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Abstract

(1) This historical comparative philosophical analysis studies the
function of Indian thought in German metaphysical pessimism. The
discussion follows a line of primary focusing points which ensgue
consecutively from the range of changing views (presented in Part I)
held by a selection of German representatives of pessimism. Each
one of them is introduced through his writings and analysed bath
with regard to his pessimism and his Indian connections, as far
as possible. This analytical process isclates the most essential
cues and concepts. These mark the development of our understanding
of the thinker himself (i.e. his form of pessimism), and provide
the special connection points through which he can be linked with
the other pessimists. In this manner an intra-German set of
historical relationships is established.

(2) The isolated cues and concepts, furthermore, formally provide the
first links with that actual Indian sphere of thought (Part IT) - - -
which appears to be responsible for exerting some more or less
specific influence on the individual views of the German thinkers.
This hypothetical assumption of a pessimistic German response to
Indian thought'is centred on a second set of historical
relationships, namely, those between the various German views
and the sphere of Indian philesophy.

(3) The comparative character of this study necessitates a special
methodology in order to bridge the matural gap between the German
(Baropean) and the Indian tradition of thought. The greater part
of the Introduction has, therefore, been allotted to the exposition
of a hermeneutic approach to the problem. This hermeneutic is
essentially a comnective device. It makes it possible to focus
the comparative argument on the Indian conceptions behind the
(supposedly Indian but, in fact, German) cues and concepts in

question.

(4) The combined analysis implies a redefinition of the concept of

metaphysical pessimism.
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Chapter One

Introduction

_Q) Searching for pessimism: scope, motivation and objective

When towards the end of the 17th century India began to allow Western
curiosity to look into its age-old texts, this elicited a chain of
noteworthy reactions in Europe. Following the appearance of the first
English translations from the Sanskrit, orientalists and philologists in
France and Gemmany eagerly created the academic discipline of indology.
Philosophers immediately caught on. While this new form of access to
the enigmas of Indian thought was promising fantastic insights to the
European mind, philosophy in Germany unhesitatingly responded with some
unexpected views. Developing alongside these new views was what we now

call pessimism. (1)

This simultaneous emergence of philosophical pessimism may

seem mere coincidence; before we accept this, we intend to find out what

(1)

worst possible, founded by A. Schopemhauer in 1819, the expression

Now designating the philosophical doctrine that this world is the

Pesgsimismig as such is recorded as early as 1776, pessimism in 1794,
pessimisme in 1823 (according to H. Kluge, Etymol. Wobu., 1967).




India could have contributed to this disapproving mode of thought. Did
any of its roots, or perhaps at least their tips, touch Indiam ground?
What did@ the Indians have that could have moved the German thinkers, and
perhaps their pessimism? Furthermore, can the essence of that challenge
and response relationship be described? Once we have discerned the
crucial features on both sides, we can begin to structure an approach to

the conditionsg for such a description.

The problem seems to present us quite naturally with three
important facets: a philosophical, a cultural and a historical one. 1In
order to secure an objective basis for our amalysis, we prefer to first
egstablish the essential historical evidence for the main connections
between the differemt standpoints of several selected German thinkers,
including their different cultural perspectives. Thereupon we shall be
able to present our interpretation of these relevant philosophical
connections. We shall concentrate on their main structural elements
with regard especially to our chosen philosophers” awareness of their
compatibility with India. In other words, a meaningful historical
approach to our problem must include a cross-cultural study based on the

principles of comparative philosophy. 2

In the first part of this study we shall make the attempt to

provide the necessary historical and philosophical evidence for our

(3)

opinion that in German thought we can trace a concept of metaphysical

(2) "La philosophie comparee" as a concept was presented by Paul
Masson-Oursel in 1925 (English in 1926), amnouncing that “philosophy
cannot achieve positivity so long as its investigations are restricted
to the thought of our own civilization" (Comp. Phil., p. 33).

