciousness, or sees existence returned into itself
and in this consists the nature of enjoyment.”

Yet, the proposition *“ The Self is Absolute Being ™ gives
expression to a “‘light-hearted folly ™ alone. From the ultimate
standpoint of Hegel's Christian “ Revealed Regligion™ this propo-
sition, * The Self is Absolute Being’, belongs, as is evident on the
face of it, to the non-religious, the concrete actual spirit . What
should be ** evident on the face of it is Hegel's patriotic belicf
that * in ethical life the self is absorbed in the spirit of its nation .37

I do not consider it proper for a Buddhist bhikku to discuss
any further the authenticity of such unexpected exegesis of the
Christian doctrine. Many protestant theologians, still in the 20th
century, have accepted it.

A simpler condensed example of statements characteristic for
our second category is the following :

Away remote from the changing vanishing present lies the
permanent beyond : an immanent inherent Self-Being /ein
Ansichl, which is the first and therefore imperfect manifestation
of Reason. ... It is empty, for it is merely the nothingness of
appearance and positively the naked universal...The super-
sensible is then appearance qua appearance
This dialectical turning implies also the essential reason for

which the continuation of a comparative analysis o' Hegel's
Absolute, on the one hand, and the vedantic Brahma, which is
Paramatma, on the other, cannot reach any deeper below the
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illusory appearance of the suggestive surface-effects pointed out in
our first two categories. This essential reason has to be sought in
Hegel’s rationalist conception of the Absolute as pure Reason.

Thus, in the third category, we can investigate only the reason
of “sublation ™ [Aufhebung| of the tertiuvm comparationis of the
presumed analogy.

It has been observed that Hegel’s Absolute is merely ** the
whole of finitude ” of he * logical idea ”, and as such ““a result ™
or product of thought. In this sense only *“ the truth is the whole.
The whole, however, is merely the essential nautre reaching its
completeness through the process of its own development. Of the
Absolute it must be said that it is essentially a resuls.”

Prof. Mahadevan, in analysing the difference of the ™ upani-
sadic acosmism ™ /nigprapanca/ from European conceptions of
pantheism and idealism, or *idealistic pantheism ™ /though not
going back to Hegel, but quoting his less authentic English epi-
gones/, points out the unquestionable essential contradistinction of
the vedantic standpoint from | Bradley’s/ Hegelian idea of the
Absolute :

The non-dual and distinctionless Brahman is not a synthesis
of differences or a whole of parts; it is not an identity in-
difference. It is not to be identified with physchical existence
either.*°

From the same standpoint the difference from the pantheistic
cyuation of the Absolute /God/ with the world is explicated on the
example of the Purusa-siktam |[R.V., X, 90/ :

Brahman is not equated with the universe, though the
universe has Brahman for its sole cause..Being immanent in
the universe, Brahman is also transcendent. The Purusa-
sikta. .declares that all beings are only a fourth of the supreme
Spirit, while the three other fourths remain immortal in
heaven.*!

Though the characteristics of acosmism in upanisadic con-
texts, as singled out by Prof. Mahadevan, could be interpreted also
as trans-cosmism /in order to distinguish it from the absolute
a-cosmism of the Buddhist s nya-vadap/-the whole problem certainly
cannot be interpreted, on the Indian side, in terms of Hegelian
dogmatic rationalism. Though all-comprising, the Hegelian
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Absolute remains immanent, or better to say imprisoned, in the
totrure-chamber of his historical world-process. There, brought
“out of the flux of the actual world ™ /of appearance or maya)/,
the being of Hegel's ** changeless eternal spitits lies in thinking the
unity which they constitute . Reason as ** Spirit »* /cf. Purusah/
““is consciously aware of itself as its own world. and of the world
as itself . Thus Hegel's Absolute is reduced to an * absolute
notion  of his dogmatic Reason. * The Absolute Idea =, whose
self-sufficient unity is ** the absolute and all truth ™, is the ** Logical
[dea .42

Concerning avidva, or metaphysical nescience as the ultimate
root of human quest of truth, we find in Hegel's Logic* another
apparent analogy, obviously of no deeper consequence for the
determination of his *“ absolute notion ™ of the world process :

The true knowledge of God begins when we know that things,
as they immediately are, have no truth.

