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Foreword

Zen Buddhism is often thought of in the West as a kind of
anti-philosophy, a matter of living in the present moment of
experience without any intellectual framework or presuppositions.
Zen does indeed lead to a new quality of consciousness in which the
world is experienced directly and not through a grid of culturally
created concepts. But behind the Zen practice of meditation there
lies a profound and subtle philosophy developed over many cen-
turies and stemming ultimately from the spiritual insights of the
Buddha two and a half thousand years ago. This book makes that
philosophy available to the West by presenting it in dialogue with
some of the major traditions of Western thought.

Zen philosophy presents a radical alternative to various presup-
posed doctrines of Western thought which seem (in the words of
T. E. Hulme) ‘not doctrines, but inevitable categories of the human
mind ... [People] do not see them but other things through them’.
The fundamental alternative to a set of Western assumptions is not
another set of Western assumptions but the genuinely different
presuppositions of much Eastern thought. Such an alternative
occurs in one of its most powerful and thoroughgoing forms within
Buddhism, and specifically in the philosophy of Zen. The West can
only be enriched, if at the same time puzzled and provoked, by
awareness of this fundamentally different possibility.

The author of this book, Masao Abe, has been the leading
philosophical exponent of Zen to the West since the death of D. T.
Suzuki. Abe belongs to the vigorous Kyoto School and is a suc-
cessor of its greater figures, Nishida, Hisamatsu and Nishitani. It
has been a characteristic of this school of Zen thought to be inter-
ested in the wider intellectual world and in particular to foster
Buddhist-Christian interactions. Abe’s book is accordingly a major
contribution both to East—West dialogue and to the developing
encounter between Buddhism and Christianity.

Department of Religion JOHN HICK
Claremont Graduate School

Claremont, California
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Editor’s Introduction

Although written twenty-five years ago, the following statement by
the noted historian Lynn White, Jr seems just as valid and worthy of
attention today:

Prophecy is rash, but it may well be that the publication of D. T.
Suzuki’s first Essays in Zen Buddhism in 1927 will seem in future
generations as great an intellectual event as William of Moer-
beke’s Latin translations of Aristotle in the thirteenth century or
Marsiglio Ficino’s of Plato in the fifteenth. But in Suzuki’s case
the shell of the Occident has been broken through. More than we
dream, we are now governed by the new canon of the globe.!

What Suzuki had tried to do at the time was to present Buddhism as
something other than a relatively arcane tradition of ancient Asian
texts; throughout his long career of lecturing and writing he
demanded that his audiences consider it as a fully contemporary
and valid alternative to the intellectual and religious traditions of
our Western experience.

It was possible for Suzuki (1870-1966) to do this precisely
because when he had been a young man — that is, around the turn
of the century — the intellectual life of Japan had been vigorously
engaged in the study of the Western philosophical and religious
tradition. But this process of intelligent absorption was at the same
time one of sensitive comparison; just then many of the best
thinkers of Japan, while mastering the terminology and endemic
problems of Western thought, contrasted these with the approach,
direction, and bases of their own Mahayana tradition. Although
Suzuki was not trained as a professional philosopher, he had been
and always remained fairly close to these discussions going on in
Japan and, as a result, he was unusually able to engage his Western
audiences with the promise that, through an understanding of Zen,
they might grasp the ‘difference’ offered to the West by Buddhism
as a whole.

X1



X1l Editor’s Introduction

The thing worthy of note here, however, is that, although Suzuki
was a uniquely skilled and eminent communicator, he was neither
the beginning nor the end of the religious and intellectual interac-
tion between Buddhism and Western thought. Concurrent with his
own career something usually referred to as the ‘Kyoto School’ of
philosophy came into being and played an important role in the
intellectual life of Japan. The founder of this school was a personal
friend and lifelong acquaintance of Suzuki, Kitaro Nishida (1870
—1945). Although still largely unknown in the West, the Kyoto
School has undoubtedly been the most vigorous group of indigenous
philosophical thinkers in Japan. This is in part because of the
stature of Nishida, a nonpareil among philosophers in modern
Japan. But it continued on with thinkers such as Hajime Tanabe,
Shin’ichi Hisamatsu, and Keiji Nishitani.? Each of these men was
completely familiar with the problematics and vocabularies of
Western philosophy and at the same time concerned to articulate
what might be considered valid but alternative thought-structures
informed by traditional Buddhist ideas.

It is precisely within this tradition that Masao Abe has done his
work. In his student days at Kyoto University he was deeply
influenced by Nishida who, although retired at the time, still
dominated the intellectual landscape. Tanabe, Hisamatsu, and
Nishitani were all teachers of Abe and the cast of his mind was
clearly formed by them. Unlike these important figures of the Kyoto
School, however, Abe has spent much of his life — a good part of the
past three decades, in fact — in the West. Thus there is in him
something also of another of his teachers, namely D. T. Suzuki. If
Abe shares the Kyoto School’s interest in defining with care the
difference and creative synthesis between Western thought and the
Mahayana tradition, he also has been very much concerned to teach
and communicate these things in ways that are intelligible and
meaningful to students and scholars working in Western settings.?

It was my good fortune to be involved in the study of Japanese
thought and literature at the University of Chicago when Professor
Abe was there in 1969 to give the Charles Gooding lectures in Zen
Buddhism. It was he who first introduced me to the writings of the
major thinkers of the Kyoto School and successfully whetted my
appetite for the broader range of philosophical and religious ques-
tions which lie, I suspect, at the basis of what is most interesting and
most important about the ongoing interchange between ourselves
and the Japanese, one which over the past few decades has moved
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away from the stage of fear and hostility and into one of a much
more fruitful and positive interchange.

Nevertheless, for the most part we remain profoundly ignorant of
modern Japanese thought. In sharp contrast to the intense intellec-
tual energies which the Japanese have now for more than a century
devoted to the study and mastery of our traditions, our attention to
theirs has been meager and sporadic. We have, wrongly I think,
often assumed with a kind of cultural hauteur that Japanese
thinking has merely been undergoing a process of westernization,
one which will eventually transform it into an exact carbon-copy of
current thinking in our own academies. Such false assumptions
have led us to overlook the fact that the Japanese engagement with
Western thought has been one in which sustained attempts have
been made to refine and modulate the process of absorption —
precisely so that there might be a deeper understanding and
retention of those things considered most valuable within the
pre-modern Buddhist and Japanese traditions. If we in the West
have at times painfully discovered that there are real costs incurred
when we naively assume postures of superiority in business and
technical matters, we might wisely ask ourselves whether we are
being any less benighted in the less tangible areas of philosophy and
religion when we assume that we in the West have everything to say
worth saying.

The reader of these collected essays by Masao Abe will very
quickly discover that they show a mind deeply steeped in the
traditional problems and vocabularies of Western thought. Abe,
however, also demonstrates the hard-mindedness of the Kyoto
School’s insistence that philosophy ought to be truly comparative;
while it should be totally engaged with the deepest problems of our
existence in this world, it may not be permitted to take a facile route
to the dissolution of religious and philosophical dissimilarity. That
is, it may not be allowed to erase the significant differences between,
for example, the Buddhist and Christian traditions through the
postulation of some sort of simple and single monad at the apex of
all things. This is not to foreclose the possibility of creative unity; it
is merely to insist that it be dynamic and able to give place to
diversity as well. In my opinion, therefore, these essays by Masao
Abe comprise not merely a sustained presentation of a Mahayana
Buddhist’s outlook on perenniel philosophical questions but also a
rigorous defence of philosophy itself as an intrinsically and necessarily
comparative enterprise. As such these essays defend, I think,
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something not only Eastern but also something once thought by us
to be a special concern of Western thinkers.

Although trained primarily as a philosopher at Kyoto University,
Abe’s intellectual interaction with Western thinkers over the past
few decades has tended to be most lively and creative when it has
been with those engaged in the academic study of religion and with
those theologians who represent the Christian and Jewish tradi-
tions. One reason for this is certainly the fact that Abe himself is
committed to the religious practice of Zen and in this sense is not
merely a speculative thinker or one personally uninvolved with
religion. The reader of these essays will quickly discover that their
author is deeply concerned with the most fundamental issues of
man’s existence and eager to explore ways in which the confronta-
tion with basically religious questions might open up new ways of
thinking about our common humanity and give us some direction
through those problems which collectively make our human pre-
dicament both distinctively ‘modern’ and frighteningly precarious.

But, in addition, to me one of the more interesting reasons for
Abe’s creative interaction with theologians and religionists has to
do with the fact that in the middle decades of our century the
representative disciplines of philosophy and theology in the West-
ern academic setting appear to have virtually exchanged and traded
off to one another their customary postures with respect to the
careful scrutiny of ‘alien’ or non-Western traditions. For many
centuries, of course, it was the philosopher who was the more
curious about non-indigenous traditions, whereas the theologian
would have been interested in such traditions only for the sake of
finding an opportunity to engage in apologetics — that is, in order to
point out the ‘errors’ of the other tradition and in this way preserve
the domestic and established patterns of thought and belief. In the
past it had almost always been the theologian who had been
conservative on this matter and the philosopher who showed
genuine intellectual curiosity about things still unknown or cul-
turally unfamiliar. While theologians kept the faith intact,
philosophers such as Schopenhauer showed curiosity about the
philosophies originating east of Europe.

But in recent decades these traditional postures have now come to
be virtually reversed. In many ways professional philosophy in the
West has become a culturally insular discipline, engaged in a
repeated reviewing of the classic treatises of Western philosophy
and arriving at merely newer formulations of old problems that
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were indigenous to the Western way of posing the questions of
sknowledge and the like. At the same time these philosophers have
quite stubbornly refused to become seriously engaged with prob-
lems and formulations that have arisen outside the ambit of the
West. To see philosophy as so many ‘footnotes to Plato’ is to be
aware, of course, of the existence of continuity within our own
tradition but it is at the same time a way of being profoundly ignorant
of things outside the Western tradition. To that extent philosophy
has become, I think, a new scholasticism, a discipline which feeds
itself only on itself. So extreme did this become that, even although
the Western academy was concerned with Western philosophy
alone, there have been whole decades during which those doing
Anglo-American style philosophy had almost no ground for com-
mon discourse with those philosophers of the continent who posed
all the traditional problems slightly differently.

It is now fairly clear that this extreme insularity and fragmenta-
tion has been, at least in part, due to a certain anxiety among
philosophers about the relevance and viability of their own disci-
pline. They have swerved widely, therefore, between one assump-
tion that they were on the verge of disclosing the certain ‘founda-
tions’ of knowledge — the ongoing hope since Descartes — and its
virtual opposite, namely, the expressed fear that professional phi-
losophy may never be able to demonstrate its own necessary place
within the academy. My own suspicion is that professional philoso-
phy’s indifference to non-western thinking during the past few
decades has been partially caused by the lurking fear that any such
interest was a diversion from the real work needing to be done,
namely, the securing of philosophy’s own place within the acad-
emy. At least — for whatever reasons — there has been a cultural
introversion on the part of Western philosophy so that among
philosophers there has been no time, no desire, or latitude of mind
to deal with thought having its origins in such exotic and still — to
them at least — philosophically ‘unproven’ places as India, China,
and Japan.*

During these same decades things were noticably different in the
various divinity schools and departments of religious studies in
most American universities — especially, of course, during the sixties
and seventies. It was in these parts of the academic world that
thinkers from Asia and Africa were able to find persons ready and
willing to talk with them and compare approaches to fundamental
human questions. From my own experience as well I know that it
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was in that corner of the university devoted to the study of religion
that some of the most bright and inquisitive young minds appeared,
insisting that their education be universal in the best sense, that it
help them see more than a convoluted corner of Western experience.
In surveying aspects of the modern history of teaching philosophy,
Richard Rorty has noted that at times things such as culture
criticism were ‘hardly visible to philosophers, though little else was
visible to the best students they were teaching.” My impression is
that the same could be said for student interest in non-Western
thought; it had a magnetic hold on some of the brightest students in
our schools even though their professors of philosophy had con-
signed it to a place beneath their own gaze. Again and again I saw
such students enter readily and seriously into an exchange of ideas
with Professor Abe during those years. Somehow he seemed to
touch on issues that seemed fundamental to our existence as human
beings and was not reluctant to discuss them.

It is these questions — having to do with life and death, being and
non-being, religion and morality, the nature of time, the concepts of
God and of Emptiness, and so forth — that the serious student found
Professor Abe willing to address. It is these same questions that the
serious reader will find him addressing in this book of essays. Masao
Abe has been a peripatetic thinker and has sharpened his own
thoughts about such things through his many interchanges with
students and colleagues on three continents. The result in this book
is the emergence of a point of view which not only seeks to articulate
what it means to be a Buddhist philosopher in our era but also
throws uncommon light on some of the neglected assumptions and
presuppositions in our own Western tradition. The heuristic value
of these essays cannot be overestimated; they have much to say not
only about Buddhist alternatives to Western positions but also
provide a bold disclosure of why itis \\hat much of Western thought,
even while consistent with its own original assumptions, appears
from the Buddhist perspective to be phllosophlcally askew. Earlier
readers of Professor Abe’s ‘Non-Being and Mu’ — included here —-
have, for instance, found it to be an' unusually penetrating and
provocative piece, something that provides an aperture through
which much of Western thought can be seen in a new light. It
detects, some have said, a certain blindspot in Western ontology
that stretches from Plato to Whitehead.