(3) We prefer to take the concept of German thought in a broader sense
than that of German philosophy. While our typical philosopher (e.g.
Schopenhauer) could be characterized as personalistic in his orientation
and motivated by his individual thought awareness, our thinkers (Spengler,
Gebser) are guided more by the circumstances and forms which surround
thought. Also see our pp. 174-1T7.
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(ethical and existential) pessimism from the heyday of German Romanticism
until now, The apparent coincidence(4) of an evolving tradition of
pessimism with a developing interest in India has allowed us to select

as our principal representatives of German pessimism a group of
philosophical and cultural thinkers whose views not only appear relevant
with regard to a concept of pessimism but also contain some response to
Indian thought. Such a selection does, of course, not imply the
assumption of any causal philosophical connection between these two
criteria, although the question of their relationship motivates this
study. Primarily this German predilection with Indian thought provides
a bridge which invites us to also search for philosophical pessimism or
at least some kind of equivalent in Indian culture, where we do indeed
encounter it, but as an ethical attitude. The interrelation of this
attitude and Indian philosophy shall be discussed in the second part of
our study. This interrelation is important with regard to what the
Germmans thought they saw. Having followed the German pessimistic
outlooks, we have tried to make a representative selection of those parts
of Indian philosophy which seem relevant for our discussion of these
German views, i.e., relevant with regard to the information on which they
relied but also relevant for our own explanation of the Indian attitude
of pessimism in the light of Indian philosophy. In short, this study
rests on two cross-comnected pillars representing two great realms of
thought: German pegsimism, and related aspects in Indian philosophy. To
begin with, we shall concentrate (a) on the pessimistic element in German
thought, with special consideration for (b) the receptiom of Indian
elements. The Indian contribution should (b) elucidate the German

approach and (a) provide a paralle® discussion of pessimism.

In order to illustrate the significance of different cultural
perspectives in this connection, we have included a brief interpretation

of pessimigm in Greek and Roman philosophy at the end of this introduction.

(4)

Ag René Gérard observes (Oriemt, p. 200), "Schopenhauer finds himself,
by some extraordinary coincidence, at the point of intersection of

Oriental-Occidental research relating to the problem of cognition”.



This view into the Buropean philosophical past, we hope, will provide
a kind of stepping stone for the two parts which follow.

(2) A comparative methodologzy on hermeneutic principles

The simple fact that this comparative study handles a variety of German

reactions to Indian thought leads us to a question which is decisive for
our emtire analysis: how can philosophical thought be understood outside
its own traditiom, or, more gpecifically, how could we find a method or

principle for an adequate interpretation of Indian thought before we look
into the German responses. (~5)
wish to pay attention to the careful methodological answer which comes

from Hans-Georg Gadamer in his hermeneutic.

In developing our own approach, we first

Referring to the traditions of texts but alsc to those of
ingtitutions and life-styles, or, as we would say, all meaningful
traditions, Gadamer assures us that it is "the basic condition of the
historicity of luman existence to pass on an understanding of itself with
itself".(s) Hermeneutic bridges the historical and cultural gap between
different ways of thinking, thus making the unfamiliar accessible. ' For
Gadamer this does mot just require the historical reconstruction of the
original contexts, but also the full understanding of the message beyond
its verbal content. This means that understanding must necessarily take
place on two levels - namely, with regard to a stepwise understanding of
the conceptual meanings and with regard to a homogeneous overall
understanding which exceeds the actual expression. Having managed to
understand the code one must still be prépared to accept the message,
because "it is impossible to understand without wanting to understand."
Gadamer calls it an inadmissible abstraction if one believes that an
understanding of the meaning would follow naturally from a quasi-
sjnchronization of one” s own view with that of some original author by

(5) Halbfass (Indienm, p. 118, 124-125) warns us that it would of course
be futile to aspire to some isolated Indian history seen from purely
Indian points of view.

(6)

G&damel’, -m‘o schl'. _I‘I_, ppc 1“6.



virtue of a reconstruction of his historical background. "Rather,
a certain anticipation of meaning rules the effort for understanding
right from the beginning."