Regardless of such dogmatic statements, it was Paul Deussen
who, at the beginning of the 20th century, tried to draw the atten-
tion of his contemporary Indian philosophers to a much deeper and
essentially more adequate basis for comparative studies on this
critical point. It is the point of the primordial transcendental
turning of Indian thought, which in European philosophy was
reached only with Kant’s ** Copernican turning” to the question of
transcendental structure of the cognizing mind, question originating
in the discovery of the principle of all metaphysics. This root-
principle cannot be found in the nature of the proto-substance
farché| of the material world where the Tonian “ firstd philosohers ™
looked for it, but only in the nature of avidya as formulated in I$a
and Kena upanisads

Into a blind darkness enter those who follow nescience
and into a still greater darkness those who delight in science.

Here the term “science ™ is most suggestive of its modern
“ positive ” meaning. Wisdom, which already the old Greeks
distinguished from mere * views™ and theories [doxu, dystil,
begins with the critical question :
By whom directed does the mind attain its mark ?
What is
the ear of the ear, the mind of the mind, and the speach
of the speach, the breath of the breath, the eye of the eye ?
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In marking out this meaning of Kant’s Copernican turning.
Deussen considered it at the same time as the first proper and
adequate basis for comparative studies of Indian philosophies, and
of advaita-vedantap in the first place, in the light of modern European
philosophy.

Though the only part of Deussen’s General History of Philo-
sophy* translated in English was the volume dealing with the
philosophy of the upanisads, it has been widely recognized by
Indian philosophers, and even considered by some as authoritative.*’
Yet the neo-Kantian trend of the European philosophy remained
overshadoved in England by a neo-Hegelian trend, which since the
middle of the 19th century was developing in a strange ignorance
of Kant’s criticism, though on the * Continent ™ Kant’s Critique
has been generally recognized feven by Hegel/ as the * Prolegomena
to any future Metaphysic ”, and as such also as a precondition for
the understanding of Hegel’s anti-criticist reaction. The first
competent translator of Kant in England, F.M.D. Meikiecjohn,
considers that * Kant’s fate in this country has been a very hard
one. Misunderstood by the ablest philosophers of the time.
illustrated, explained, or translated by the most incompetent—
it has been his lot to be either unappreciated, misapprehended. or
entirely neglected.”® Since the time when this statement was
made, the situation can be considered only as further deteriorated.
The loss of Kant for India, due to the colonial dependence in
cultural relations /felt still in our generation/, may be considered
inestimabe in the present situation.

It may have been just Hegel's stronger accent on an apparent
rationality that attracted Indian philosopher, at the beginning of
the 20th century, to his dogmatically closed system.

I do not feel competent to judge on Hegel's more or less
implicit influence on modern Indian philosophers. One out-
standing reference seems, however, to be significant for the historical
situation under review :

K. C. Bhattacharyya

During the first half of the 20th century the import of K. C.
Bhattacharyya to modern Indian philosophy has been recognized
as the most ingenious and original in his generation.” For a
student of Hegel’s philosophy it would be harldy possible to doubt