But these essays are part of an even more ambitious intention.
They are not conceived with the purpose of merely articulating the
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conceptual and religious boundary-line between something called
‘the West” and something else called ‘the East’. Such an act of
demarcation — or that, for instance, between Buddhism and Christ-
1anity — is interesting but to Professor Abe less than satisfying in any
final analysis. To note the separations is, from his point of view, to
do only half of the necessary religious and philosophical work.
Equally important — and in our time a matter of consummate
urgency as well —is the discovery on our part and in our own time of
our common humanity. Readers of this book will discover that its
author is totally engaged in an effort to raise us out of certain kinds
of intellectual and religious slumber, a state in which we are
presently more benighted than enlightened. The final chapters of
this book press upon us the urgency of discovering the religious
reasons and means for taking our own destiny in our own hands as
human beings and as a single world. I find them compelling; all
readers will, I am sure, find them at least provocative and ecngaging.

During the three decades of his creative dialogue with Westerners
Masao Abe also turned his home — whether in his own Kyoto, or in
Chicago, Princeton, or California — into something of an arena for
the most engaging kinds of conversation. I have visited him in his
‘home’ in these various places and I invariably found there a small
group of people talking animatedly with him about philosophy and
religion. His concern to do this was always without discrimination;
it included notable philosophers as well as curious undergraduates.
He has always been eager to carry on this kind of inter-religious and
inter-philosophical dialogue not only with his professional peers but
also with the next generation which will themselves take it up and
continue it in new ways in the years to come.

There 1s something true about the old supposition that philoso-
phy is most truly itself when it is peripatetic; it is then and only then
that it can be really universal and really comparative at the same
time. A certain price, however, is paid for such a peripatetic way of
life and till now it has been paid by Professor Abe inasmuch as his
essays in English have been scattered over three continents. His
natural generosity prompted him to give his writings freely to
friends, colleagues, and editors in Europe, America, and Japan.
While this has meant a certain fortunate dispersion of his ideas and
deepest convictions, it has also made it difficult for the interested
student to locate the entire corpus and sce it as it really should be
seen, namely, a consistently developed and rich point of view.
Moreover, it has tended to eclipse the really wide range of things
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with which he has dealt. Since a mere glance at the table of contents
will immediately suggest to the reader the extent of this book’s
concerns, I refrain from repeating it here. I am, however, grateful to
the various editors of those publications who have permitted these
essays to be amended and given to the public in the form of this
book. I am, of course, most grateful to Professor Abe himself for
providing the basic structure of the book and for generously
discussing it with me on a number of occasions. I trust that it
adequately represents his most important concerns.

I am grateful to the editors of the various journals in which
these essays have earlier appeared for granting their permission to
republish them here. In some cases the titles have been slightly
changed to fit the format of this book and the content too has been
altered accordingly. Specifically, I would like to thank the editors of
the Theologische Zeitschrift (33) for Chapter 1; of The Eastern Buddhist
(New Series) for Chapter 2 (4:1), Chapter 3 (2:1), Chapter 6 (6:2),
Chapter 8 (1:1 [there entitled ‘Christianity and the Encounter of
World Religion’]), Chapter 12 (11:2), and Chapter 16 (8:1); and
The International Philosophical Quarterly (10:4) for Chapter 4. Chapter
5 first appeared in Religious Studies {11) and is used with the
permission of Cambridge University Press and Chapter 7 is re-
printed from Philosophy East and West (25:4) with the permission of
the University of Hawaii Press. Chapter g appeared in Japanese
Religions (8:3) as did Chapter 13 (2); Chapter 10 is reprinted from
The Ecumenical Review (25:2), Chapter 11 from Numen (13:3), and
Chapter 14 from the Proceedings of the First International Conference of
Scientists and Religious Leaders (1978). Chapter 15 has not previously
appeared in print.

1 Lynn White, Jr., “The Changing Canons of our Culture,” in
Lynn White, Jr., ed., Frontiers of Knowledge in the Study of Man.
New York: Harper and Brothers, 1956, pp. 304—305.

2 Concerning the Kyoto School the most extensive study in a
Western language to date is Fritz Buri, Der Buddha-Christus als der
Herr des wahren Selbst: Die Religionsphilosophie der Kyoto-Schule und
das Christentum (Bern and Stuttgart: Paul Haupt, 1982). The
most recent publication in English by a major thinker of that
school is Keiji Nishitani, Religion and Nothingness (Berkeley, Los
Angeles, and London: The University of California Press, 1983.)
The Buddha Eye: An Anthology of The Kyoto School, edited by
Frederick Frank and published by The Crossroad Publishing









Author’s Introduction

The selection of essays constituting this book were written at one
time or another during the past eighteen years. The focus is on Zen,
Buddhism, and the comparative study of Buddhism and Western
thought. The essays were selected primarily to present my under-
standing of Zen, especially its philosophical and religious signi-
ficance in its encounter with Western thought. Some address
themes with which I was asked to deal, while others elucidate
subjects I myself wanted to explore. Several were directed to
Japanese readers and hence were originally written in Japanese.
Others were directed to a Western audience and were written in
English. The selection includes addresses which were originally
delivered orally and are hence somewhat informal in comparison to
the more academic articles. Accordingly, the book was not written
systematically with a consistent intention. Heeding the advice of the
editor, Professor William R. LaFleur, I have tried to select and
compile the essays in such a way as to make the work as systematic
as possible. The result is the book now before you.

The fundamental ideas which ground these essays are, I believe,
consistent throughout. They may be summarized as follows.

Firstly, although Zen is often misunderstood to be an anti-
intellectualism, a cheap intuitionism, or an encouragement to
animal-like spontaneity without consideration of good and evil, it
embraces, in fact, a profound philosophy. It is a philosophy based
on a ‘non-thinking’which-is beyond both thinking and not thinking,
grounded upon ‘Self-Awakening’, and arising from wisdom and
compassion. And while in pratice, Zen expresses and lives this
philosophy in a non-philosophical, vivid, and direct way, the
philosophical basis is never lacking. I try to clarify this point,
especially in Part I, ‘Zen and Its Elucidation’.

Secondly, the ultimate in Zen (and in Buddhism) is neither
‘Being’ nor ‘Ought’, but rather ‘absolute Nothingness’ or ‘Empti-
ness’, which is dynamicalli_Ldg]LiE_aLwith ‘wondrous Being’ or

xx1
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‘Fullness’. As the ungb;m:liﬁahlc,_Emp_tmess indicates one’s true
Self, W&@Qﬁpﬁ. ndency of all things. Itis the root-
source of liberation and creativity. A twofold negation, that is, the
negation_of being and non-being, life and death, good and evil,
transcendence and immanence, is crucial to the true Buddhist
position. This is discussed in comparison with various forms of
Western thought, particularly in Part II, ‘Zen, Buddhism, and
Western Thought’. In an essay entitled ‘Non-Being and Mu: the
Metaphysical Nature of Negativity in the East and the West’, I try
to clarify the structural difference between the Western and Bud-
dhist ways of thinking.

Thirdly, Buddhism is a radical realism and a comgasslonar.e—way
of life. The desire to reach the ‘other shore’ of nirvana by overcom-
ing ‘this shore’ of samsara for the sake of wisdom is still other-
worldly and selfish. In order to overcome attachment to the ‘other
shore’ of nirvana, one must return to ‘this shore’ (samsara), and in
compassion identify with others to save them from the suffering of
transmigration. This is the genuine meaning of Buddhist life. Thus
both wisdom and compassion are the two essential aspects of the
realization of Emptiness. I adhere to this idea consistently through-
out the book, but discuss it directly in Part 111, “Three problems of
Buddhism’, as well as in the essays entitled “T'rue Person and Com-
passion’ in Part I and ‘Tillich from a Buddhist Point of View’ in
Part I1.

Fourthly, to cope with the human predicament we face in this
global age, a new cosmology, not a new humanism, is needed. It is
urgently necessary to clarify authentic religiosity within human
existence, not only in order to overcome the anti-religious ideologies
prevailing in our societies, but also in order to establish a spiritual
foundation for the hoped-for unified world. To meet this need, I
wish_to advance a“personalistic cosmology’ (which is inseparable
from a ‘cosmo-personalism’), or a ‘self-awakened cosmelogy,” which
is beyond objective cosmology and anthropocentrism. I believe that

on the basis of this-new_cosmology, a Buddhist teleology can be

established which, on the realization of Emptiness or Suchness,
provides meamng, purpose, and direction for human society and
history. This issue 1s discussed, though only in an embryonic
fashion, particularly in Part IV, ‘Religion in the Present and the
Future’, and in an essay entitled ‘Dogen on Buddha Nature’.
With these four basic ideas in mind, my purpose in making this

selection of essays can be said to be twofold:
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1 I wish to clarify what I consider the authentic spirit of Bud-
dhism in general and of Zen in particular. Such clarification is
necessary in order to avoid entanglement in the doctrinal
complexity and stereotyped practice of the traditional forms of
Buddhism (and Zen) and to firmly establish this core in our
rapidly changing, turbulent, contemporary world.

2 Beyond this interest as a Buddhist, I am more profoundly
concerned with providing a spiritual foundation for future
humanity in_a global age. To provide this foundation, a
comparative and dialogical study of Buddhism and Western
thought, Christianity included, is absolutely necessary. I try to
elucidate the philosophical and religious significance of Bud-
dhism and Zen primarily for the purpose of articulating what
they may contribute to the establishment of the new spiritual
horizon which future humanity requires.

Whether, or how far, I have succeeded in this twofold purpose, is
of course for the reader to judge. Also, I am well aware that at some
points important issues are merely mentioned, with no solutions
given.

My indebtedness and gratitude to many people, both in Japan
and the United States, for help in writing and compiling these
essays, are too great to be fully and properly expressed in words. My
first and principal acknowledgement must go to Professor William
R. LaFleur, who about five years ago urged me to publish a
collection of my essays in book form and who has been working
carefully as the editor right up to the present. Because of my
hesitation in publishing a mere collection of essays rather than a
systematic work, I would not have decided to publish this book had
it not been for his sincere and eager persuasion. I am also grateful to
Professor John Hick, the General Editor of Macmillan’s Library of
Philosophy and Religion, who has kindly accepted this book as a
part of the Library.

I want to take this occasion to express my gratitude to the people
who made efforts in translating those of my essays which were
originally in Japanese: to Professor David A. Dilworth (‘Zen and
Western Thought’ and ‘Zen and Nietzsche’), to Ms Kimiko Hirota
(‘Religion Challenged by Modern Thought’) and to Professor V. H.
Viglielmo (‘Sovereignty Rests with Mankind’). Also, my debt to the
following friends and colleagues is enormous because in the various
stages of my writing, both in Japan and the United States, they
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kindly and carefully polished my English and made valuable
suggestions: Professors Thomas J. J. Altizer, Morris J. Augustine,
Gary A. Bollinger, John R. Carter, William A. Christian, John B.
Cobb, Jr, Winston Davis, Richard J. DeMartino, Winston L. King,
Samuel I. Shapiro, Norman A. Waddell, and Mr Wayne S.
Yokoyama and Christopher A. Ives. Professor Gishin Tokiwa
helped me confirm the appropriateness of some technical terms.
The final and sole responsibility for the presentation in this book,
however, is mine.

I also extend my special and heartfelt gratitude to Mr Steve
Antinoft who, in the later stages of the manuscript, read all essays
with great care, suggested revisions, and helped me develop the
clarity and comprehensibility of my discussion so that Western
rcaders might more easily grasp my arguments. The result was a
thorough revision of all of the original essays, including the addition
of many new sentences and paragraphs in various parts of the
manuscript. This 1s especially the case in the essays: ‘Zen Is Not a
Philosophy, but ...’, ‘Dogen on Buddha Nature’, ‘Zen and West-
ern Thought’ and “The Idea of Purity in Mahayana Buddhism’.
Without his thoughtful help and suggestions the book would have
contained many more imperfections.

A further expression of thanks is due to Mr Leslie D. Alldritt for
reading the proofs and to my wife, Ikuko Abe for preparing the
index. Ms Charlotte Tarr and Ms Earlyne Biering typed the
manuscripts quickly and competently, for which 1 am most
grateful.