According to Gadamer, when we anticipate meaning, we are
actually relying on the fact that the parts described by the whole do
themselves, in turn, describe the whole. (7) He adds that by doing so we
make use of a circular imnner relation which, once a rule of ancient
rhetoric, now features the art of _understa.nding. If we keep our
expectation flexible according to the requirements of the text, we
observe hdaw, ip the process of understanding, we move back and forth
between the whole and the part. As a result our understanding of the

(8)

sense, is not interested in tracing understanding back to the

meaning increages in concentric circles. Hermeneutic, in Gadamer’s
subjectivity of the author, but wants to explain the phenomenon of
understanding in terms of sharing, or of participating in some common

(9)

meaning. This form of sharing is described as a harmonious play
between the movement of tradition and the movement of interpretation.
It is this movement, this comnectedness, which allows the anticipation
of meaning. However, the view of a circular structure of understanding
as one which evolves with our own intentional participation in the
piocess of tradition is not of a formal, and not of a subjective or

objective nature. "The circle of understanding is not a “methodical’

(7)
(8)
by Gadamer”s own rhetoric.

(9) He mentions (W.u.M., pp. 276-277) that, in the 19th century,
Schleiermacher’ s theory required am act of divimatior by which, seeing
everything through the author’s eyes, one was to dissolve all

Gadamer, W.u.M., pp. 275-283.

This principle of circular éxpansion is to some extent exemplified

strangeness of a text. Referring to Heidegger, he agrees that the
understanding of a text depends on the lasting effect of amn
anticipatory pre-understanding. Therefore, the circle of whole and
part will not be dissolved by complete understanding, but, on the

contrary, will be most necessarily consummated.



circle at all, but describes an ontological structural aspect of
understanding." Gadamer assumes that our wish to know a certain
tradition, including the matter discussed inm it, also connects us with
it, although not in the form of an undoubted, natural, uninterpreted
continuation. Imn this process of communication he observes a polarity
of strangeness and familiarity, on which the process has to rely. (10)
The true place of hemmeneutic, as he describes it, is the position
between the historically interpreted distant objectiveness and the
affiliation with a tradition. This explains why hermeneutic is
predominantly interested in the conditions under which understanding

comes sbout.

The different anticipations which feature an interpretation,
namely, the productive prejudices which promote understanding and those
which prevent it, are usually sorted out in the same process of
understanding. In trying to find out how this works, Gadamer suggests
that we concentrate on the historical distance between the interpreter
and the author. Each time in history must rely om its own way of
interpreting a textual traditiom, because of its own specific historical
commection with it. The actual meaning of a text as it interests the
interpreter must reflect his undeniable higtorical difference from the
author, and not the author’s own occasional situation. For Cadamer the
meaning of a text excels ité author, not as an exception, but as & rule.
"Therefore, understanding is not just a reproductive kind of behavior,
but always also a productive kind." Gadamer is openly opposed to the
romantic hermeneutic theory which held that understanding meant

(20) Gadamer (K1.Schr.III, pp. 253-255) notices a semantic parallel to

this hermeneutic polarity whean in the flow of speech, or text, each

tem is consecutively replaced not by a semantically identical term, but
by a slightly changed one. The objectification of meaning remains
restricted, since "the linguistic expression is not just inaccurate and
wanting correction, but remains always and necessarily, especially when
it is what it is capable of being, behind what it evokes and

communicates".
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reproduction of an original production as well as understanding the
author better than he himself did. In his opinion neither greater
objective kmowledge nor greater application of consciousness could
produce any better understanding. For him "it is sufficient to say that
one understandg differently, if one understands at all.“(ll) In other
words, the distance of time should not be treated z;s a gap which must
be overcome, because it functions as the principle which causes and
carries the hermeneutic problem ("der tragende Grund des Geschehens").
This view takes into account that time must have separated us from

