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EDITORIAL

Human suflering was one of the main points of depar-
ture for the religious quest in several traditions. Why should
man, a seeker of good and of ultimate happiness, actually find
himself in constant suffering? Even today it remains the main hu-
man focus of religions. What do religions provide as solutions
to this problem of human suffering? This is the theme we have
chosen for this issue of the Journal of Dharma.

Besides being a deep metaphysicall problem, suffering has
also psychological, social and cultural implications. It is a cen-
tral theme in numerous works of art, down the centuries. Man
has tried to depict his tragic condition in marble and paint, as
well as in immortal works of tragic drama and poetry. But in
these he has also expressed his capacity to survive the greatest
tragedies of nature and to retain his personal life and dignity. The
earliest signs of human artistic creativity appear in the burial
places, where he has depicted in unmistakable symbois his be-
lief in the immortal survival of the departed.

But from a common sense point of view, suffering is, ap-
parently, a problem which has no solution. Some Existentialist
philosophers seem to emphasize the view that life is absurd and
man a useless quest. Freud condenined all religious efforts to
solve the problem of suffering as mere wishful thinking: “Earth-
quakes, floods and fires do not differentiate between the good and
devout men, and the sinner and unbeliever.... It happens often
enough that the violent, the crafty and the unprincipled seize the
desirable good of the earth for themselves, while the pious go
empty_away.” This pessimistic, cynical view of suffering is fur-
ther strengthened by the fact that a good deal of poverty and
misery in the world today is man-made, produced by the unbrid-
led ambition of men who want to secure their own well-being at
the expense of those who are too weak to fight for their rightful
share of goods.

But world religions that have always attempted to find solu-
tions for the fundamental problems of human life started from
this common sense view and each in its own way sought to find
the meaning behind the apparent meaninglessness of human life.
Siddhartha Gautama Buddha started with the common sense view
that life is all suffering and that the few pleasures which we find
in life serve only to make more acute the suffering that follows
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them. But he realized that this suffering is not insoluble or ines.
capable since it is part of a chain of factors that surround man,
and that man’s authentic reality lies beyond them, in emptiness
and silence that is called Nirvana. Vardhamana Mahavira and the
Jain tradition took 2 positive view of this life and its multifarious
aspects of suffering, and proposed a process of synthesis that would
bring together the various positive aspects and values that will
slowly and gradually develop in an individual’s life into infinjte
knowledge and power and happiness.

Hinduism had a long struggle with the problem of suffering
and its causes, and discovered that the principle of solution lay
in the transcendence of the self which faced the complexities of
matter as a challenge to work out its own liberation through the
goals of wealth, pleasure and righteous organization of life. In
the tension between spirit and matter, its solution to the problem
moved in two directions: Since the spirit is reality par excellence
and, in fact, absolute, on the one hand, it tended to discount evil
and suffering as unreal and transitory over against the permanence
and immutability of the self. On the other hand, through karma

theory, it placed the responsibility for suffering completely on the -

individual and his past actions which left their seed in the subtle
condition of matter which later produced its results in another
life in a chain of beginningless sanzsira. The whole life struggle
insists in trying to escape from this bondage of samsara.

The Hebrews found the origin of evil and suffering in man’s
violation, through pride and rebellion, of the command given to
him by God, who, therefore, justly punished him. But it found the
positive value of suffering in two considerations: First, punish-
ing God is also a loving father, who knows best how to turn this
suffering to the good of his children who are being punished. This
is the attitude of Job in the Old Testament, the model of suffering
and patience in his apparently, undescrved calamities. Along with
this was a second thought that a person through his suffering
was paying not only for his own misdeeds but, vicariously, also
for his fellowmen. The suffering Servant of the Lord in the book
of Isaias is an example of this attitude to suffering. Christians
and Muslims followed up and developed these lines of Hebrew
thought. According to Muslim tradition, human suffering is part
of the loving design of God for turning the sinner back to the
path of faith and obedience. In Christianity, Jesus Christ, the
Son of God made man, identified himself with the suffering

humanity and died on the Cross offering himself as a sacrificial
victim for the salvation of mankind. ‘ -

These various attempts at solving the riddle qf suﬁer:mg

have not exhausted the possibilities. The problem still regxarlir:ls,
and evil and suffering are facts. A gooSi part of }}:uma? Euwfn erlg
is deliberately inflicted by human beings on t eir fe f’n ex
On the other hand, it is not in aff_]uenc'e ar}d the mto&ace}x gthat
perience of worldly pleasures, but in privation an?i su ermgi,f_COW
man discovers his own naked existence and arrives at se "
sciousness and the realization of his own reality that transcends
the limitations of time and space. A
uffering is a mystery and will remain a mystery for the
rnindsof man{.; All th:t is fpossible TI}S) to app}r)o?cil'; 1ati If]?dmatdlgeﬁﬁ;
ives and points of view. This is wha

.psiflsep f)cfntvlfe ]ourrf;l. Robert Neville approaches tP_xe fac}i of hun:;?
suffering, which is first and foremo_st‘a psy§h010g1c?1 p en}(:gl%n :
under the form of guilt from a Chr}stlan point of view. Jo ¢ ;\x:
ker, who has written a cornprehenswe book on Problems '?;{f Suffe f
ing in the Religions of the World, gives here furtherhelulsl aélon oa
the theology of suffering. Mahmoud M. Ayoub, who | ash o;lieus_
long and scholarly research on the problem of suffering in t e =
lim tradition, has given a lucid presentation of the redelrélpnve ;1 "
ue of suffering in Islam. Coming to t.he East,_Frank J ennez 1
cusses the conception of suffering in the Samkhyg~Yoga gc oons—
of thought. Both BK. Matilal and R.P. Shar‘ma discuss the _cc;s
cept of suffering in Buddhism, but from two different pcrspcfcftwin.
R.K. Tripathi takes an overall look at the approaghes to guter tg
today. We are glad to present in the survey section an in gregc-
ing discussion by Yvonne Korshak.on 'Western art in its dep
tion of suffering at different stages in history. '

We have made no attempt to synthesize these different con-
tributions to any unified view. The}r s‘peak for themselves. ,T}it_eflr
net result, we hope, is that of a Il.mlt language,' that’ mags 13
of suffering is not useless nor meaningless, that it points aleryog
itself to a region of light, glory and fulﬁhngnt, existent heafy
here in the immortal self of man, to be realized fully in the fu-
rure in the authentic condition of man.
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