Finally, the greatest debt without doubt is to my three teachers:
Drs Daisetz T. Suzuki, Shin’ichi Hisamatsu, and Keiji Nishitani.
Without the Dharma rain they poured upon me, a rain which
nourished me for many years, even this humble bunch of flowers
could not have been gathered.

Claremont, California 1983 MASAO ABE
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Zen and Its Elucidation 5

the second stage. When he came to satori, however, he clearly
realized that ‘Mountains are really mountains, waters are really
waters.” This is the third and final stage. At the first stage of
understanding, Wei-hsin is differentiating mountains from waters,
and waters from mountains. ‘Mountains are not waters, but
mountains, waters are not mountains, but waters.” Thus he discri-
minates the one from the other. And in so doing, he affirms
mountains as mountains and waters as waters. Here, then, we have
differentiation as well as affirmation. However, when he comes to
the second stage, ‘Mountains are not mountains, waters are not
waters’; there is neither differentiation nor affirmation, but only
negation. Finally, when he reaches the third and final stage,
‘Mountains are really mountains, waters are really waters’, we
again have differentiation as well as affirmation.

II

Many important issues are involved in this discourse. In the first
understanding, Wei-hsin differentiates and affirms mountains and
waters as two different entities. At the same time, he objectifies
mountains as mountains, waters as waters, thereby coming to have
a clear understanding of both. In addition to differentiation and
affirmation, then, there is also objectification.

If he were asked, ‘Who is it that differentiates mountains from
waters?” he would of course answer, ‘It is I. I differentiate moun-
tains from waters, and I affirm mountains as mountains, waters as
waters.” Hence, in the first stage, mountains are understood as
mountains in that they are objectified by him or by us, and not
understood as mountains in themselves. Mountains are over there
and we are standing here, looking at them from our own vantage
point. ‘Mountains are mountains’ only insofar as they are objective-
ly looked at from our subjective point of view and are not grasped in
themselves. They are grasped from the outside, not from within.
There is a duality of subject and object in this understanding. And-in
differentiating mountains, waters, and all the other things which
constitute our world, we also differentiate ourselves from others. Thus
we say, ‘I am I, and you are you: I am not you, but I; you are not I,
but _you.” Behind the understanding in which mountains are
discriminated from waters lies the understanding in which self is
discriminated from other. In short, the distinction between moun-
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tains, waters, and any other phenomena in the objective world, and
the distinction between self and other are inseparably connected.
Herein, the ‘I’ is the basis of discrimination, placing itself as the
centre of everything.

Let us call this type of I an(ego-self). By differentiating itself from
some other self, the ego-self understands itself in comparison with
that other self. The ego-self thus stands in contradistinction to all
other selves. It is therefore unavoidable that the ego-self puts the
question to itself, ‘Who am I?” This i1s a natural and inevitable
question for the ego-self because it objectifies everything including
itself. But with regard to this question we must ask, ‘Who is asking,
“who am I”?” The ego-self may answer, ‘I am asking, “who am
[?”” But in this answer there are two ‘I’s: an ‘I’ which is asking and
an ‘I’ which is inquired into. Are these two I’s the same or different?
They must be the same, and yet they are also different from one
another because the ‘I which 1s asking is the subject of the asking,
while the ‘I’ which is asked about is the object of the asking. The self
is divided in two. In other words, here ‘I" am asking about ‘myself’,
and ‘myself” is in this case not the subject but the object of my own
asking. This ‘myself” is not the true ‘I’ because it is already
objectified and an objectified self can never be a living, truly Sub-
jective? Self. The living, acting, and Subjective Self is the ‘I’ which
is now asking — that is the true Self.

But how can we grasp this ‘I'> How can we realize our true Self?
To do so, we may raise the question, ‘Who is asking, “who 1s
asking, who am I”’”” Now another ‘I’ appears as a new subject and
converts the entire situation into the object of still another question.
That is, the ‘I’ which was the subject of the previous question is
now objectified, transformed into the object of a new question. This
means that ‘I’ as the genuine Subject, as the true Self, must always
stand ‘behind’, ever eluding our grasp. We thus remain forever
estranged from our true Self, anxiety-ridden, and unable to come to
rest.: '

Self-estrangement and anxiety are not something accidental to the
ego- sclﬂ_but-a,x:@-mhcncm__to\us_structure To be human is to ‘be a

1tyw one lives. To be huw.m.bﬁ an

eg(LS_f;l.f,J_bLa.rLﬁgQidf_rneans to be cut off from both one’s self
and one’s world; t off from one’s self and one’s world

means-to_be in ‘eonstant anxiety. This i1s the human predicament.
The ego-self, split at the root into subject and object, 1s forever
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tion approach’, we come to realize that the true Self is unattain-
able; herein occurs the leap from the ego-self to no-self. Although a
realization of no-self] a realization that the true Selfis unattainable,
1s necessary and important, it is still negative and nihilistic,
entailing a dualistic view of no-self as something in contradistinc-
tion to the ego-self. Only when even no-self is existentially overcome
does the true Self awaken to itself. This movement from the realiza-

tion (A) ¢ Self is unattainable, to the realization (B) that the
unatlainable itself-is-the true Self is a crucial turning point.
IV

We may elucidate this point through the metaphor of a wall. The
ego-self (the first stage), which holds that ‘the true Self is attain-
able’, is rooted in a mode of consciousness which may be likened to
an opaque wall that blocks the view of the ego-self, thereby
precluding any view of Reality. In contrast to this, in realization
(A), which holds that ‘the true Self is unattainable’, the no-self (the
second stage) 1s rooted in a mode of consciousness which may be
compared to a transparent wall through which Reality can be
clearly seen without obstruction. The transition from the first stage
to the second stage entails the removal of all colour and light-
rejecting properties from the opaque wall. The wall in the second
stage is thus completely transparent. As the colour and light-
rejecting properties which in the first stage rendered impossible
even a glimpse of reality are completely eradicated with the break-
through to the second stage, Reality is now clearly visible to the no-
self through the transparent wall.

Consequently with the realization of no-self, the ‘I’ is likely to
confuse the transparency of the wall with its disappearance, for the
wall, while merely.-transparent, appears to no longer exist. Thus the
‘T’, in ‘seeing’ Reality, deludedly comes to believe it is identical with
Reality, without any gap whatsoever between the ‘I’ and Reality.
No doubt there is an extremely significant difference between
seeing Reality through a transparent wall and not being afforded
any glimpse of it at all. Nevertheless, so long as the wall exists, the
‘I’ remains cut off from Reality. In both the first and second stages,
therefore, the basic mode of being of the self and its ever-present
‘objectification approach’, are as yet unchanged, even though the
manner of objectification has changed from positive to negative, as
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represented by the transition from an opaque wall to a transparent
wall.

The essential task of the seif, however, is not the removal of the
colour and light-rejecting propertics from an opaque wall, thereby
making it transparent and allowing Reality to be seen, but rather
breaking through the wall itself, whether opaque or transparent, in
order to thoroughly overcome the distinction between ‘seer’ and ‘the
seen’, the realm of ‘I’ and the realm of ‘Reality’. This breaking
through of the wall itself is a breakthrough to realization (B),
wherein one realizes that the unattainable itself is the true Self, which is
the third stage.

By breaking through the wall, both the ego-self (the self blocked
by the opaque wall) and the no-self (the self blocked by the
transparent wall) are overcome, and the non-differentiated same-
ness — which is at once the clearest differentiation — of ultimate
Reality is disclosed. Herein, the ‘unattainable’ or ‘emptiness’ is no
longer scen ‘over there’, even through a transparent wall, but is
directly realized as the ground of the true Self. This constitutes not
merely a change from a positive mode of objectification to a negative
one, but a far more radical and fundamental change of the basic
mode of being of the self.

We can illustrate the transition from realization (A) (the true
Self 1s unattainable) to realization (B) (the unattainable itself is the
true Self) by means of a logical analysis as well the wall metaphore.
If we take these two realizations as logical ‘propositions’, realization
(A) and realization (B) can both be seen to consist of a subject and
predicate, connected by the copula ‘is’. However, the subject and
the predicate of the proposition expressed in realization (A) are
completely reversed in realization (B). Realization (A) is expressed
through a proposition concerning the ‘true Self” in which the ‘un-
attainable’ is grasped as a predicate attribute of the ‘true Self’.
Since the predicate (i.c., the ‘unattainable’) is negative, the proposi-
tion expressing realization (A) is a negative one. This proposition
may be restated: ‘I as the true Self am empty, or nonexistent.” On
the other hand, realization (B) is expressed through a proposition
concerning the ‘unattainable’ in which the ‘true Self” is grasped as
a predicate attribute of the ‘unattainable’. Although in this propo-
sition something negative (i.e., the ‘unattainable’) is taken as a
subject, since the predicate (i.e., the ‘true Self’) is positive, both in
the logical and axiological sense, the proposition expressing realiza-
tion (B) is a positive one. This proposition may be restated:
‘mptiness itself is 71 as the true Self.
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This logical analysis of realizations (A) and (B) may be uscful in
helping to understand the existential meaning of the leap from
realization (A) to realization (B).

In realization (A), that is, the realization in the second stage, the
true_Self is realized as something negative (the ‘unattainable’ or
‘emptiness’), and is thus in one sense free from objectification and
conceptualization, because here the true Self is understood as
non-existent. Nevertheless, in that understanqu, the true Self is |
still som at conc 1 } because, even with H
the_collapse of the ego-self and the realization of no-self, the ‘true \
Self”_still remains outside as something ‘unattainable’ or as something
empty, and is thus not completely free from somethingness. The true
Self is still objectively conceived (though in negative rather than
positive terms), in that it is objectified or substantialized as a subject of
the negative proposition, ‘the true Self is unattainable’. At the
same time, in realization (A) the ‘unattainable’ is also conceived
objectively from the outside and as such it is not yet totally and
existentially realized as the truly ‘unattainable’. It is grasped
merely as an attribute of the true Self.

In brief, even though a negative predicate (the ‘unattainable’) is
attributed to the true Self, insofar as the true Self is—grasped
in terms of attribute as a predicate it must be said to be concep-
tualized. Thus there is a gap between realization (A) and ‘I’ as
the true Self. The realized and the realizer are still dualistically
separated.

When, however, we come to realization (B), that is, the realiza-
tion that the unattainable itself is the true Self, neither the ‘true Self’
nor the ‘unattainable’ are conceived objectively in even the
slightest degree, because in this realization the ‘unattainable’ itself
is realized as ‘I’ — as the true Self. In other words, in realization (B),
it is not that ‘I am empty’, but rather that ‘Emptiness is 1.’ |
Through overcoming the negative view ‘I am empty’, emptiness is
Subjectively and existentially realized as ‘I" — as the true Self.
Hence there is no gap between realization (B) and ‘I’. The realized
is the realizer, and the realizer is the realized. Realization (B) is
expressed through a proposition concerning the ‘unattainable’ in
which the ‘true Self” is grasped in terms of attribute as a predicate.
Here, the ‘unattainable’ is not grasped as this kind of attribute of
the true Self, therefore it is not something unattainable, but rather the
‘unattainable’ itself: it is realized as the active Subject. On the other
hand, the true Self as a predicate is completely free from substan-
tialization and objectification, and is existentially realized in its
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reality because it is not grasped in terms of some attribute of itself
and is free from somethingness. It is truly non-objectively awakened
to itself as the true Self.

Accordingly, in realization (B) wherein it is realized that the un-
attainable itself is the true Self, all possible conceptualization and
objectification, positive and negative, are completely overcome.
Emptiness, which in the second stage is still somewhat conceptual-
ized, is now completely emptied; the pure activity of Emptiness
forever emptying itself is realized as the true Self. Herein, there is a
radical and fundamental turning over of the basic mode of being of the
self. This turning over does not consist in a mere change from a
positive (albeit problematic) understanding of the self as in the first
stage, to a negative understanding of the self as in the second stage.
For in both stages one and two, the self is given a central position,
even though in the second stage the selfis grasped in negative terms
as unattainable, or empty. Rather, this turning over entails a

transformation in which the ‘unattainable’ or ‘emptiness™js grasped

as_ﬁlgg"true centre; replacing self as the central concern. The true
Self is awakened to with the ‘unattainable’ or ‘emptiness’ — which
extends boundlessly throughout the universe — as its basis and
root-source.

With this awakening to the true Self, ultimate Reality is
disclosed in its entirety. Here, self-estrangment and anxiety are
fundamentally overcome because the ‘unattainable’ is no longer
realized as something negative or nihilistic; rather it is realized
positively as the ‘true Self’. In realization (B), the realizer and the
realized are not two, but one. ‘Your original face prior to the birth
of your father and mother’, and the “True person without rank’, in
Lin-chi’s sense, are nothing other than this ‘unattainable’ true Self.

When Shén-kuang, who later became the Second Patriarch
Hui-k’0, asked Bodhidharma to pacify his mind, the latter said,
‘Bring forth your mind and I shall pacify it for you!’