a certain tradition before we may hope to understand the true meaning of
our object. We are reminded, as historical research has leamt, that
only from a certain distance is objective knowledge possible. The idea
of a complete understanding should, therefore, be visualized as a
never-ending process: while in or through the course of time our
particular, negative prejudices, together with other sources of error,
are being dissolved, new aspects of meaning and new sources of
understanding are simultaneously being opened up. "True historical
thinking must include in its thinking its own historicity", says Gadamer.
This means that it must recognize its own presence in its object. The
truly historical object, then, should be considered as a relationship
which reflects the reality of history as much as the rea;lity of
higtorical understanding. Recalling that it is a feature of hermemeutic
consciousness to imclude the fact of its own reflective existence in the
act of reflecting, Gadamer refers to the hermeneutic nature of
philosophy: "Hemmeneutic criticism reveals its own productivity only
when it is capable of self-reflectiom, of reflecting om its own critical
attempts, i.e. on its own limitation and dependence with regard to these
attempts.” Hence he defines that "philosophy, which must always,
explicitly or not, be a critique of the traditional attempts of thought,
is such a hermeneutic process which transforms the structural totalities
worked out by semantic analysis into the contimuum of translating and
understanding, in which we exist and vanish".(lz)

(11)
(12)

Gadamer, W.u.M.I, p. 180; II, pp. 274, 280.
Gadamer, Kl.Schr.III, pp. 259-260.
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Gadamer’ s hermeneutic contains a powerful intuitive element of
insight into the rature of understanding., We have seen that in his
description he has adhered to the idea of a circular structure. Based on
a certain anticipation of meaning, the art of understanding relies on an
alternating process of mutual explanation resulting from a stepwise
acquisition of conceptual meanings, followed by an expansion of the
overall meaning which, due to the interpreter’s historical distance, even
exceeds the actual expression (which, in turm, could prompt some
anticipation of meaning). For Gadamer it is simplj the role of
hermeneutic, as determmined by the time-gap, which allows participation in
some common meaning. These principles, which in Gadamer’s view feature
the conditions of understanding, shall support our further pursuit of
a methodology on which we can eventually base our actual methéd of
philosophical comparison.

The question of a common standard of meaning, which has only
been touched or so far, and which must necessarily play an eminent role
in this comnection, was largely ignored by our German pessimists.
However, nowadays it seems obvious to us that, in order to compare two
different philosgphical outlooks or theories, we camnot simply imnflict
the standards of .the one theory onto the other. The predicament
resulting from such an acute incompatibility makes us wish for some
perspective which, while not being on an identical level with either of
the compared views, Vcouvlcl still include them as two different and
concrete cagses. Such a meta-perspective, or meta-view, as it could be
called, which allows us to determine the necessary comparative criteria
has been suggested by A. Piatigorsky. '3) At first sight this approach
admits a subjective aspect. We are reminded of Gadamer s hermeneutic
consciousness when we are made to realize that this subjectivity implies
that we can think about the whole meta-theoretical structure as being
our own product and that we can reflect on our act of reflecting. But
this meta-structure would acquire a neutral hermeneutic status as soon

ag we decided to treat it as autonomous, or as an objectified text

1 .
(13) See A, Piatigorsky, "La rionteologizzazione del pensiero nel

buddismo", and "Some remarks on other stream®.
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independent of our or other people’s personal philosophical

thought. (14)

As we have already gathered from Gadamer, we may anticipate
meaning which goes beyond the actual expression. Piatigorsky now
directs our attention to the fact that such hermmeneutical trends as
attributing to everything a meaning of its own can be implied in
a concept of apperceptive structures (here referring to our intentional
awareness and acceptance of new textual meanings and their integration
into our philosophical knowledge). We can avail ourselves of the
principle of objective apperceptiom together with that of a subjective
meta-theory, making them the two main constituents of a meta-structure
which would shelter the different objects of our proposed philosophical
comparison., These terms and texts can, up to this point, only formally
be considered of philosophical interest, since without our intended
interpretation we should not yet refer to any philosophical content.