316 BHIKKU NANAJIVAKO

of Hegel’s influence on the formulation of Bhattacharyya’s basic
thesis on The Subject as Freedom 1930/, considered in Indian
philosophy as his *“ masterpiece of analytic thought, metaphysical
insight and speculative originality *.*  Yet, what from our com-
parative standpoint seems more significant for the originality of his
conception, is a peculiar Indian motive at the outset of the trend
of thought which determined his later critical attitude to Hegel.
It was The Jaina Theory of Anekinta [1925/. Already his investi-
gation of Some Aspects of Negation /1914/ have brought him in the
orbit of Hegel’s logic and to a critical attitude to the dialectical
theory of the negation of the negation which will bring him beyond
the Hegelian pattern of dialectics. Ultimately his critical approach
to European philosophy predominantly in its neo-Hegelian aspects
/I could not consult his Studies in Kant, probably of a later date
and of a lesser, post-Hegelian import/ determined the way of his
return to a stricter vedantic absolutism in his Concept of" Philo-
sophy [1936/. Considered as a critical revision of the dogmatic
shortcomings of Hegel's dialectics, Bhattachervya’s Concept of
the Absolute in its alternative forms /1934/ in its ultimate phase
seems to be most valuable for a comparison with contemporary
and later European critique of Hegel's dialectical criteria /e.g.
Jaspers, Tillich/. Considering the development of K. C. Bhatta-
charyya’s thooght, as I have tried to trace it here in its broad lines,
as a whole, it is my impression that his progress from the initial
position of anekanta-vaidap to a neo-vedantic absolutism was
essentially and positively influenced by the implicit development of
his critical attitude to Hegel.

Here are a few pointers which appear significant for this whole
proces of fideally conceived/ development and its results

The noetic aspect of the subject as freedom in the constitution
of ** the object of consciousness undergoing a transformation. .by
the act of reflection and meditation ™ is described by Hegel, in the
** Preliminary Notion ™ of his Logic*. as follows :

The real nature of the object is brought to life in reflection
but it is no less true that this exertion of thought is my act. .
ar Freedom s thus the source of this real nature. . Freedom is
obviously and intimately associated with thought.
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In The Jaina Theory of Anckanta® Bhattacharyya investi-
gutes the relation of knowing and its content, the knowing or
assertive function which is sometimes identified with the
function of meaning..and is intelligible only by the concept
of fieedom that can neither be said to be nor not to be. This
freedom, stripped of its subjective associations, is but the
category of indetermination.

In The Subject as Freedom Bhattacharyya proposes to elicit
the “ subjective function™ of the same noetic structure ** after
Vedanta as conscious freedom or felt detachment from the object .
“The subjectively knowable 17" is described as having **a
fecling of relating itself to the object..This felt relating is the
positive recedom of the subject having different felt modes like
knowing, feeling " —and other functions corresponding /implicitly/
to the Cartesian Cogito as elicited specifically in the phenomeno-
logical analysis of Husserl’'s Cartesian Meditations. All these
“ subjective functions ™ in Bhattacharyya’s analysis ** represent
the modes of freedom .

In a later context, The Concept of Philosophy™' :

The Hegelian absolute may be taken to represent the in-
determination, miscalled identity, of truth and freedom which
is value.

On this point not only the agreement on the noetic value of
Sreedom is singled out, but also the explicit difference of the struc-
ture of transcendental logics based on this concept.

On his way towards a neo-vedantic formulation of the idea of
the Absolute, Bhattacharyya observed also that Hegel's meta-
logical concept of this entity was * intrinsically irreligious **%.

From the same standpoint it was essential first of all to avoid
the dogmatic tendency of pseudo-rationality in Hegel's dialccticul
logic. As summarized by D. M. Datta® :

The recognition of the indefinite would cure logic of the
dogmatic tendency to treat the definite, the rational, the
knowable as the sole content of thought, and would change
its general outlook.

The * category of indetermination ™ by which Bhattacharyya’s
understanding of * the subject as freedom ™ is informed, and his



318 BHIKKU NANAJIVAKO

criticism of the Hegelian idea of ** pure being » can be summarized
in the following terms :

Hegel's conception of the indeterminate, the pure being, is
another possible approach to the indefinite. The pure being
is emptied of all determinate qualities by Hegel; but he still
conceives it as a positive object of thought; and to this extent
being is not yet fully indeterminate..In fact the opposition
between the two dfinite contents of thought, being and non-
being, cannot be understood at all without something which is
neither and can yet make their relation possible. . Recognition
of the indefinite corrects this dogmatic bias of each, and yet
gives to each a new light and reformed character. As against
the dialectical principle that regards reason as the sole reality,
it indicates an alternative—unrcason—beyond reason ', and
suggests that position and negation, being and non-being, need
not necessarily be conceived as the moments of the positive
absolute, but rather of the Indefinite which is beyond both.