To this Shén-kuang replied (perhaps some time later), ‘Although
I have sought for it, I find it unattainable.’

Then Bodhidharma said, ‘There! I have pacified it for you.’

In this well-known story, Bodhidharma would not have accepted
Shén-kuang’s reply, ‘I find it unattainable’, if Shén-kuang had
meant by these words realization (A), that his mind is unattain-
able. It is only because he is expressing realization (B), proclaiming
the unattainable itself is his mind, that Bodhidharma gave him his
sanction.
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course, with a merely logical problem, but rather with a burning
existential one. ‘Negation’ as the means through which ‘discontinui-
ty” between the lower and higher stages is overcome is not merely a
loglcal negation, but an ‘abnegation’, ‘self-denial’ or ‘renunciation’
in_the ultimate existential sense.

In other words, the negation of the first stage (ego-self) through
which the second stage (no-self) is realized must be a total,
existential self-negation of the ego-self. It must not be an outward
negation of something external by the ego-self, not even the
ego-sclf’s renunciation of itself as object, but rather entails the
negation and collapse of the ego-self — including any would be
subject-renouncer of that self, through the realization of the endless
regression involved 1n the ‘objectification approach’ and the un-
attainability of the true Self. This entails the death of the ego-self.
Likewise, the negation of the second stage (no-self) through which
the third stage (true Self) is realized must be a total, existential
self-negation of the no-self in which, through the total realization of
its own hidden anxiety and implicit attachment, the no-self is
broken through. Thus, the ‘great negation’ as the negation of
negation must be taken in a most radical and existential sense, that
is, as the total self-negation of the no-self which is in turn realized
only through the total self-negation of the ego-self. This radical
double negation constitutes a complete return to the most funda-
mental ground of the ‘self’, a ground more original than the
‘original’ state of the ego-self. The original true Self'is awakened to
through this radical return. Hence the ‘great negation’ as the
negation of negation is at once a ‘great affirmation’. ‘Great nega-
tion’ in this sense refers to the ‘Great Death’ which is the breaking
through of both ego-sclf and no-sclf;, both life and dcath. Without this
‘Great Death’; “Great Life’ as the resurrection cannot take place.

(2) The realization in the third stage, that ‘Mountains are really
mountains, waters are really waters,” seems to be a sheer objective
realization about mountains and waters. But it is not that herein the

self 15Wnummm On the
contrary, the true Self'is talking aboutitself. Furthermore, this does

not mean that the true Selfis talking about mountains-and waters
as symbols of its Self, but rather that the true Self is talking about
mountains and waters as its own Realily. In this statement ‘Moun-
tains are really mountains, waters are really waters’, the true Self is
talking simultancously about itself and about mountains and
waters realized as its own Reality. This is because in the third stage,
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everything and everyone are realized as they are, without losing
their individuality, and yet without opposing and impeding one
another.

Thus in the Zen Awakening attained by Wei-hsin, on the one
hand, mountains are really mountains in themselves, waters are
really waters in themselves — that is, everything in the world is real
in itself; and yet, on the other hand, there is no hindrance between
any one thing and any other thing — everything is equal, inter-
changeable, and interfusing. Thus we may say: ‘Mountains are
waters, waters are mountains.” It is here in this Awakening in
which the great negation is a great affirmation that Zen says, ‘A
bridge flows, whereas water does not flow’, or ‘When Lee drinks the
wine, Chang gets drunk.” It is here again in the Awakening that
Zen says: ‘When you are hungry, eat; when you are tired, sleep.’
This is not an instinctual, animal-like activity as may be seen in the
‘first _stage’. Instead, cating and slecping are sustained-by the
realization of bottomless nothingness. When you are hungry, there

is nothing behind being hungry. You are just hungry, no more no

less. When you cat, there is nothing beyond eating. Eating is the
absolute action at that moment. When you sleep, again there is
nothing behind sleeping — no dreams, no nightmares; just-sleeping;
sleeping 1is QQm@@Z_gdjL that-moment.

Again in this Awakening we may say: ‘I am not I, therefore I am
you; precisely for this reason I am really I. You are not you,
therefore you are me; precisely for this reason you are really you.’
There 1s no hindrance between us and yet everyone has complete
individuality. This is possible because the true Self is no-self. As
there is nothing behind us, each one of us is thoroughly just as he or
she is, and yet each one of us is interfusing with every other without
obstruction. Hence, ‘when Lee drinks the wine, Chang gets drunk.’
‘A bridge flows, whereas water does not flow.” This is not an enig-
ma, but an expression of the interfusing aspect of Zen, which is
inseparably connected with the aspect of the independence and
individuality of each person, animal, plant, and thing — as ex-
pressed in the formulations: ‘Willows are green, flowers are red’,
and ‘The eyes are horizontal, the nose vertical.’

VI

This is the philosophy realized within Zen. Some.may feel it is not
sq_different from Hegel’s philosophy. There is certainly a great
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by Zen — especially in terms of the negation of negation being a
great and absolute affirmation. We should not overlook their
essential difference, however. In emphasizing ‘negation’ as a vital
notion in his account of the dialectic, Hegel grasps everything
dialectically through the negation of negation. Hegel’s dialectical
process is understood as the self-development of the absolute Spirit
(absoluter Geist) as the ultimate Reality. For instance, in his Philoso-
phy of History, the meaning of history is understood as the
actualization of the absolute Spirit in time through the careers of a
number of world-historical individuals such as Caesar and Napo-
leon. For Hegel, since the essence of spirit is freedom, the actual
history of mankind is interpreted as the development of human
freedom in the progressive unfolding of the absolute Spirit.
Although Hegel claims that all that happens in history happens
through the will and selfish passion of individual human beings, he
refers to the ‘trick of reason’ (List der Vernunft) which, using this will
and passion as its instruments, arrives at results of which even the
individual historical agents were not clearly cognizant. Although
his interpretation of the role of the individual in history is quite
dialectical, the notion of the ‘trick of reason’ indicates that the
individual is not fully grasped as an individual. In order for the
individual to be truly grasped as an individual, it must be para-
doxically identical with the absolute. For if the individual and the
absolute are understood to be even slightly separated from one
another, the individuality of the former cannot be thoroughly
maintained against the absolute character of the latter. Conversely,
the absolute character of the latter cannot be fully realized if the
absolute is somewhat separated from the individual. Admittedly,
the individual and the absolute are in one sense essentially different
from one another. However, for the individual to be truly an
individual, it must be identical — paradoxically — with the absolute,
while at the same time retaining its integrity as an individual. On
the other hand, for the absolute to be really absolute, it must be
identical — again, paradoxically — with the individual, while retain-
ing its absolute character. This paradoxical identity of the indi-
vidual and the absolute cannot be fully understood objectively, but
only non-objectively and existentially.

The individual may be paradoxically identical with the absolute
only when the absolute-is grasped-as non-substantial — only when
there is nothing substantial whatsoever as ‘absolute’ behind or
beyond the individual. In Hegel, the individual is not fully grasped
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speak about it, you miss the mark.” In Zen there is nothing to
explain by means of words or theory, nothing to be learned as a holy
doctrine. The essence of Zen 1s, in fact, ‘unspeakable’. Thus, to a
question raised by a monk, ‘What is the cardinal meaning of the
Buddha Dharma?’ Lin-chi (Rinzai) immediately responded with a
shout, ‘Katsu” But since Zen is concerned with the truly unspeak-
able, it rejects not only speech, but mere silence as well. Conse-
quently, in his discourse, Té-shan (Ja: Tokusan) used to swing his
big stick, saying, “Though you can speak, thirty blows! Though you
cannot speak, thirty blows!” And Shou-shan (Ja: Shuzan) once held
up his shippe (a short bamboo stick) to an assembly of his dis-
ciples and declared: ‘If you call this a shippe, you conflict with the
truth; if you don’t call it a shippe, you run counter to the truth. What,
then, will you call it? Speak! Speak!” Zen always expresses the
‘unspeakable’ Reality which is beyond affirmation and negation,
speech and silence, in a direct and straightforward way, and presses
us to present our understanding of this Reality through the
injunction ‘Speak! Speak!”

But Zen doces not point to the ‘unspeakable’ solely by means of
cutting off all the possibilities (speech or silence, affirmation or
negation) which are available to the student, as in the aforemen-
tioned cases of Téh-shan and Shou-shan. Lin-chi’s ‘Katsu!/,’ for
example, while on the one hand an absolute negation which cuts off
every conceivable response of the questioner, is at once a radical
affirmation of the ‘unspeakable’. This affirmation of the ‘unspeak-
able’ is quite crucial in Zen and is also expressed in a direct and
straightforward way, as illustrated by the following account:

Shih-kung (Ja: Sekkyo) asked one of his accomplished monks,
“Can you take hold of empty space?”

“Yes, sir,” he replied.

“Show me how you do 1t.”

The monk stretched out his arm and clutched at empty space.

Shih-kung said: “Is that the way? But after all you have not got
anything.”

“What then,” asked the monk, “is your way?”

The master straightway took hold of the monk’s nose and gave
it a hard pull, which made the latter exclaim: “Oh, oh, how hard
you pull at my nose! Your are hurting me terribly!”

“That is the way to have a good hold of empty space,” said the
master.*
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2 Dogen on Buddha-Nature

I

Dogen (1200-—53) is one of the most outstanding and distinctive
figures in the history of Japanese Buddhism. He is unique in at least
the following three senses.

First, rejecting all existing forms of Buddhism in Japan as
inauthentic, he attempted to introduce and establish what he
believed to be the genuine Buddhism, based on his own realization
which he attained in Sung China under the guidance of the Zen
Master Ju-ching (Ja: Nyojo, 1163—1228). He called it ‘the Buddha
Dharma directly transmitted from the Buddha and patriarchs’. He
emphasi azen (seated meditation) as being ‘the right entrance to
the Buddha Dharma’ in the tradition of the Zen schools in China
since Bodhidharma, originating from Sakyamuni Buddha. Yet he
strictly refused to speak of a ‘Zen sect’, to say nothing of a ‘Soto
sect’, which he was later credited with founding. For Dogen was
concerned solely with the ‘right Dharma’ as such, and regarded
zazen as its ‘right entrance’. ‘Who has used the name “Zen sect”?
No buddha or patriarch spoke of a ““Zen sect”. You should realize it
is a devil that speaks of “Zen sect”. Those who pronounce a devil’s
appellation must be confederates of the devil, not children of the
Buddha.’! He called himself ‘the Dharma transmitter Shamon?
Dogen, who went to China’; and he did so with the strong
conviction that he had attained the authentic Dharma that is
directly transmitted from buddha to buddha, and that he should
transplant it on Japanese soil. Thus he rejected the idea of mappo®

i.e., the last or final (and degenerate) Dharma, an idea with wide
acceptance in the Japanese Buddhism of his day. It may not be too

much to say of Dogen that just as Bodhidharma transmitted the
Buddha Dharma to China, he intended to transmit it to Japan.
Secondly, though Dégen came to a realization of the right
Dharma under the guidance of a Chinese Zen master whom he
continued to revere throughout his life, the understanding of the

25






-
.
v
—_—
— - =
. " A e
;
- = -
= SN .
A e =
| v
I
| e
! e
| |
—— ol










v~

30 Zen and Western Thought

understood to be the human world in which animals and the like are
living. For animals, however, this world is the animal world in
which humans are living as well. In this sense it is not that there are
six worlds existing somewhere concurrently, but that the boundless
horizon of generation-extinction opens up, in which six kinds of
transmigration are taking place. This shows the boundlessness of
transmigration in its spatiality.

Thus, transmigration in terms of dehomocentricism is endless
and boundless in time and space. This endless and boundless
dimension is nothing but the dimension of generation-extinction in
which, as indicated by the phrase shujo, humans and other living
beings are not discriminated from each other. This means that
Buddhism does not give a special or superior p_(wftg_humans
over_and against other living things with regard to the nature and
salvation of humans.

In this respect Buddhism is quite different from Christianity. As
the Genesis story shows, Christianity assigns to humans the task of
ruling over all other creatures and ascribes to humans alone the
imago dei through which they, unlike other creatures, can directly
respond to the word of God. Human death is understood as the
‘wages of sin’, the result of one’s own free acts, i.e., rebellion against
the word of God. Here, one can see homocentrism among creatures
in Christianity. Accordingly, in Christianity there is a clear distinc-
tion between humans and other creatures regarding their nature
and salvation, with the former having priority over the latter. This
homocentric nature is essentially related with Christian personal-
ism in which God is believed to disclose himself as personality and
in which a dialogical I-Thou relation between man and God is
essential.

