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Buddhism and Harmonism

Bridge article — Philosophical Cartography

Traces the convergences and structural divergences between the Buddhist tradition and Harmonism. See also: Nāgārjuna and the Void, Convergences on the Absolute, The Landscape of the Isms.




The Shared Territory

Buddhism and Harmonism do not share an origin, a method, or a final aim — and yet the territory they map overlaps at precisely the points where philosophical inquiry reaches its deepest register. Both traditions hold that the ordinary mind’s grasp of reality is structurally distorted. Both insist that this distortion generates suffering. Both identify a path through which the distortion is corrected — not by acquiring new information but by a fundamental reorientation of the practitioner’s relationship to what is. And both regard this reorientation as the central task of human life, not a peripheral spiritual hobby.

The convergences are real. The divergences are equally real, and they matter — not because one tradition is right and the other wrong, but because each maps dimensions of reality that the other leaves underexplored. The Five Cartographies model holds that different traditions are different instruments applied to the same anatomy of the soul. Buddhism is among the most precise instruments ever forged. Harmonism’s task is not to correct Buddhism but to situate its insights within a larger architecture — one that includes the constructive dimension that Buddhism’s own method deliberately leaves unbuilt.





Dharma: The First Convergence

The word itself is shared. Both traditions place Dharma at the centre of their vision — and in both cases, Dharma means something deeper than religious law or cultural custom. For the Buddhist tradition, Dharma is the teaching of the Buddha, the truth of how things are, the path that leads from suffering to its cessation. For Harmonism, Dharma is human alignment with Logos — the inherent order of the cosmos — and the ethical-practical path of right action that follows from that alignment.

The overlap is structural, not merely terminological. Both traditions hold that there is a way things actually are (not merely a way things appear to culture, convention, or individual preference), that this way is discoverable, and that living in accordance with it produces a qualitatively different kind of life. The Buddhist formulation emphasises the cessation of duḥkha (suffering, unsatisfactoriness); Harmonism emphasises alignment with Logos as the ground of Harmony — the meta-telos that subsumes liberation, flourishing, and creative engagement with the Cosmos. The direction is different; the conviction that there is a direction at all is shared.

Both traditions also insist that Dharma is universal — not the property of a culture, a lineage, or an ethnic group. The Buddha did not teach an Indian religion; he taught what he understood as the structure of reality, accessible to anyone who undertakes the investigation. Harmonism makes the same claim from its own ground: Logos manifests through every tradition that genuinely touches reality, and the Wheel of Harmony is not a cultural product but an ontological blueprint. This shared universalism is what makes genuine philosophical dialogue possible — neither system regards truth as parochial.





Emptiness and the Void

The deepest convergence lies in what precedes manifestation. What The Void calls the pre-ontological ground, Mādhyamaka Buddhism calls śūnyatā — emptiness.

The Void assigns the number 0 to this ground — pregnant nothingness, prior to being and non-being, the silence from which creation continuously arises. Nāgārjuna’s Śūnyatāsaptati and Mūlamadhyamakakārikā demonstrate with extraordinary philosophical rigour that no phenomenon possesses svabhāva (inherent existence, self-nature, own-being). Everything that appears does so through dependent origination — arising in dependence on causes, conditions, and conceptual imputation. The entire manifest world is empty of the kind of self-standing being that the untrained mind reflexively projects onto things.

The convergence is precise: what Nāgārjuna calls emptiness of inherent existence, Harmonism calls the pregnant zero from which all numbers arise. Both hold that the ground is not absence but the condition of possibility for everything that appears. Both hold that this ground is pre-ontological — prior to the categories of existence and non-existence. And both recognise that ordinary cognition systematically misreads reality by attributing independent self-nature to phenomena that possess none. The Nāgārjuna and the Void bridge article traces this convergence in detail through the seventy-three stanzas of the Śūnyatāsaptati.

The Heart Sutra’s famous formula — rūpaṃ śūnyatā, śūnyataiva rūpam (“form is emptiness, emptiness is form”) — maps directly onto the structural relationship between the Void (0) and the Cosmos (1). Emptiness is not the negation of form; form is not the negation of emptiness. They are two registers of one reality. This is what Convergences on the Absolute identifies as the Buddhist grammar for the insight that the formula 0 + 1 = ∞ encodes.