[t is not possible in the present sketch to enter in a comparative
analysis of differences determining the structure of Bhattacharyya’s
transcendental logic. 'What is essential for the suggested approach
to contemporary European criticism of Hegel's closed system in this
field can be pointed out in some implications of Bhattacharyya’s
basic principle™ :

Every system of philosophical thought or religion has its
own logic and is bound up with one or other of the funda-
mental views of negation.

The advantage of this logic of the indefinite is that it ** finds
categories for widely different metaphysical notions of reality ™
which are not reducible to common denominators.” Husserls
* categorial regions ” had the same initial aim.

Yet Bhattacharyya’s typological attempts to classify philoso-
phies in four different types corresponding to types of theoretic
consciousness /which * may be roughly called empirical thought,
pure objective thought, spiritual thought and transcendental
thought %/, and his distinction of a * triple absolute ** which * is
apparently the prototype of the three subjective functions, knowing.
willing and feeling ", may remind us rather of N. Harmann’s
further developed classifications of spheres and levels of real and
ideal being, where, e.g., the four levels of real being are : matter,

¢
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life, consciousness and spirit, while the spirit, on its own level of
being, comprises a triple aspect of personal, objective and objectified
spirit.

Bhattacharyya’s thesis : “* All philosophy is systematic symbol-
ism and symbolism necessarily admits of alternatives %, may
remind us first of all of E. Cassirer’s extensive Philosophy of
Symbolic Forms. The speculative tendency in applying symbolism
as a method of philosophical investigation could perhaps, in some
of its aspects be compared with * cypher reading ™ suggested by
Jaspers as a method of existential ontology.

For the critique of Hegel’s tendency to drift the whole
historical process of world-cultures in one single direction, and to
sacrifice each dialectically overtaken and outwitted ** moment ™
to an unrevertibly devaluated past, it is significant that Bhatta-
charyya, in The Coneept of Philosophy®®, ultimately concentrates his
attention on the field of religious experience which ** by its self-
deepening gets opposed to or synthetised with other experiences.
One experience may enjoy another as a stage outgrown or as in
absolute conflict with it, where a third experience may emerge as
adjusting them to one another . And yet :

There is no possibility of systematising them by secular
reason, and so far as they systematise themselves, they present
themselves in many alternative systems..Extensive internally
coherent systems with indefinite boundaries are actually revealed,
though this is no a priori necessity of a system. and still less
of a system admitting no alternative system..The theoretic
form of a religious system is a philosophy of religion, there
being as many forms of this philosophy as there are religious
systems.

It was the same religious motive, and in a specifically Indian
context, which brought Paul Tillich to the following anti-Hegelian
explication of his * dynamic typology ”.*" Like Bhattacharyya,
Tillich considers the dialectical structure of interdependently
constituted events to be essential for the dynamics of cultural life,
In his typological investigations he describes the dialectical tension
as a process of polarisation within one structural unit. Such
tension provokes conflicts, but it also breaks open a way out of the
contradiction towards a possible unity of polarised elements.
In this way their static stiffness gets loosed, so that individual
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things and persons may transcend the type to which they pertain,
without being bereft of their character. Tillich exemplifies this
advantage of his dynamic typology over the dialectic of the Hegelian
school ** whose movement is restricted to one direction only, so
that it relegates to the past whatever has been dialectically super-
seded ™, with reference to his dialogues with Buddhists in Janpan
on the following presupposition :

The Hegelian dialectic Je.g. in K. Barth’s “ theology of the
ctisis / considers Buddhism as an early stage of religious develop-
ment which has already been totally overcome by history. Buddhism
still exists, but the “world-spirit” is not any longer creative in it.

Dynamical Typology, on the contrary, describes Buddhism as a
living religion in which specific polar elements are dominant. so
that it stands in polar tension to religions dominated by different
elements. According to this method, says Tillich, it is not possible
“to contemplate Christianity as the absolute religion, as Hegel did™.