Then, does not Buddhism establish any distinction between
humans and other creatures? Is it that, in Buddhism, humans have
no special significance among creatures? The very realization of
dehomocentrism is possible only to human existence, which has
self-consciousness. In other words, though it is only by transcending
the human limitation that one comes to realize human birth—
death as an essential part of a wider problem, i.e., the generation—
extinction problem common to all living beings, this self-tran-
scendence 1s impossible apart from ‘self-consciousness’ on the
part of human beings. Animals, asura, and so on, like human beings,
are all undergoing transmigration, equally confined by the nature of
generation—extinction. Unlike human existence, however, other
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understandings of the Buddha-nature and to clarify Dogen’s unique
position, the following four points must be carefully observed: first,
the dehomocentric nature of Buddhism; second, the nonsubstantial
character of the Buddha-nature; third, the non-duality of ‘all
beings’ and the ‘Buddha-nature’; fourth, the dynamic idea of
‘impermanence—Buddha-nature.’

1 The dehomocentric nature of Buddhism

As stated earlier, in Buddhism the problem of birth-and-death, the
fundamental problem of human existence, is not only treated as a
birth—death (shgji) problem merely within the ‘human’ dimension,
but as a generation-extinction (skometsu) problem within the total
‘living’ dimension. It is in this dehomocentric, living dimension that
the Buddhist idea of transmigration (samsara) and emancipation
from it (nirvana) are understood. By emphasizing ‘All beings are
the Buddha-nature’, Dogen carries the dehomocentrism of Bud-
dhism to its extreme by going beyond even the ‘living’ dimension.
‘All beings’ needless to say, includes living as well as non-living
beings.

Human beings
- ego
birth-and-death

Living beings
generation-and-extinction

All beings
appearance-and-disappearance
being-and-non-being

FI1GURE 2.3
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doing away with appearance-disappearance, or being—non-being
common to all beings, that the human birth—death problem can be
completely solved. Dogen finds the basis for human liberation in a
thoroughly cosmological dimension. Here Dogen reveals a most
radical Buddhist dehomocentrism.

Accordingly, one may readily understand why Dogen refuses the
ideas of permanent ego or atman, and of organicism. In the
‘Buddha-nature’ fascicle of Shobogenzo Dogen severely attacks the
Senika heresy,'? as not representing the genuine Buddhist stand-
point. That heresy emphasizes the immutability of atman or selthood
and the perishability of the body, a view whose Western equivalent
may be the Platonic immortality of the soul or the Cartesian
thinking ego. In the same fascicle he also refutes as false the view of
those who think ‘the Buddha-nature is like the seeds of grasses and
trees. When it is well wetted and nourished by the Dharma rain, it
may bud and shoot out branches, leaves, and fruit themselves
swelled with seeds.’’® This is a teleological or organicistic view of
the Buddha-nature. The Aristotelian idea of dynamis and energeia,
and various Renaissance philosophies, might perhaps be cited in
comparison.

Thoroughly rejecting these two views, Dogen often emphasizes
‘Throughout the universe nothing has ever been concealed’
(henkaifusozo).'* This clearly refers to the complete disclosure of
‘all beings’ (shitsuu), including humans, living and non-living beings
within the limitless universe, a universe which is radically de-
homocentric and constitutes the ultimate ground for everything.

2 The non-substantial character of Buddha-nature.

Dogen’s 1dea, ‘All beings (shitsuu) are the Buddha-nature’, as
discussed above, opens up a limitless dimension for the Buddha-
nature. In Dogen, the Buddha-nature, the ultimate Reality, is
realized precisely in this infinite and ontological dimension in which
all beings can exist respectively as they are. This idea of the
Buddha-nature may suggest Spinoza’s idea of God as Substance
which is also called ‘nature’ and which is absolutely infinite, with
finite beings as His ‘modes’. However, despite apparent similarities
between them, Dogen’s idea of the Buddha-nature is radically
different from Spinoza’s idea of God precisely because Dogen’s
Buddha-nature is not a substance.
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In the ‘Buddha-nature’ fascicle Dogen says, ‘What is the essence
of the World Honored One’s (Sakyamuni) words “Everything is a
living being: all beings arc the Buddha-nature”? They are a verbal
preaching of “What is it that thus comes?””’!® The question ‘What
is it that thus comes?’ is found in the conversation that took place at
the first meeting between the sixth Patriarch Hui-néng (Ja: Eno,
638—713) and Nan-ytich Huai-jang (Ja: Nangaku Ejo, 677—744),
as rccorded in the Ching-1¢ ch’uan-téng lu, vol. 5.

The Patriarch asked: “Whence do you come?”’

“I come from Tung-shan.”

“What is it that thus comes?”

Nan-yteh did not know what to answer. For eight long years he
pondered the question, then one day it dawned upon him, and he
exclaimed.

“Even to say it is something does not hit the mark.”

The question, ‘What is it that thus (immo ni) comes? (kore
shimobutsu immorai)'® that Huai-jang took eight years to solve
refers to the Buddhist Truth, and in Dogen’s present case, to the
essential point of the words, ‘All beings are the Buddha-nature.’
Even the first question ‘Whence do you come?’ is not an ordinary
question. Zen often indicates the ultimate Reality by interrogatives
as well as by negatives such as ‘nothingness’ and ‘emptiness’. An
interrogative ‘what’ or ‘whence’ is that which cannot be grasped by
the hand, that which cannot be defined by the intellect; it is that
which can never be objectified, that which one can never obtain, no
matter what one does. Indeed, ‘what’ or ‘whence’ is unknowable,
unnamable, unobjectifiable, unobtainable, and_therefore limitless
and_infinite. Since the Buddha-nature is limitless and boundless,
without name, form or colour, it can be well, indeed best, expressed
by such an interrogative. This is the reason Dogen finds the essence
of his idea ‘All beings are the Buddha-nature’ precisely in the
question ‘What is it that thus comes?’

This does not, however, mean that for Dogen Buddha-nature is
something unnamable, and unobtainable, something limitless and
boundless. If the Buddha-nature were something unnamable it would
not be truly unnamable because it is something named ‘unnamable’.
If the Buddha-nature were something limitless it would not be really
limitless because it is limited by or distinguished from something
limited. Therefore, for Dogen the Buddha-nature is not something
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42 Zen and Western Thought

beings’. The realization of impermanence of shitsuu is absolutely
necessary for the attainment of the Buddha-nature.

Accordingly, if one attains the Buddha-nature in oneself by
basing one’s existence in the all-embracing ‘being’ dimension, and
by then freeing oneself from the being—non-being nature (imperma-
nence) common to all beings, then everything in the universe attains
the Buddha-nature as well. For at the very moment of one’s
enlightenment the being—non-being nature itself is overcome. It is
for this reason Buddhist sutras often say, ‘Grasses, trees, and lands,
all attain Buddhahood’, ‘Mountains, rivers, and the earth totally
manifest the Dharma-kadya (Dharma body).” These passages taken
objectively without one’s own existential awakening seem absurd,
at best pantheistic. Dogen emphasizes ddjijodo,” ‘simultaneous
attainment of the Way’, which refers to the fact that everything in
the universe attains enlightenment simultaneously at the moment of

one’s own enlightenment — an enlightenment that opens up the
universal horizon of the Buddha-nature. If one cannot rightfully
speak of the attainment of Buddha-nature by mountains, rivers,
lands and the like, one cannot be said to have realized the
Buddha-nature.

This is a crucial point for a thorough realization of the Buddha-
nature through emancipation from samsara. Although always
latent in Mahayana tradition, this point was clearly realized and
explicitly expressed in Dogen’s ‘All beings are the Buddha-nature.’
More important in this connection, however, is that, unlike the
dimensions of human beings and living beings, the dimension of al/
beings (shitsur), which Dogen takes as the basis for the Buddha-
nature, is limitless. There is no ‘centrism’ of any sort at all in this
dimension. Further, the Buddha-nature which is realized by freeing
oneself from the being—non-being nature common to all beings is
non-substantial. Therefore, even if Dogen emphasizes ‘All beings are
the Buddha-nature’, he does not mean by this an ‘immediate’
identity between all beings and the Buddha-nature; rather the
identity is established only through the realization of limitlessness of
the ‘being’ dimension and the non-substantiality of the Buddha-nature
— in short, only through the realization of ‘What’. This means a
complete turnover of the immanent view of the Buddha-nature,
which Dogen doubly denies; first, by transcending the ‘living’
dimension to the ‘being’ dimension he denies the immanence of the
Buddha-nature within living beings; secondly, by emphasizing the
nonsubstantiality of the Buddha-nature he denies its immanence as
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the one cause of the world, 1.e., like Spinoza’s idea of God. This
double negation of the immanent view of the Buddha-nature brings
about a radical reversal in the traditional interpretation of the
Buddha-nature. It is the inevitable conclusion to the idea of the
Buddha-nature latent in Mahayana tradition, not just a mere
explication of its implicit elements. This results in the non-duality of
all beings and the Buddha-nature, a Buddha-nature that is neither
immanent nor transcendent. ‘The Buddha- nature.iuﬁumdl)z all beings,
because all beings are the Buddha-nature’,” says Dogen.

To avoid the natural human tendency to objectify and to
substantialize everything, and to make clear the nonduality of ‘all
beings’ and the ‘Buddha-nature’, Dogen emphasizes two things: (1)
the idca of mubussho?? ‘no_B_qgidha -nature’_to indicate “thgﬁrg)nsub-
stantiality of the Buddha-nature, and (2) the bottomlessness of ‘all
beings’ to deny their being objectified. -

(1) In the ‘Buddha-nature’ fascicle, Dogen often emphasizes the
idea of mubussho, no-Buddha-nature, by quoting and reinterpreting
various words and conversations of old Zen masters. In one such
case he quotes the remark of Kuei-shan Ling-yu (Ja: Isan Reiyq,
771—-853), ‘All living beings have no-Buddha-nature’ and says:

Sakyamuni preached “All living beings without exception have
the Buddha-nature.” Kuei-shan preached, “All living beings
have no-Buddha-nature.” “Having,” “not having” are com-
pletely different in verbal meaning. People must have doubts
as to which grasps the essence. In spite of this, only “All living
beings have no-Buddha-nature” excels in the Buddha Way.?

In Dogen the idea of ‘no-Buddha-nature’ is not understood as
peculiar to Kuei-shan alone. ‘The Way of no-Buddha-nature’
Dogen says, ‘has been taught since long before, from the inner
sanctuary of the fourth Patriarch. It was seen and heard by the fifth
Patriarch Hung-jén, transmitted in Chao-chou and advocated by
Kuei-shan. The way of no-Buddha-nature must be practised. Do
not hesitate.”** Those who remember Dogen’s emphasis that ‘All
beings are the Buddha-nature’ may be surprised by these words.
Dogen’s comment on Kuei-shan’s words is also striking.

The reason in Kuei-shan’s words is the reason of “All beings
have no-Buddha-nature.” He does not speak of vastness beyond
rules and regulations. The sutras within one’s own house are thus
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Buddha-nature’ by changing the ordinary reading of the passage in
the Nirvana Sutra which had been traditionally read as ‘All living
beings (shujo) without exception have the Buddha-nature.” In this
case Dogen broadens not only the meaning of the term ‘Buddha-
nature’, but also that of the term ‘living beings’ (shujé). In the
‘Buddha-nature’ fascicle, immediately after saying, ‘All beings are
the Buddha-nature’, he continues, ‘All beings in their entirety are
called shujo. Just at the right moment, living beings (shujo) both
inside and outside are all beings (shitsuu) of the Buddha-nature.’?
This means that Dogen broadens the meaning of shujo, which
traditionally referred to living or sentient beings, to include non-
living beings or non-sentient beings. In other words, he ascribed life
to non-living bEl—nEgrscnUmcnts to non-sentient beings, and ulti-
mately mind and the Buddha-nature to all of them. Thus he states:

In what is called in the Buddha Way all living beings (shujo),
all beings that have mind are shujo, because mind is shujo; all
beings that have no mind must equally be shujo because shujo is
mind. Therefore, all mind is shujo; all shujo 1s ‘having the
Buddha-nature. Grasscs trees, and lands are mind; being mind,
they are shujo; being shujo, they have the Buddha- -nature. Sun,
moon, and stars are mind; bcmg mind, they are shujo; bcmg shujo,
they have the Buddha-nature.®

Thus we sce that for Dogen, living beings (shujo), all beings (shitsuu),
mind, and the Buddha-nature are ultimately identical.