Dependent Origination and Logos

Pratītyasamutpāda — dependent origination — is Buddhism’s account of how the manifest world hangs together. Nothing arises independently; everything exists in a web of mutual conditionality. This is not a metaphysical system (the Buddhist tradition is careful to distinguish dependent origination from metaphysical causation) but a description of how things actually function: each phenomenon conditions and is conditioned by others, and no phenomenon stands outside this web as a self-sufficient ground.

Logos — Harmonism’s term for the inherent harmonic intelligence of the cosmos — operates at a different register but maps the same territory from above. Where dependent origination describes the horizontal web of conditionality among phenomena, Logos names the vertical ordering principle that gives that web its structure. Dependent origination observes that no thing is self-caused; Logos names the ordering intelligence that makes the web coherent rather than chaotic. The Buddhist sees the web; the Harmonist sees the web and the principle that weaves it.

This is not a contradiction — it is a difference in scope. Dependent origination is a phenomenological description: here is how things relate. Logos is an ontological claim: here is why the relating has order rather than entropy. Buddhism’s methodological restraint — its refusal to posit a cosmic ordering principle — is deliberate, not accidental. The tradition regards metaphysical commitments as potential sites of attachment, and attachment as the engine of suffering. Nāgārjuna’s prasaṅga method dismantles every metaphysical position precisely because clinging to any position — even a true one — obstructs liberation. Harmonism respects this methodological choice while making a different one: it holds that articulating the structure of reality is not attachment but alignment, and that the Wheel of Harmony is precisely the architecture that dependent origination’s insight makes possible once one moves from deconstruction to construction.





The Self: Anātman, Ātman, Presence

The most visible doctrinal divergence between Buddhism and the Hindu traditions — and one that illuminates Harmonism’s own position — concerns the self. Buddhism teaches anātman: no fixed, independent, self-existing self can be found among the five aggregates (skandhas) of form, feeling, perception, mental formations, and consciousness. The Hindu traditions, broadly, teach Ātman: there is an eternal, transcendent self that is the witness behind all experience and ultimately identical with Brahman.

Sri Dharma Pravartaka Acharya, in his lectures and in Sanatana Dharma: The Eternal Natural Way, argues that the Buddha originally taught Ātman-doctrine and that the contemporary Buddhist understanding of anātman as “literally no self” is a later distortion — that the original teaching was the negation of the material self, not of the transcendent self. He frames this as a case of institutional drift: the Buddha’s original insight, close to Vedāntic spirituality, was altered by later systematisers — particularly Nāgārjuna’s introduction of śūnyatā and Aśoka’s institutional codification — in much the way Paul altered the original teachings of Jesus.

The structural observation — that emptiness alone is half the process, that the via negativa requires completion by a via positiva that discloses the positive content of what remains after deconstruction — carries genuine philosophical force and converges with Harmonism’s own architecture. Acharya captures this with characteristic directness: “You empty a cup, but then what do you do with the cup? The cup has its Dharma.” The emptied vessel has a function; the cleared ground awaits construction. Harmonism agrees: the Mādhyamaka clears the ground, and the Wheel of Harmony builds the temple.

The historical claims, however, require epistemic discipline. The Tathāgatagarbha texts and certain Mahāparinirvāṇa Sūtra passages that seem to affirm something like Ātman are themselves late — later than or contemporary with Nāgārjuna — and their interpretation remains fiercely contested within Buddhist scholarship. The mainstream of the tradition, both Theravāda and Mahāyāna, holds that the Buddha’s anātman teaching was genuinely revolutionary: not merely “there is no material self” but “there is no fixed, independent, self-existing self of any kind.” The parallel between Nāgārjuna and Paul overstates the case — Nāgārjuna systematised and philosophically defended insights already present in the Prajñāpāramitā literature and the Pāli Canon’s own Suññata suttas, whereas Paul introduced theological innovations (substitutionary atonement, universal gentile mission) with no clear precedent in Jesus’s recorded words. Harmonism’s commitment to epistemic honesty — distinguishing what doctrine holds from what scholarship supports from what tradition claims — requires noting that Acharya’s historical narrative is a position within Hindu apologetics, not settled scholarship.

Harmonism’s own resolution does not require adjudicating this debate. The “self” that navigates the Wheel of Harmony is neither the reified Ātman of popular Vedānta (a cosmic substance hiding behind the empirical personality) nor the no-self of popular Buddhism (a mere stream of aggregates with no organising centre). It is Presence — the centre of the Wheel, the state of conscious awareness from which all pillars are engaged. Presence is not a substance; it is a functional reality. It is what the practitioner discovers when both reification (“this is my eternal fixed self”) and nihilism (“there is no self at all”) are released. This is Qualified Non-Dualism in action: the self is real but not independently self-existing; it is a genuine centre of awareness that exists in relation to the whole.