As regards the terms, it is suggested that we first interpret them
through a text which draws on our own meta-terms and relies on a view
of the original context within our apperceptive structure; thisg would
then allow us to reconstruct them in some way. When it comes to the
interpretation of the texts, the apperceptive structure, although
ch-aractez;i.zed by the mearing of the terms, or concepts, would this time

emerge from our own textual interpretatiom. .

Having exposed these general hermeneutic aspects of comparative
phitosophy, we are ready to look at our own special hemmeneutic
situation. "Reflecting on our reflection", we realize the important
role of our own cultural self-awareness (i.e., culture becomes a term
of reflection) Practically, our method requires a certain familiarity
with the culturally different contents to which we want to apply our
meta~-perspective. To begin with, ocur methodology must remain deductive

(14) In agreement with Gadamer, Halbfass (Indien, P. 122) argues that
we cannot see independent of ourselves. This is correct. Our extended
hermeneutic consciousness includes the meta-position: we stay who we

are, but more aware of ourselves.



13

on the basig of some axiomatic assumption. This agsumption must
feature the meta-concept of a homogeneous philosophical interpretation
of 2ll our inwolved cultures (formally demonstrated by the common
meta-philosophical belief in change, p. 24). Our axiology requires
compatible criteria from these different cultures in order to secure the
essential coherence of our approach. Once our explorations have led to
some meta-concept, this must be presented in the simplest and most
abstract form possible. As has been pointed out, such an impartial
position does not exist independent of our mind, but for the sake of the
mere methodological role of such a concept we may or must pose as if

it were real. (Incidentally, the same could be said with regard to our,
personal immer position.) Our meta-concept is needed as a structural
device to make sure that Indian thought is not forced into un-Indian,
strange, alien, irrelevant concepts and ideas. Instead, both German and
Indian thought, each studied in its own right and on its own ground and
understood from within, are then led together by following a common point
of orientation; i.e., the different philosophical pillars, as we had
called those traditions, each having its own basis or origin, are roofed
and connected by our meta-concept. (This principle implies that our
hermeneutic is always of a comparative nature, even when we should

attempt a personal interpretation of just one culture.)

For all practical purposes, we have to proceed as if this
assumption were true, examining and testing it by applying it to the
exposition of our comparison. Even if merely conmsidered a special
"style", this approach should be understood with regard to its power of
guiding our thought, and thus our commitment, in such a way that we
always bear in mind the different specific cultural awareness of our
compared thinkers - and our own. Apart from understanding that we
ourselves are a product of our enculturation, we must also apply the

(15)

idea of a consistent self-awareness to the interpretation of the

(15) prom Husserl’s point of view this would call for some "radical
self-understanding" with a new sense for aim and method, for philosophy
as a task, on the basis of a critical historical recollection of the

philosophical search of European mankind (Krisis, Pp. 15-17).
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culture in question (e.g., by asking ourselves, to which extent is

a theorist aware of his own culture and able to objectify it). In this
conscious move away from an unconscious ethnocentric position we try to
avoid or reduce the application of one-sided Western concepts or those

characterizing the personal views of our European authors.

In behaving as if a txuly "cosmopolitan" view were possible
our self-awareness is required to stay above the whole course of
investigatior - and, for critical (self-)examination, below it.
Primarily, we shall, for instance, neither exemplify any "experience" nor
inductively expose amy "essence" but we can demonstrate our present
factual level of imtellectual or spiritual awareness(ls as perceived
and understood in a cultural context. We feel no need to find any
special way out of our cultural commitment or even into some sort of
independent consciousmess. At this point we econsider it sufficient to
expect an intersification of our cultural self-awareness in the course of
our analysis. a7) A11 other attempts, including all practical and
theoretical, spiritual and intellectual procedures going beyond this,
would be secondary.