However strongly Dogen emphasizes the idea ‘All beings are the
Buddha-nature’ the concept of ‘all beings’ (shitsuu) is not a counter-
concept to nonbeing. It is ‘all beings’ in its absolute sense which is
beyond and freed from the opposition between being and nonbeing.
This is clearly shown in the following:

Beings onc and all now brought into existence by the Buddha-
nature are not ‘being’ of being-non-being.... The term ‘all
beings” (shitsuu) is furthermore not a being that has a beginning
(shiu), or original Being (honnu), or mysterious being (myou), or
the like; and it is of course not conditioned being (en-u) or illusory
being (mou). It has nothing to do with mind-and-object, subst-
ance-and-form, etc.®*

It is noteworthy to point out that in this passage Dogen insists
that ‘all beings’ (shitsuu) does not mean orlgmal Bemg such as
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50 Zen and Western Thought

beings are the Buddha-nature’ Dogen goes beyond the dimension of
living beings to that of beings, and makes explicit the implication of
Mahayana Buddhism that even non-living, non-sentient beings can
attain Buddhahood. As discussed earlier, the dimension of beings is
that of appearance—disappearance or being—non-being. This dimen-
sion, embracing all beings, sentient and nonsentient, may be said to
be the most thoroughgoing dimension of mujé (impermanence). In
other words, it is only in Dogen’s emphasized dimension of ‘all
beings’ that the time-honoured Buddhist idea of mujo is fully and
completely realized because not only living beings but also all
beings, living and non-living, are without exception impermanent.
It is precisely through the realization of impermanence in this sense
that one can properly state of one’s own enlightenment that grasses,
trees, and lands disclose the Buddha-nature.

Not only that, by emphasizing ‘All beings are the Buddha-
nature’, Dogen radically turned over the traditional view of the
Buddha-nature. The dimension of ‘all beings’ is limitless and
bottomless to such an extent that it cannot properly be called a
measurable dimension. For Dogen, who grounded his own existence
in this dimensionless—dimension of all beings, there is a mutual
interpenetration between the ‘Buddha-nature’ and ‘all beings’: the
Buddha-nature is neither immanent nor transcendent in relation to
all beings (see Figure 2.5).

___ Buddha-nature - €go = ~, Buddha-nature is
(no-Buddha-nature) \"~~~_ _ _MN\__ - - -~ impermanance

nirvana
samsara qua nirvana

Realization of impermanence gua

Human beings realization of Buddha-nature

samsara

All beings are the Buddha-nature
ainieu-eyppng-adsuauewsadul|

L Allbeings  fo==""77 Impermanence is
(Buddha-nature) ~- €osmos —~ Buddha-nature

Figure 2.5 The dynamic and non-dualistic structure of ‘All beings
are the Buddha-nature’ or ‘impermanence—Buddha-
nature’.
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Figure 2.5 is a further and final development of Figures 2.1 and
2.4. Figures 2.1 and 2.4 were each cones. Figure 2.5 shows the
crossing or intersection of two opposing cones. The cone which
stands upright with ‘all beings’ or ‘cosmos’ as its bottom and with
‘ego’ as its top indicates the realm of samsara. On the other hand,
the inverted cone with ‘Buddha-nature’ as its base signifies the
realm of nirvana.

The intersection of these two opposing cones, i.e., the realms of
samsara and nirvana, indicates the complete mutual interpenetra-
tion between the ‘Buddha-nature’ and ‘all beings’, and the dynamic
oneness of the ‘Buddha-nature’ and ‘impermanence’. This_ mutual
interpenetration and dynamic oneness are possible because the
Buddha-nature is non-substantial (and thus no-Buddha-nature)
and because all beings are limitless and boundless. The non-
substantial character of the Buddha-nature and limitlessness of all
beings (which is described above as the ‘dimensionless-dimension of
all beings’) are here in Figure 2.5 indicated by the circles in dotted
lines as the bases of the two cones. Since the bases of the two cones
are non-substantial and limitless — or, as it were, bottomless, these
two opposing cones can be freely overturned so that neither cone is
fixed to either the upright or the inverted position. This ‘turning
over’ from samsara to nirvana, from nirvana to samsara, as well as
the realization of the dynamic oneness of the Buddha-nature and all
beings, or the Buddha-nature and impermanence, are possible only
through human beings, specifically through a person who attains
his or her true Self by awakening to the realization of impermanence
qua the realization of Buddha-nature. In Figure 2.5 this crucial fact
is represented by the middle circle at the intersection of the two
cones. The figure especially attempts to show the true Self as the
pivotal point of the dynamism of samsara and nirvana, the realiza-
tion of impermanence qua the realization of Buddha-nature.

Restated in connection with the idea of impermanence, when
Dogen reaches the dimension of ‘all beings’, impermanence com-
mon to all beings is thoroughly realized as impermanence, no more, no
less. Apart from this thorough realization of impermanence there is
no realization of Buddha-nature. However, in this very realization
that underlies Mahayana Buddhism, Dogen achieves a complete
and radical reversal, a reversal from the realization of ‘imperma-
nence itselfis the Buddha-nature’ to the realization of ‘the Buddha-
nature in_itself is impermanence’. His idea of mujo-bussho, i.e.,
‘impermanence—Buddha-nature’, is the outcome of this reversal. It
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pletely overcome. There is no irreversible relation. Everything is
dynamically interrelated yet distinct. Thus Dogen’s idea of ‘imper-
manence-Buddha-nature’ is not a Becoming that can-be reduced
cither to Being (Buddha-nature) or to Nothing (impermancnce).
Rather it is a genuine ‘Becoming’ of which we can, after Hegel,
legitimately say:

They [the impermanence of all beings-and the Buddha-nature]
are not-the-same. They are absolutely distinct, and yet unsepa-
rated _and_inseparable, cach disappearing immediately in its
opposite. Their truth is therefore this movement — in a word,
Becoming.

Becoming in this sense is seen in the following words of Dogen:

To think the Buddha-nature exists only during one’s life and
ceases to exist at death is the utmost in ignorancc and superficial-
ity. Durmg life there is the ‘Buddha-nature’ and ‘no Buddha-
nature’. In death‘Mc_ll_il}_gg is the ‘Buddha-nature’ and ‘no
Buddha-nature’.. .. Nonetheless the attachment to false views
that the Buddha-nature exists or not according to whether there
is motion or not, that it functions or not in proportion to con-
sciousness or no-consciousness, or that it ceases as the Buddha-
nature or does not cease according to whether it is perceived or
not, is heretical.*!

Therefore, ‘Becoming’ in Dogen’s sense is not a synthesis which
presupposes any duality as its basis such as Being and Nothing,
Buddha-nature and impermanence, and so forth. Rather, this
‘Becoming’ itself takes place in the boundless, dimensionless—
dimension of ‘all beings’ which is truly cosmological. This leads us
to sum up the essential differences between Hegel and Dogen as
follows:

1. Taking the ‘absolute Spirit’ as its philosophical foundation,
the basis of Hegel’s system is still personalistic, not completely
dehomocentric or cosmological while the basis_of Dogen’s
system is completely dehomocentric and cosmologlcal &2

2. Accordmgly, in Hﬂl the development of concept (Begriff),
though dialectic, 1s ullzmalely a one-dimensional and closed
system; in Dégen everything is reversible and mutually inter-
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penetrating, thereby forming an open system. The more cosmo-
logical the basis, the more personalistic the mind, and vice
versa. In other words, if the basis on which one attains the
Buddha-nature is limited to the living-dimension, or more
narrowly to the human dimension, that is to say, is limited to a
narrow cosmological framework, then the Buddha-nature
which is attained on that basis will also be limited in its
personalistic depth. Conversely, a realization reached in a
broader cosmological framework will be one of greater per-
sonalistic depth. This may be termed ‘cosmo-personalistic’.
3. In Hegel, because emphasis on the final synthesis is stronger
than contradictory opposition, an individual finally loses his
individuality. This is seen in his term List der Vernunft (trick of
reason) which manipulates individual figures through passion
in history.* Since for Dogen the Buddha-nature is thoroughly
nonsubstantial, all beings are all beings, inseparable from each

4. Despite his emphasis on “The truth is the Whole’ and ‘The
ultimate truth is Subject’ there is working in Hegel’s system a
hidden objectification which speculates the whole. In marked
contrast to this, Dogen insists that through Zen practice, which
for him is seated meditation, every objectification is overcome
and dynamic nonduality between ‘subject’ and ‘object’, self and
the universe, is fully realized.

5. Again, despite his emphasis on time and history, Hegel’s
speculative dialectic, which is often called panlogicism, ulti-
mately turns them into motionless eternity. In Dogen, however,
time is being and being is time. Becoming as ‘impermanence—
Buddha-nature’involves_the_paradoxical unity of time and
eternity at each and every moment.

All of these differences stem from a completely radical turning over
of the priority of Being over Nothing, a turning over which is lacking
in Hegel. In Dogen’s case, there is a turning over of the priority
of the Buddha-nature over impermanence — a reversal from
‘impermanence is the Buddha-nature’ to ‘the Buddha-nature is
impermanence’. For Dogen, all beings, impermanence, and the
Buddha-nature are identical, with the realization of impermanence

as the dynamic axis.
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After struggling seriously with this problem, Dogen, on the basis
of his Zen practice and his own enlightenment, rejected sheer
original awakening as_a_naturalistic_heresy® that regards the
human mind itself as buddha by identifying the given human
self-consciousness with true awakening. Accordingly, he_empha-

sizes _the_importance and—necessity of practice: ‘Although_this
Dharma [the Buddhist truth] is amply present in every person,
unless one practices, it is not manifested; unless there is realization,
it is not attained.’*” At the same time Dégen also rejects the idea of a
mere acquired awakening as an unauthentic Buddhist teaching
which distinguishes practice and enlightenment, taking the former
as a means to the latter as an end. Dogen instead emphasizes
oneness of practice and enlightment saying, “To think practice and
realization are not one is a heretical view. In the Buddha Dharma,
practice and realization are identical. Because one’s present prac-
tice is practice in realization, one’s initial negotiating of the Way in
itself 1s the whole of original realization. Thus, even while directed
to practice, one is told not to anticipate a realization apart from
practice, because practice points directly to original realization.”*®
Thus by rejecting both the naturalistic-pantheistic and the idealis-
tic-teleological views of the Buddha-nature, Dogen breaks through
the relativity of ‘original’ and ‘acquired’ awakening and opens up a
deeper ground that is neither a priori nor a posteriori. This very
ground is the original awakening in its absolute sense because it is
prior to and liberated from any dualistic thought, any discrimina-
tory view. For Dogen it is the ‘immaculate’ Buddha-nature that is
realized in zazen, seated meditation, which he calls ‘body-and-mind-
casting-oft” (shinjindatsuraku). The original awakening as understood
by Dogen is not an original awakening which is looked at and aimed
at from the point of view of acquired awakening. Rather Dogen’s
‘original awakening’ is deeper than both original and acquired
awakening in their relative sense, and takes them as aspects of'itself.
This is the reason Dogen emphasizes that ‘one must practice in
attaining the Way’,* and that ‘as enlightenment is_already in
practice, enlightenment is endless: as practice is_enlightenment,
pracpi\ce_ig_k)_CMglcss’.So For Do6gen the Buddha-nature man-
ifests itself regardless of human delusions and enlightenment. Both
practice and enlightenment are beginningless and endless. There is
nothing standing against the Buddha-nature in its immediacy.
Throughout the universe nothing has ever been concealed; all
beings ceaselessly manifest the Buddha-nature while they are
ever-changing.
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enable one to awaken to Reality here and now, liberated from
delusions and sufferings. This awakening is originally functioning
precisely in the impermanence of the world. It is through undefiled
practice that this original awakening in its authentic sense is
awakened to. The oneness of practice and enlightenment is realized
only in the realm of undefiled practice and awakening — practice
undefiled by an intention to become a buddha, and awakening
undecfiled by illusory projective thinking which posits enlightenment
as a goal beyond the realm of impermanence. In other words, only
by being freced from aim-oriented human action, both in_practice

enlightenment realized.-However, this undefiled standpoint is not
static but highly dynamic, because through zazen it opens up
authentic original awakening directly at the feet of once’s existence,
here and now at each and every moment.

Practically speaking, in Dogen this freedom from aim-oriented
human action indicates faith in the Buddha Way, religious spirit,
and compassion. This is expressed clearly in the following passages
taken from his writings:

One who practices the Buddha Way above all should have
faith in the Buddha Way.*

To begin with, the practice of the Buddha Dharma is not done
for one’s own sake. And of course not for the sake of fame and

wealth. One should simply practic Buddha Dharma for its

own_sake.”’

The resolve to attain supreme enlightenment is the issuance
and act of a vow to save all sentient beings prior to one’s own
salvation.”®

The zazen of buddhas and patriarchs is a prayer to gather and
appropriate the entire Buddha Dharma from the time of initial
resolution. Accordingly, their zazen does not forget or reject living
beings; their compassionate thought always extends even to
insects, and their carnest desire is to save them and transfer all
merits to all things.”