The Buddhist who practises sustained meditation discovers something that is not dissolved when all content dissolves — what Dzogchen calls rigpa, what Zen calls beginner’s mind. It is not a persisting substance: Dzogchen is emphatic that rigpa is empty of inherent existence — unfabricated awareness rather than an enduring self — and the tradition carefully refrains from calling it “self” precisely to avoid the reification trap. The Vedāntin who practises sustained meditation discovers the same thing and names it Ātman. Harmonism’s claim — that Presence is the natural state of consciousness, a convergence claim across traditions — holds that both are pointing at the same reality from different methodological commitments. The disagreement is genuine at the level of conceptual framing; it dissolves at the level of direct experience.





The Two Truths and Harmonic Realism

Nāgārjuna’s two truths doctrine — conventional truth (saṃvṛti-satya) and ultimate truth (paramārtha-satya) — provides the structural hinge of Mādhyamaka philosophy. Conventionally, phenomena function: causes produce effects, actions generate consequences, the world operates. Ultimately, none of these processes possess inherent existence. The two truths are not two realities but two registers of one reality.

This is structurally cognate to the relationship between the Cosmos (1) and the Void (0) in Harmonism’s formula. The Cosmos is the register at which phenomena arise, relate, and dissolve. The Void is the register at which none of it possesses independent being. Conventional truth maps to the dimension of manifestation; ultimate truth maps to the pre-ontological ground. The Absolute — the ∞ that is the identity of both — corresponds to what the two truths doctrine points toward without naming: the reality that includes both registers without being reducible to either.

Harmonic Realism, however, makes a move that the Mādhyamaka does not. It holds that reality is inherently harmonic and irreducibly multidimensional — matter and energy at the cosmic scale, physical body and energy body at the human — and that each dimension is genuinely real on its own terms. The Buddhist tradition, committed to the symmetry of emptiness (nirvāṇa is as empty as saṃsāra), does not assign different dimensions of reality different ontological weights. Harmonic Realism does. Consciousness is not what the brain does; matter is not what consciousness dreams; the energy body and its diverse modes of awareness are not reducible to either. This multidimensional realism is what allows Harmonism to build the Wheel of Harmony with genuine architectural specificity — each pillar addresses a real dimension of human life, not a conventional appearance awaiting dissolution.





Via Negativa and Via Positiva

The deepest structural distinction between Buddhism and Harmonism — and the point where Acharya’s analysis most cleanly converges with Harmonism’s own — is the relationship between deconstruction and construction.

Buddhism in its analytic and Mādhyamaka register — the stream this article engages — is fundamentally a via negativa. (The generalization does not cover the whole tradition: the Tathāgatagarbha / Buddha-nature teachings, Dzogchen’s positive descriptions of the luminous ground, Shingon’s sacramental esotericism, and Pure Land devotion are cataphatic in their own right.) In its negative register it tells the practitioner what they are not (not the body, not the feelings, not the perceptions, not the mental formations, not even consciousness as an aggregate). It tells the practitioner what reality is not (not inherently existent, not permanent, not satisfactory when clung to). It removes — with extraordinary precision and therapeutic power — every false identification, every reified concept, every substrate the mind tries to grasp. The Prāsaṅgika method of Nāgārjuna’s lineage perfects this operation: it claims no thesis of its own, demolishes every thesis it encounters, and treats the silence that follows as itself the teaching.

This is a legitimate and necessary philosophical operation. Harmonism honours it as such. The contemplative encounter with The Void — “the progressive dissolution of the experiencer itself, the systematic surrender of subject, object, and the capacity to experience as separate entities” — is the phenomenological equivalent of what Nāgārjuna accomplishes in logic. Both clear the ground. Both dissolve the projections. Both leave the practitioner standing on nothing — and in that groundlessness, something real becomes visible.

But groundlessness is not ground. The cleared space calls for construction. Having seen that all phenomena are empty of inherent existence, how does one live? Having dissolved the reified self, what organises the practitioner’s engagement with the Cosmos? Having deconstructed every metaphysical position, what architecture guides the building of a family, a health practice, a vocation, a civilisation?