Karl Jaspers in his discussion of the religious crisis of our
post-war civilization® formulated the ideal of a perennial philo-
sophy as “* three thousand years of history of philosophy compre-
hended in a unique actuality . The philosophical thought in
manifold aspects of its creation conceals one truth. In modern
philosophy Hegel made the first attempt to understand the unity
of this thought. Still, in his proceeding, all that was earlier is
placed as partial truth on a lower grade of the ascent to Hegel's
own philosophy. According to Jaspers, the central theme of our
actual philosophical endevour should be understood as * the
elucidation of communication from its multiple sources in the
maodes of the Comprehensive ”.% In a ceaseless renewal of this
communication the outstanding attainments of the past should
not be considered as superseded but as actually present. Only
when all philosophy is thus present, its sources will be revealed,
too, as * being now . In its temporal transitoriness the essential
truth of the *at each time time-annulling philosophia perennis ™
will be simultaneousiy present. In another formulation® :

Philosophy does not leave the area of the Comprehensive,
does not forget the process of transcending that is insepuara-
ble from it, remains open to the being that cuts across time,
the being that thought apprehends as the actual presence of
eternity in historicity.
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Conclusion

3

In comparing K. C. Bhattacharyya’s thesis on * alternative
systems with indefinite boundaries 7, in its oppsition against the
absolutism of Hegel’s ** system admitting no alternative system ”,
with the later, still more explicit, endevours of Jaspers and Tillich
in the same direction, and characteristically arising also on the
ground of the philosophy of religion,—from the standpoint of
comparative philosophy we are confronted with the same tendency
to break the narrow frame of Hegel’s dialectical absolutism.

Since more than hundred years Hegel’'s anti-criticist /i.e.
anti-Kantian/ dogmatic Reason has served, far beyond the academic
ground of its origin, as a successful ideological tool for imposing
a curopo-centric attitude supported by the authority of political
and social forces involved in a dialectical tension with ruinous
effects for the dignity and the very existence of all extent world-
cultures.

If the Hegelian ** theology of crisis 7 has to be supplanted by
a comprehensive comparative philosophy, as visualized in statements
quoted above, then first of all the Hegelian dialectical structure
should be eliminated as a method of comparative philosophy.

Cettiyagiri Arafifia, Bhikkhu Nagajivako
Pallepola, Sri Lanka.
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A NOTE ON THE MEANINGS OF ¢ FORM ’*

Where to draw the line is always a ticklish question; whether
to draw. a line at all is even more so. One such pair of questions
that is currently facing philosophers ( ever since they got interested
in looking for the linguistic foundations of their enterprise) and
more recently, linguists (ever since they got interested in looking
for the philosophical foundations of their job) is the pair that
concerns the analysis of the meaning or meanings of a word/term
and of a sentence/statement. The philosopher’s worry is lest his
activity degenerate into the giving of * tedious and inaccurate
supplements to [ H. W. Fowler’s | Modern English Usage, instead
of philosophical discussion of a ‘“way of using a word® which
could be found in many languages ™ ( Geach 1957 : p. 16). The
linguist is equally anxious that his concern for the analysis of
meaning does not degenerate into amateurish philosophizing.
It is far from the intention of this note to offer (or even suggest )
answers to the pair of questions that one could ask about this
particular boundary line. It has set itself a much more modest
Jjob to set the philosopher right about his notion of what a linguist
( a lexicographer, to be more specific) is expected by his fellow
professionals (and I mean professionals and not amateurs) to
accomplish in writing a dictionary entry or rather in writing the
right half of a dictionary entry. It is always helpful to know just
how green the grass on the other side is.

In writing the right half of a dictionary entry the lexicographer
could be doing one or more of several things : he could be offering
illustrative examples, he could frame stage directions for or des-
criptions of the use of the term, he could list some equivalent
expressions that can readily be substituted, and, finally, he could
formulate a definition that reports on the existing interpretation.
These four alternatives, namely, examples, usage notes, ready
equivalents, and reportive definitions can be regarded both as
mutually complementary and as muturally substitutive. Thus
while Webster’s Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary ( 1969 ) says

about the word “yes .... adv™ that it is
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