(3) Operational culture perspectives

In talking about culture awareness we have tacitly assumed

a hypothetical bagis for our cultural divisions.gle) We think that

(16) Schumacher (Guide, pp. 26-27, 83) remarks that "without
self-awareness, i.e. without a consciousness which is conscious of
itself, man merely imagines that he is in control of himself, that he

hag free will and is able to carry out his intentions....self-awareness
can disappear while consciousness contimies".

(27) An exemplary discussion of the problematic aspect of culture

awareness is included in Chapter 6 (4).

(18) Both Spengler and Hegel already assume that in each of their

cultures there lies, from the very beginning, something axiologically
different - something that is not just thé result of their own
methodological designation. Spengler sees something decidedly
essential in each culture. He consgiders cultures as autonomous with

regard to their centripetality.
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culture may be per.ceivéd in fundamentally different manners. This
situation could be described if we first hypothesize that (a) there must
be culture; (b) there must be cultural variety; and (c) there must be
some connection between this culture and certain others. Favouring an
operational understanding of the concept of culture (instead of some
more or less restrictive defimitian), ). ye feel that bagically it
should refer to those features of the world in general which buman
beings may consider or have considered to be relevant for their actions
and attitudes. Man’s self-awareness, when expressed as a reaction
against the confinement of consciousness natural to his human condition,
follows individual lines of thought shaped by culture or cultural
circumstancesg; he thus relates himself to a meaningful complex of natural
and artificial phenomena in support of his self-understanding. Because
culture tends to vary between different groups of people or societies,
the different approaches which thinkers use in expressing philosophical
thought, such as the description of self-awareness, also reflect their
own immer cultural condition.

Our meta-perspective takes into account to which extent the
perception of culture may comply with the motion of 8 culture as opposed
to that of the culture. While a modern thinker might look at himself
as & member of an overall culture of mankind and within this mankind as
a member of a certain cultural group and interrelated subgroups, there
is no evidence that the ancient Indians shared this perspective. We
cammot assume even that they were culture-comscious in tems of having
a distinct culture in the sense in which, for instance, England tends to
distinguish itself from France. In this sense we must also consider the
Romans, even the Greeks, as more culture-specific than the Indians. For
the latter, the Bratmanical Weltanschamung reflected the (non-distinct)
culture, which, being pervaded and stabilized by ritual, all centred
around a man-god relationship. Originally this concept of culture

(19) ye are committed to the comcept of culture im its widest

philosophical sense, leaving aside any such nommative standards as could
be satisfied, for instance, by reducing culture to "a particular class
of regularities of learned behaviour" (Ba.gby, Culture, pp. 88, 95).
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(regardless of whether they had some. expression for it or not) was not
understood as the culture in ocur modern Buropean sense, and even less as
a culture. This situation began to change at the time of the Buddha.
However, while our German thinkers” individual expression of
self-awareness, as we shall see later, reflects that their own culture
is only part of an overall Western culture, the Buddha takes an
explicitly a-cultural posi'tion (compare pp. 228-230, madhyama pradipada).

Producing considerable upheaval in the minds of India and the Far East,
the Buddha’s distinct position contributed directly to the formation of
a sense of culture, resulting from the new possibility to differentiate
within the previously applicable version of the (objective) culture. The
Brahmans became aware of themselves as having a specific culture, one
which could be paralleled by that of the Jainas, Buddhists or others,

and which was endowed with its own distinctive qualities.

(4) Modem Buropean, Greek and Indian thinking

It has been claimed that only the cultures of ancient Burope and the West
cherished the philosophical quest right from the onset of their
historical development. a Martin Heidegger reminds us that both what
we question and how we question are still Greek in essence, although the
z{ £67.y, orquid est, the so-called quidditas, is usually assessed

22)

differently by different philosophers.( From Plato and Aristotle

(20) Schopenhauer and his followers are largely uraware of the cultural
strata underlying their metaphysical reflections. As regards Buddhism,
Lamotte (Histoire, p. 27) observes that "the truth found by the Buddha -
the origin of things and their destruction - remaing exterior to him,
independent of the finds of which it can be the object".

(21)

By Heidegger, in Was ist dag - die Philosophie?