Harmonism’s answer is the Wheel of Harmony: the constructive blueprint that the deconstructive insight makes possible. Presence at centre — the awareness that remains when all false identifications have been dissolved — gives coherence to Health, Matter, Service, Relationships, Learning, Nature, and Recreation. The Way of Harmony — the spiral through the pillars, each pass at a higher register — is the via positiva that the Buddhist via negativa clears space for. The relationship is sequential and complementary, not competitive: the Mādhyamaka removes what obstructs; the Wheel provides what sustains.

This is why Harmonism holds that Buddhism’s contribution is not diminished by its incompleteness — any more than a surgeon’s contribution is diminished by not also being the architect of the patient’s future home. The clearing is indispensable. The building is equally indispensable. Framing the relationship as deficiency — as though Buddhism failed to provide the constructive dimension — misreads the tradition’s own self-understanding. The Buddhist path has a telos (the cessation of suffering), and it achieves it through the means it provides (the Noble Eightfold Path, the Bodhisattva vow, the progressive development of prajñā and karuṇā). The claim that this telos is insufficient is a claim made from outside the tradition — from a ground that values not only liberation from suffering but sovereign participation in the Cosmos as a field of Dharmic action. That ground is Harmonism’s own.





Soteriology and Alignment

The telos of Buddhism is nirvāṇa: the cessation of duḥkha (suffering) through the extinction of the craving, aversion, and delusion that fuel the cycle of saṃsāra. The twelve limbs of dependent origination trace the mechanism by which ignorance generates suffering: ignorance → formations → consciousness → name-and-form → the six senses → contact → feeling → craving → grasping → becoming → birth → aging-and-death. Break any link — preferably ignorance itself, through the direct seeing of emptiness — and the chain dissolves.

Harmonism shares the recognition that ignorance generates suffering and that clear seeing is the fundamental remedy. But its telos is not cessation — it is Harmony: the meta-telos that subsumes liberation, flourishing, alignment, and creative engagement with the Cosmos. Where the Buddhist path aims, in its most rigorous formulations, to extinguish the flame of craving, Harmonism aims to align it. Dharma in Harmonism’s sense is not escape from manifestation but sovereign participation in it. The practitioner does not dissolve the twelve limbs; they inhabit the Wheel — which is itself a structure of conscious, non-reified engagement with every dimension of human life.

The Mahāyāna tradition’s Bodhisattva ideal — the vow to remain in saṃsāra until all beings are liberated — represents an internal move within Buddhism toward exactly this kind of engaged participation. The Bodhisattva does not flee the world; they return to it, again and again, motivated by karuṇā (compassion) and guided by prajñā (wisdom). This is the closest Buddhism comes to Harmonism’s Dharmic orientation — and it is no accident that the traditions within Buddhism that most emphasise the Bodhisattva path (Tibetan Buddhism, Chan/Zen’s “chop wood, carry water” integration) are often the traditions that converge most naturally with Harmonism’s insistence that awakening must land in embodied, engaged life.





The Buddha as Cartographic Witness

Within the Five Cartographies model, the Buddha belongs to the Indian cartography — the most extensive philosophical and contemplative apparatus the ancient world produced. His specific contribution is diagnostic. No tradition in history has mapped the mechanics of delusion — the way the mind constructs a seemingly solid world out of ephemeral processes and then suffers from its own construction — with comparable depth and therapeutic precision.

Nāgārjuna extended this contribution into the philosophical register: where the Buddha demonstrated the path out of suffering, Nāgārjuna demonstrated the philosophical impossibility of the inherent existence the mind projects onto things. Together, they constitute the most rigorous via negativa available — a philosophical and contemplative technology of unmatched power for dismantling the false, the projected, and the reified.

What they do not provide — and what Harmonism does — is the constructive architecture: the positive blueprint for an integrated life navigated through Presence, structured by the Wheel, grounded in Harmonic Realism’s affirmation that the Cosmos is genuinely real and that inhabiting it with sovereignty and care is not a concession to illusion but the highest expression of alignment with Logos.

The two operations need each other. A construction without deconstruction builds on unexamined foundations — and the history of civilisational failure demonstrates what happens when reified concepts (nation, race, self-interest, dogma) are never subjected to the kind of radical scrutiny that the Buddhist tradition applies. A deconstruction without construction leaves the practitioner in a philosophical desert — lucidly aware that nothing has inherent existence, but without a map for what to do with that awareness in the domain of health, family, vocation, community, and the care of the earth.

Harmonism holds both: the Buddhist clearing and the Dharmic building. The Void is the ground; the Wheel is the temple; the practitioner stands in both.