However, the rcalm of undefilement with its accompanying faith
and compassion is not merely the goal but the starting point of
Buddhist life, because without the realization of faith and compas-
sion one cannot have a real point of departure for this life. And only
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3 True Person and
Compassion —
D. T. Suzuki’s

Appreciation of Lin-chi
and Chao-chou

I

In memory of Daisetz Teitard Suzuki (1870-1966), I would like
here to consider his appreciation and interpretation of the Lin-chi
Lu' and the Chao-chou Lu* on the basis of what Suzuki regarded as
the idea of ‘man’ or ‘person’ (nin in Japanese, jén in Chinese), an
idea he found common to both works. The Lin-chi Lu and Ck@;dzou
Lu are.two Zen classics recording respectively the sayings of Lin-chi
I-hstian (Ja: Rinzai Gigen, d. 866) and Chao-chou Ts’ung-shen (Ja:
Joshu Jushin, 778-897). Traditionally called ‘King of Zen Re-
cords’,> Suzuki once remarked that the Lin-chi Lu is ‘regarded by
many as the strongest Zen treatise we have.’* Yet, the collection of
Zen sayings and anecdotes he prized most was the Chao-chou Lu,
which, in Suzuki’s evaluation not only possesses the same vital Zen
realization as does the Lin-chi Lu, but also expresses vividly the
compassionate aspect of Zen.

In 1949, Suzuki published in Japanese Rinzai no Kihon Shiso:
Rinzai-roku ni okeru ‘nin’ shiso no kenkyi (The Fundamental Thought of
Lin-chi: a Study of ‘Person’ in the ‘Lin-chi Lv’).> This represents one of
Suzuki’s most important writings in either Japanese or English. In
this book he presents an original and penetrating approach to the
Lin-chi Lu in which the idea of ‘Person’ is elucidated as the key to the
entire work and as the nucleus of genuine Zen spirit. An English
translation of the Lin-chi Lu was a long cherished project of Suzuki.
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‘Person’ and its future destiny as well will depend on its living grasp
of this realization.!* Now, what really is ‘Person’?

I11
Let us return to Lin-chi’s sermon as quoted above.

There is the true man of no rank in the mass of naked flesh,
who goes in and out from your facial gates (i.e., sense organs).
Those who have not yet testified (to the fact), look, look!

This is Lin-chi’s declaration of ‘Person’ as the most concrete and
living Self. He also calls him ‘the One who is, at this moment, right
in front of us, solitarily, illuminating, in full awareness, listening to
this talk on the Dharma’.!> If one, however, takes the concreteness
of this ‘Person’ for the concreteness of sensory experience unmedi-
ated by intellect, he is entirely off the mark. It is likewise erroneous
to understand ‘the true man of no rank who goes in and out from
your facial gates’ as a psychological self.'® Interpreting Lin-chi’s
‘Person’ as the real Self, Suzuki says, “The real Self is a kind of
metaphysical self in opposition to the psychological or ethical self
which belong in a finite world of relativity. Lin-chi’s “Man” 1s
defined as “‘of no rank’ or “independent of” (mu_ye, wu i), or “with
no clothes on’, all of which makes us think of the “metaphysical”
Self>!’

If one, however, in considering the term ‘metaphysical Self’,
assumes ‘Person’ to be consciousness in general or an abstract
humanity, one’s view is ‘dead wrong’.'® Neither consciousness in
general nor an abstract humanity are a living ‘Person’, a concrete
existence. Being intellectualizations, they are abstractions, devoid
of vital activity. On the contrary, Lin-chi’s ‘Person’ is “The One
who is, at this moment, right in front of us, listening to this talk on
the Dharma.” He is neither a philosophical assumption nor a logical
postulate, but one who is working, fully alive, here (right in front of
us) and now (at this moment). This is why Lin-chi says, ‘Look,
look!” and ‘Speak, speak!’

In order to realize Lin-chi’s ‘Person’ therefore, one must tran-
scend the discriminative consciousness. Human consciousness is
always imprisoned in objectivity and relativity. Zen urges us to
‘advance further from the top of a hundrcd_4f(—)o£_p_ole’;19 it urges
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This can be seen when one takes seriously the following question
raised by Suzuki: ‘Who was it that heard God speak and then wrote
down, “God said, ‘Let there be light’ and there was light”?’26
There must be a witness of God’s creation who is hidden in the
Biblical account. The Christian idea of God is certainly beyond the
duality of subject and object, transcendence and immanence, being
and non-being. He created the universe out of nothing — by His
word. There is, however, a hidden duality between God, who 1s
creating the universe, and a veiled seer of His creation. Even when
‘God before creation’ is talked about, who is it who talks about
‘God before creation’? This hidden and final dualism is a great and
serious problem which Zen believes must be thoroughly overcome
for us to attain a complete liberation. Zen is properly concerned
with the very origin_before duality takes place. Since the hidden
duality is the final one, one which is concerned with God Himself]
the veiled ‘scer” of God’s creation can be neither God nor a human
as a CI‘Cdthl’l “This SCQI‘ 18, In Lm chi’s terms, ‘the true man of no

’, “Void’, ‘Mind’, ‘Seeing’, ‘Acti-
v1ty , andrKnewmg :whavc- dl‘se;bccn.iraditimmll;Luscdwin\ch to
indicate that seer.

The veiled seer 1s called ‘Emptiness’ or ‘“Void’ because, as the
ultimate seer, it _cannot be objectified and cannot be anything
whatsoever. It is called ‘Mind’, ‘Seeing’, ‘Knowing’, ‘Activity’ and
so on because, although it cannot be objectified, it is not sheer
emptiness but rather the absolute Subjectivity at the root-source of
human objectification. Lin-chi calls the ultimate seer ‘Person’ or
‘the true man of no rank’ to express its living concreteness.

In his Song of Enlightenment, Yung-chia Ta-shin (Ja: Yoka
Daishi, 665-—713) describes the spiritual awakening as follows:
“You cannot take hold of it, nor can you get rid of it; while you can
do neither, it goes on its own way.’?’

This ‘it’ 1s precisely the ultimate seer, or ‘Person’ in Lin-chi’s
sense. The ultimate seer or ‘Person’ can neither be taken hold of nor
forsaken. Yet, right in the midst of these impossibilities ‘it’ or
‘Person’ already is. So Lin-chi’s ‘true man of no rank’ as the
ultimate seer ‘stands’ neither before God’s creation nor after God’s
creation. He is standing and working right here and now ‘prior to’
any form of duality such as before and after, time and eternity, God
and humanity, scer and the seen. The ultimate scer is nothing but
‘Seeing’ itself. ‘Seeing’ is the absolute Activity prior-to-both per-

sonification_and deification. ‘Seeing’ in this sense, however, is
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nothing other than ‘Emptiness’ or ‘Void’. For this very rcason
‘Seeing’ is rcally_hc absolute Activity which can never be objecti-
fied. As absolute Activity, ‘Seeing’ does not see itself just as an eye
does_not_see.itself. ‘Seeing’ is non-seeing-in regard to-itself. It is
because seeing 1s non-seeing in regard to itself that ‘Seeing’ is ‘Seeing
which 1s absolutely active’ — pure ‘Seeing’ without a seer.

From this ‘Seeing’ as the absolute Activity spring God’s words
‘Let there be light” — that 1s, God Himself and His creation. In the
‘Seeing’, God sees the light and the light sees God; God sees God
and the light sees the light. Since ‘Seeing’ is always working
regardless of before and afler, and thereby i1s working right 4ere and
now, Lin-chi, taking it in the most existential way, calls it ‘Person’.
Hence he addresses ‘“The One who is, at this moment, right in front
of us, listening to this talk on the Dharma’ and shouts ‘Look, look!’
and ‘Speak, speak!” seizing the monk by the throat.

Accordingly, Suzuki emphasizes that Lin-chi’s ‘Person’ is supra-
individual® as well as individual.?® ‘Person’ is supra-individual
because Lin-chi’s ‘Person’ is identical with ‘Emptiness’, ‘Seeing’, or
to use Suzuki’s terminology, ‘Cosmic Unconsciousness’. At the
same time, ‘Person’ is an individual, a concrete living existence such
as Lin-chi, Té-shan, you or 1.

‘Person’ has two aspects — one exists as a finite individual, and at
the same time, one is a ‘bottomless abyss’. It is not possible to take
hold of ‘Person’ on the plane of the individual alone. For, the
finite individual inevitably goes hand in hand with the ‘bottom-
less abyss’, and we must break through this ‘abyss’ (aspect of
‘Person’) if we are to be individuals in the true sense.*® The bottom-
less abyss is, needless to say, ‘Emptiness’, ‘Void’ or ‘Cosmic Un-
consciousness’ which is supra-individual. One often mistakes
Emptiness, Void or Cosmic Unconsciousness as something sepa-
rated from an individual existence. Lin-chi, however, says that it
‘goes in and out from your facial gates. Those who have not yet
testified to the fact, look, look!” The supra-individual Emptiness or
Cosmic Unconsciousness cannot manifest itself directly unless it
materializes in an individual existence. On the other hand, an
individual existence is really individual only insofar as the supra-
individual Emptiness or Cosmic Unconsciousness manifests itself
in and through it. Lin-chi’s ‘Person’ is nothing but a living
individual who is always (therefore, right here and right now)
Emptiness, Cosmic Unconsciousness or Seeing. In other words, the living
non-duality of the individual and the supra-individual is ‘Person’.
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Hence Lin-chi’s saying. ‘O Followers of the Way, the One who, at
this moment, right in front of us, brightly, in solitude, and in full
awareness is listening [to this talk on the Dharma] — this Man (jén)
tarries nowhere wherever he may be, he passes through the ten
quarters, he is master of himself in the triple world. Entering into
all situations, discriminating everything, he is not to be turned
away [from what he is].”*!

This is the liberated and creative activity of ‘Person’. Acting
through the five senses, ‘Person’ goes beyond them without being
trapped by them. Acting in accord with consciousness, ‘Person’
transcends consciousness without being confined by it. “When
conditions arise let them be illuminated. You just believe in the One
who is acting at this very moment. He is not employing himself in
any particularly specified fashion. As soon as one thought is born in
your mind, the triple world rises with all its conditions which are
classifiable under the six sensefields. As you go on acting as you do
in response to the conditions, what is wanting in you?*? Thus
Lin-chi says, ‘He 1s master of himself wherever he goes. As he stands
all is right with him.’®

The above gives a brief insight into Lin-chi’s ‘Person’ which
Suzuki elucidates as the core of the Lin-chi Lu and as the most
concrete basis of Zen. Here we can see what Suzuki thinks to be the
true way of human existence.

v

As I said ecarlier in this essay, Suzuki believes that Chao-chou
places as much emphasis on the necessity of awakening to ‘Person’
as does Lin-chi, although the former does not use the term ‘Person’
so explicitly as does the latter. Suzuki illustrates this by the
following mondo (question and answer) from the Chao-chou Lu:

Chao-chou was once asked by a monk, “What is my self?”
Chao-chou said, “Have you finished the morning gruel?”
“Yes, I have finished”, answered the monk.

Chao-chou then told him, “If so, wash your bowl.””*

Chao-chou’s instruction here is not simply to wash a bowl after a
meal, but to awaken to the ‘Self” in eating and washing. Comment-
ing on the mondo Suzuki says, “The eating is an act, the washing is an
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That reason can be found in the following words from his writings:
‘It ought to be said that the most distinguishing characteristics of
Chao-chou’s Zen lies in his teaching-of “‘suffering by taking upon
oneself myriad evil passions for the sake of all living beings’. Other
Zen men, of course, say the same thing, because those who do not
declare this cannot be Zen men. In Chao-chou’s Zen, however, the
emphasis is striking.”’

In this connection Suzuki quotes the following mondo involving
Chao-chou:

Joshu (Chao-chou) was approached by an old lady who said,
“Women are considered to be heavily laden with the five
obstructions. How can I be freed from them?”

The master said, “Let all the other people be born in Heaven,
but may I this old woman be forever drowned in the ocean of
suffering.”%

A literal translation of the last words of Chao-chou in this mondo
1s, ‘May the old woman be forever drowned in the ocean of
suffering’, referring to the other party of the mondo. In so saying
Chao-chou, though apparently pitiless, is trying to save the old
woman by cutting oft her attachment to her own liberation from the
‘five obstructions’. Chao-chou’s seemingly harsh reply springs from
great compassion in which no distinction between Chao-chou and
the old woman exists and in which Chao-chou himself is willing to
suffer much more than or in place of anyone else. I understand it
was to emphasize this point that, identifying Joshi with the old
woman, Suzuki translated this portion as ‘May 7 this old woman be
forever drowned in the ocean of suffering.’

Another mondo concerning Chao-chou goes like this:

Someone asked, “You are such a saintly personality. Where
would you find yourself after your death?”

Joshu the Zen master replied, “I go to hell ahead of you all!”

The questioner was thunderstruck and said, “How could that
be?”

The master did not hesitate: “Without my first going to hell,
who would be waiting there to save people like you?”**

Referring to the first mondo, Suzuki says, ‘This expresses the
pranidhana (original Vow) or vicarious suffering.*® As for the
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4 Zen and Western Thought

‘Zen and Western Thought’ is one of the intellectual areas which
must by all means be studied and elucidated in today’s world. And
yet it is an extremely difficult subject. To deal, in all its ramifica-
tions, with this theme which is so vast and difficult to grasp in its
core, is quite beyond the powers of the present writer. I shall
attempt here only a preliminary sketch with the hope that I can
revise it in the future after I have obtained the criticisms of my
learned readers.