(22) With meta-philosophical insight Schumacher (Cuigde, p. 52) warns of

self-imposed boundaries: "For every one of us, only those facts and
phenomena “exist” for which we possess adaequatio, and as we are not
entitled to assume that we are necessarily adequate to everything, at all
times, and in whatever condition we may find ourselves, so we are not
entitled to insist that something inaccessible to us has no existence at

all and is nothing but a phantom of other people’s imagination.®
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onwards philosophy seeks the being of being, as Heidegger puts it.

(z7 To 6V - what is being?) "Philosophy is a kind of competence
which enables us to view the existing, that is to say, with a view to
what it is, inasmuch as it does exist."(zs) He explains that through
Descartes’ doubt (cogito ergo sum) human awareness is turned towards an
ego-oriented subjectivity and that, therefore, this feeling of doubt
reflects a positive certainty. '"Henceforth certainty becomes the
authoritative form of truth.® For Heidegger this means that the
fundamental disposition of modern philosophy remains our trust in the
"always attainable absolute certainty of knowledge". (For the Greeks
knowledge did not mean truth.) But he feels that the question of what
disposition towards the being of being features our present day thinking
cannot be clearly answered yet. So far he finds a diversity of
digpositiong: "Doubt and despair on the one side, blind obsession by
untested i)ﬁnciples on the other side. Fear and anguish are mingled
with hope and trust."

Having hypothetically assumed that there is culture diversity
we have also assumed that man relates himself to culture in specifically
different ways and, consequently, also perceives himself differently.
Therefore, we believe that (apart from the importance of the
fundamentally Greek question of philosophy for the overall European
historical situation) the anthropocentric trust in an absolute certainty
of kmowledge, as referred to by Heidegger, is not just a simple feature
of the constantly evolving discourse with the authoritative
philosophical tradition. It does not merely indicate a gradual sghift
to some different assessment of the quidditas, but it features
a culturally distinctly different mode of thought: post-Cartesian,
modern European philosophy. While we cannot deny that history as such
has progressed, we must dismiss the question of cultural and
philosophical progress. What we can notice is qualitative and

2
(25) Heidegger, Was, p. 17. Jaspers (Glaube, p. 124), shifts the

emphasglis from being to becoming: "The perennial task of philosophy is:
to actually become human by becoming aware of being... (with) the aim of

gaining the independence of man as an individual."



quantitative change. From a historical point of view a complex mass of
philosophical information has been acquired from within the European
tradition as well as from outside, as the attempts to integrate Indian
thought demonstrate. European philosophy, as opposed to Greek or
Indian philosophy, is aware of its transcendental content as being
thinkable, hence describable. (24) Our main exponent of pessimism,
Schopenhauer, unconsciously expresses this typically European trait
vhen, on the basis of his anthropocentric self-awareness, he declares
that the task of philosophy is to repeat in abstract, general and clear
terms that which this world essentially represents.

When examining and descriking thought in India, it seems
imperative to revise the type of view held by such thinkers as ’
Schopenhaner. Comparative philosophy has learnt to differentiate
between philosophies rooted in different cultures. In ocur own approach
we want to maintain a balanced commection between our two main
traditions, witk the help of a meta-concept emerging from their
tentative juxtaposition. From a Western standpoint Indian philosophy
seems "mystical" in essence (see Chapter 6). The reasom why Indian
tradition develops its philosophical views in a different, rather
opposite direction as compared to European philosophy may be sought in
its basié acceptance of what the occident calls "mystical experience"
as a direct means of seeing the truth. It lies in the nature of this
mystical seeing that it can only be described indirectly, allegorically
or by paraphrase. This experience of reality, this understanding and
knowledge of truth, constitues the fundamental - but ineffable - fact
for the Indian thinker. On the basis of his personal kmowledge, or
belief, he demonstrates how to talk about this fact. He comments on
it by adding to the development of tke deductive exposition of the