A Note on Hindu Readings of Buddhism

Sri Dharma Pravartaka Acharya’s lectures and his Sanatana Dharma: The Eternal Natural Way offer a reading of Buddhism from within the Vedāntic tradition that is worth engaging — both for what it illuminates and for where it overstates its case. The relevant material here is his philosophical assessment of Buddhism.

Acharya’s structural claim — that emptiness without fullness is an incomplete path, that the via negativa requires a via positiva to complete the circuit — is philosophically sound and converges with Harmonism’s architecture. His experiential claim — that the practitioner who passes through emptiness discovers not nothingness but the ecstatic fullness of Consciousness, Ānanda — carries the weight of lived practice within a serious lineage.

His historical claims require more caution. The narrative that the Buddha was essentially a Vedāntic teacher whose original Ātman-doctrine was corrupted by later institutionalisation is a position within Hindu apologetics, not settled scholarship. Buddhism’s anātman teaching, its rejection of Vedic authority, and its establishment of an independent Saṅgha represent genuine philosophical and institutional innovations — not distortions of a Vedic original. The parallel between Nāgārjuna and Paul overstates the structural similarity: Nāgārjuna systematised insights already present in the Buddhist canon, while Paul introduced genuinely novel theological commitments. Harmonism’s commitment to epistemic honesty requires noting these distinctions rather than adopting a narrative that serves one tradition’s self-understanding at the expense of another’s.

The deeper issue is that Harmonism does not need the Buddha to have been secretly Vedāntic. The Five Cartographies model dissolves the need to choose between the Buddhist and Hindu framings. Both traditions mapped real dimensions of the same reality — the Buddhist with unmatched deconstructive precision, the Vedāntic with unmatched constructive depth. The apparent contradiction between anātman and Ātman is not a historical accident to be resolved by claiming one side distorted the other. It is a genuine philosophical tension that Harmonism resolves architecturally: the self is real but not independently self-existing; Presence is the functional centre that remains when both reification and nihilism are released.





Practical Implications

For a practitioner oriented by Harmonism, the Buddhist tradition offers three irreplaceable resources.

The first is meditative technology. Buddhist meditation systems — Vipassanā, Shamatha, Dzogchen, Zen — are among the most refined contemplative technologies in human history. They train exactly the capacity that Presence requires: sustained, non-reactive, non-reifying awareness. A Harmonist practitioner who learns Vipassanā is not borrowing from a foreign tradition; they are accessing one facet of the Indian cartography that Harmonism already recognises as part of its deep structure.

The second is diagnostic precision. The Buddhist analysis of suffering — the four noble truths, the mechanics of craving and aversion, the aggregates, the fetters — is the most detailed diagnostic map of psychological dysfunction ever produced. For the practitioner working through the Wheel, this diagnostic serves the same function that blood markers serve in the Wheel of Health: it tells you where the blockage is. Attachment to a fixed self-image (the identity-view fetter) is as diagnosable as elevated cortisol, and the Buddhist tradition provides the instruments.

The third is philosophical hygiene. Nāgārjuna’s prasaṅga method is the most powerful intellectual antiseptic available against reification — the mind’s chronic tendency to solidify, essentialize, and cling to its own constructs. For a tradition like Harmonism, which builds elaborate architectures (the Wheel, the sub-wheels, the Architecture of Harmony, the ontological cascade from Logos to Dharma to practice), the Buddhist corrective is essential. The Wheel is a map, not the territory. The formula 0 + 1 = ∞ is a yantra, not a proposition. Every construct Harmonism builds must be held lightly — used as a navigational instrument, never mistaken for the reality it represents. Buddhism’s gift to Harmonism is the perpetual reminder that even the most beautiful temple is empty of inherent existence — and that this emptiness is not a defect but the very condition that allows the temple to serve its purpose.



See also: Nāgārjuna and the Void, Convergences on the Absolute, The Landscape of the Isms, The Void, The Absolute, Harmonic Realism, Qualified Non-Dualism, Presence



EPUB/nav.xhtml

Buddhism and Harmonism

		Buddhism and Harmonism		The Shared Territory

		Dharma: The First Convergence

		Emptiness and the Void

		Dependent Origination and Logos

		The Self: Anātman, Ātman, Presence

		The Two Truths and Harmonic Realism

		Via Negativa and Via Positiva

		Soteriology and Alignment

		The Buddha as Cartographic Witness

		A Note on Hindu Readings of Buddhism

		Practical Implications









  
    		
      Title Page
    


  