(24) Pieper (Philos., pp. 46-47) reminds that in pre-modem ontology
(up to the 20th century) all being was considered true, and "being"
and "tnié" were exchangeable concepts. Saying that something was
"true™ meant that it was known and knowable, known through the
absolute mind, knowable for the non-absolute mind.
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original mystical insight, which functions as the central experience,
or the "core event", so to speak. The knowledge of it, or about it,
remaing the unchangeable target towards which all the systematic
explanatory structures which form the tradition are oriented. This
idea of tradition implies comment. (25) Indian philosophy, in fact,
centres on the formal exposition of comments on the knowledge of truth.
Thig truth, being a timeless principle, determines a timeless relation
between this world and the knowledge of it., The Indian philosopher
proceeds in the light of the knmowledge of truth, which itself remains
unaffected by this process of understanding. Unlike European '
metaphysics, which relies on a stepwise approximation of truth, the
Indian approach does not reflect any historical oriemtation. Our German
pessimists, as we shall see later, expand their views as their knowledge
develops under the impact of the presumable shortcomings of this world.
For the Indian thinker no knowledge can be derived from the fact that
there is evil in this world. This problem is left to the private,
practical comcern of the single individual. A pessimigtic attitude in
India may determine a man’s interest in life, perhaps turning him into

a practising ascetic, without affecting the escence of his outlook,
Philosophy, just like asceticism, appears as a formal reaction to and

a practical consequence of the fact that knowledge existed before and
not after the establishment of its philosophical tradition. Since the
attainment of this absolute knowledge is the result of a highly personal,
mystical, experience, such terms as vidya, jnana or prajna in

Bralmanism or Buddhism do not refer to objective knowledge either

(see pp. 220, 277). Yet we cannot characterize the Indian view as
subjective just because it is based on a personal and incommunicable
principle. This Westerm perspective proves itself inapplicable as soon
ag we understand that in Indian thought the subjective and objective

aspects must somewhere coincide; it becomes irrelevant, since the world,

(25) Radhakrishnen (Br.Su., P- 26) writes: "Even the most original

thinkers do not claim to expound a new system of thought but write
commentaries (and), even vhen they advance new views, do so in the name

of an o0ld tradition.”
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including life, as man commonly sees it is not considered as real there.
In India reality remains invisible to ordimary perception through
reason., It cannot be seem due to the machinations and the intrigues of
maya, the principle of illusion, which is one of the most general
categories, implicit everywhere in Indian thought. (26) From this agpect
also our individual thinking is mayic. Notwithstanding any private,
personal connection with the knowledge of truth, or reality, individual
life is, therefore, seen as illusive and insubstantial with regard to
the existence of reality, whereas in European thought, as mentioned, the
highest possible knowledge is based on man’s personal existence and his

awareness thereof.

In the given context, we could allocate some intermediate
position to the Greeks who, treating truth as a somewhat mystical emtity,
distinguish it from philosophical knowledge. In India, the core event
occurs in the beginning, but with regard to the philosophical situation
in Europe it is happenirg now, and moving along with the present. If we
were to find any pessimistic aspects in Indian cmlture, these would have
to be relatable to a mystical orientation with a core event in the
beginnirng, Looking at pessimistic foz}ns of modern European thought, we
see that they feature a culture-centred Weltanschauung which is still om
the way to finding its core event. (1) In other words, here pessimism
presupposes a future-oriented self-awaremess. To describe the relative
diachronic orientations of Indian and European thought, we could compare
India and Europe to two travellers facing each other in the same
compartment of a train which is moving in one direction, while the two
travellers, who have decided to converse with each other, are looking

towards the past or the future of their joummey respectively.

Before making the final step in our attempt to expose how under

different philosophical guise there exists some common meta-concemrn, we

(26) See Radhakrishnan, Phil.I, pp. 31-36.

(27) Pieper (philos., pp. 52, 85) mentions a concept of philosophical

hope corresponding with the aim of philosophy, the understanding of

reality from a final principle of unity, of which, however, the finite
human mind will never be capable.



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