I

In both the present and the past, in both the West and in the East,
man has not been satisfied with living only in immediate actuality,
only in the phenomena of sensation, only in the present world. He
feels eternal beauty even in the falling petals of a flower. Looking up
to the starry heavens above, he senses a universal law. Perceiving
his own evil and that of others, he seeks ideal forms of man. In the
face of life which ends in death, he longs for the existence of an
imperishable world. These are g,ll__se‘nrtimcnts*rc;oted inCman’s
mature. The human heart does not rest from its quest for an invisible
world behind the visible world, for law at the basis of phenomena,
for meaning behind events, and for ideals on the other side of
actualities. This incessant quest originates in an essential demand
of man which compels him to search for something which tran-
scends the present world precisely because he lives within the present
world, for something universal precisely becaue he i1s concerned
with individual phenomena, for something unchanging and eternal
since he experiences the ceaseless changes of birth and death. The
philosophers have said that man is a metaphysical animal, and it
can be said that this definition is fundamental and common to East
and West, past and present. But precisely because man is a
metaphysical animal, he comes also to reveal a perspective which
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denies the existence of ideals which transcend the reality of the
present, and of the eternal behind things, and to manifest a
standpoint which insists that this present world of individual events
1s the one and only existing world.

Consequently, this opposition and tension between actualities
and ideas, immanence and transcendence, individual and universal,
temporal and eternal, runs incessantly through human existence,
ever making human life itself problematic. 1 shall here call this the
opposition _and tension between ji and rz Human existence is
penetrated through and through by the op opposmon and tension of ji
and 77, and precisely thereby, humanity cannot help but be aware of
itself as a problem — this is the fate and essence of man.

This usage of ji and ri is of Buddhist origin, in which ji means the
actual, phenomenal, particular, temporal, and differentiated; 7
connotes the ideal, noumenal, universal, eternal, and undifferenti-
ated. In this essay these two Japanese words are used as the key
terms to discuss both Buddhist and Western thought. As discussed
below, Buddhist and Western thought differ greatly in their concrete
understanding of what the ideal and universal are. Similarly, as even
within the context of Western thought, there are a multiplicity of
philosophical viewpoints, the following study will explore differences
of nuance in terms connoting the notions of ji and ri as they occur in
such philosophies as those of Plato, Aristotle, Kant or as found in
Christianity.

There are standpoints which attempt to grasp and comprehend
the totality of the opposition and tension between ji and ri by taking
the former (ji) as foundational. These are the various empiricist
positions common to both East and West. In contrast to them, other
standpoints endeavor to grasp and comprehend the same totality of
the opposition and tension between ji and 7i by taking the latter (r7)
as foundational. These are the various idealist positions which are
also common to East and West (see Figure 4.1).

Ji ri
the particular the universal
\
the vantage point the vantage point
of the particular (ji) of the universal (7i)
(Empericism) (Idealism)

Fi1GURES 4.1
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But neither empiricism nor idealism can be said to provide a
fundamental solution to the problem of man as long as ecither
attempts, in a one-sided way, to grasp and comprechend the
opposition between ji and i by taking one pole of that opposition as
its basic principle, thus remaining within the opposition and tension
rather than transcending it. For the standpoint which will give a
true solution to such an opposition and tension must be one which
breaks through that opposition and tension. It must be a metaphysical
standpoint in the best sense of the word.

Accordingly, 1 will try, on the basis of such a metaphysical
standpoint, to bring under one purview the philosophical thought
of the West and East, representing the latter by Buddhist thought
in particular.

In the philosophy of Auistotle, which can be called the highest
peak attained by Greek thought, and especially in his Metap/yzsica

__ng\is such, i.e., absolute Sein, which is the ground of the exis-
tence of beings, is establuhcd_mh&ﬁxndmnm@‘pgrylple The
history of Western metaphysics after Aristotle has been erected on
the extension of this concept of ‘Being’. It was Kant who, attacking
all these metaphysical positions as dogmatic, raised the question,
‘How is metaphysics as a science (Wissenschaft) possible?’, and who
made use of his own critical method to indicate the possibility of
metaphysics on an entirely new foundation. This new foundation
was the transcendental law of pure practical reason, i.e., the
absolute ‘Ought’ (Sollen). In Kant, the philosophical thought of the
West reached a definite turning point. The > metaphysics ¢ of substan-
tive ‘Being’ became that of the subjective ‘Ought’.

It can also be said that the process of Western philosophical
thought since Kant has taken a wandering and groping course in
the attempt to circumvent the tension or polarity between Aristote-
lian ‘Being’ and the Kantian ‘Ought’, either drawing to one side or
the other of that polarity, or contriving to harmonize the two, or
attempting to transcend them in some form or other. Among these
philosophical endeavours, those of Nietzsche and Heidegger espe-
cially have seriously dealt with the question of ‘Non-being’ or
‘Nothingness’ (Nichts) which cannot be categorized as either ‘Being’
(Sein) or ‘Ought’ (Sollen)
metaphyﬁs;cgl prln_c1ple commensurate with Bemg in Aristotle and
‘Ought’ in Kant (each of which had an absolute character,
transcending relativity and forming the fundamental principle of
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the p0551b1hty of metaphysics) did not. make a.dominating appear-
ance in the history of Western philosophy for over two thousand
years. In the East, on  the other hand, Nagarjuna? of India a already in
the second century A.D. clearly realized the concept of ‘Nothing-
ness’ in this sense and established it as a basic philosophic principle.
Constituting the highest point of Indian Mahayana Buddhism,
Nagarjuna’s view_of ‘Emptiness’ (sinyata) was not merely philo-
sophical but rather was the outgrowth of profound rchglous experi-
ence. Rooted in the tradition of religious self-realization going back
to the time of the Buddha, Nagarjuna philosophically established
the standpoint of absolute ‘Nothingness’ which transcends both
being and non-being. Nagarjuna’s thought became the-basic point
of departure of Mahayana Buddhist thought thereafter.

‘Bemg (Sein), the ‘Ought’ (Sollen) and ‘Nothlngness (Nichts),
or, in Japanese, U, Ri, and Mu,? as introduced by Aristotle, Kant,
and Nagarjuna, all have an absolute or non-relative character and have
all, respectively, in principle, transcended the above discussed oppo-
sition between ji and ri. The opposition between ji and ri can be
surmounted only when u, 7, or mu is absolutized. Ri, or the
‘universal’ in its relative sense as a pole of the opposition discussed
above, when absolutized, naturally becomes Ri or the ‘Universal’
(in Kant, ‘Ought’) in its absolute sense. On the other hand, ji or the
‘particular’; as the other pole of the opposition, is itself a synthesis
or mixture of relative being and relative non-being. Therefore, if the
absolute be derived from ji, then ji will be reduced to U (Being) or
Mu (Nothingness) in their absolute sense (see Figure 4.2).

ji ri
The relative and the particular the universal
empirical level: /\ \L

U Mu Ri

The absolute and
metaphysical level:  Being Nothingness The Universal (Ought)

Sein Nichts Sollen

FIGURE 4.2

It can also be said that Aristotle, Kant, and Nagarjuna, while
differing in time and place, have each in their own way arrived at
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terms, behind phenomena as ji, Plato posited Ideas as ri. Morcover,
Plato conceived phenomena (i) to be copies of the Ideas (ri) which
are the original prototypes in which they participate. For Plato, the
Ideas (77) had more than a merely theoretical and ontological
character as principles of natural existence. The Ideas also posses-
sed an extremely ethical and practical character and were the eros
ever driving man toward the supreme Idea which was the Good. In
Plato, the Ideas as ri were the true realities which formed the
phenomena — as ji — into phenomena. In these Ideas, the laws of
nature and of man, theory and practice, reason and will, were
grasped as not yet differentiated, i.c., without a clear realization of
their distinction or duality.

Plato’s understanding of the relationship between phenomena
and Ideas in which the Ideas did not yet clearly differentiate the law
of nature from the law of man, theory from practice, reason from
will, yet were intensely ethical and practical in coloration, was
replaced in Aristotle by a posited relationship between matter and
form which clearly shows a theoretical and ontological nature
rather than an ethical and practical one. Moreover, unlike Plato’s
Ideas which as self-existent entities transcended phenomena and
were their prototypes, the forms of Aristotle were not separated
from individual things. They existed inherently in individual things
themselves as the basic causes by means of which matter (as
dynamis) is formed, thus becoming individual things (as energeia).
While Plato’s Ideas essentially pre-existed in relation to the phe-
nomena, Aristotelian form — which is itself distinguishable from
the matter of individual things — was always co-existent with the
individual thing and could be discovered only in the individual
thing. Resting on but surmounting the Platonic world of Ideas
(those universal principles which transcend the world of phe-
nomena, yet make it possible), Aristotle saw the forms as insepar-
able from individual phenomena or individual things. It was by
truly surmounting this kind of Platonic theory of Ideas that
Aristotle attained to the concept of ‘Being’, i.c,, ousia, which makes
beings the beings they are. (This should not be taken to mean that
Aristotle attributes the origin of being to the prime mover in the
Christian sense of creatio ex nihilo.) In his achievement, we can see a
radical overcoming of the opposition between ji and 7i. ‘Being’, and
especially the supreme Being as God realized by Aristotle, was
‘Being’ of an essential and absolute character which in this sense
had risen above relativity. Accordingly, it may be considered one of



I . -
r v
B
r = 'l
. ! 1 1 -
v
"
'
u -
o — —— me——
1
1
I
I
I I
i
1 -
-
= 1 104
-
-
T
= !
TN I 1
1 -




qo Zen and Western Thought

well known, what his_critical philosophy made clear was that
cognition of metaphysical objects was impossible through theoretic-
al reason. It was only possible through pure practical reason and
faith based on it. Here an essential distinction was made between
theoretical reason (the theoretical use of reason) and practical
reason (the practical use of reason), which had not been distin-
guished with adequate clarity since the days of Plato. Yet reason thus
used in these two ways was not taken simply as reason innately
given to man, but as a {ranscendental pure reason which made this
natural reason possible in principle and yet established it in
actuality.

In this Kantian position there emerged an entirely new tension
between ji (particular, phenomenal) and 7/ (universal, noumenal)
not seen since the days of ancient Greece. It was an extreme tension
between ji as one pole and a new form of pure reason, ri — which
makes 77 as universal reason possible — as another pole. Since the
Kantian transcendental pure reason makes universal reason possi-
ble, it may be called the 7i of ri or the ‘principle of principles’. Ji is
legitimately able to be such only on the basis of this kind of ri of 7i
(transcendental principle in the Kantian sense). Moreover, what
Kant clarified was that despite such a transcendental character of
pure reason, as long as it is used theoretically, metaphysical ideas
may be speculated about but their validity cannot be recognized.
Only when pure reason is being used practically is it possible to
recognize th the validity of | metaphysical ideas through moral faith.
Kant established the possibility of metaphysical knowledge not by
employing theoretical reason concerned with objects in external
nature, but only by appealing to reason in its practical use. Such
practical use turns pure reason deeply within and roots Subjective
moral determination in one’s own will. This standpoint of the
primacy of practical reason constitutes a return to the standpoint of
the moral and practical nature of the Platonic theory of Ideas and a
displacement of the rationalistic, ontological standpoint of Aristotle.
But, needless to say, it was not simply a return to the Platonic 77 as
Idea. Emphatically denying Aristotelian ontology, i.c., the stand-
point of ‘Being’ which had in turn transcended the standpoint of
Plato, Kant gave a transcendental foundation to the standpoint of
pure reason, the 7 of ri as stated above.

As mentioned above, Kant clearly distinguished the theoretical
and practical uses of reason, and considered that metaphysical
ideas could be recognized not by the former but only by the latter,
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problem in a secondary sense as the negation and privation of being.
It can be said that the phrase ‘nothing comes from nothing’ (ex nihilo
nikil fity was the thought of ancient Greece, including Aristotle.

Kant, in rejecting metaphysics since Aristotle as dogmatic, also
rejected moral philosophy since the time of Greece as an erroneous
moral philosophy which had not critically studied the foundation of
moral principles themselves. He himself critically established the
standpoint of pure practical reason. Before Kant, moral reason and
moral sentiment had come to be understood as innate in man. Kant,
however, was reluctant to take human nature, including both moral
reason and moral sentiment, as a moral principle. He firmly
believed that the ethical reason and moral sentiment inherent in
man could not become universal moral principles.

But this hardly led him to despair over human nature or to a
realization of sin. Nor did it lead him to deny the possibility of
morality. Rather, Kant was led to a new understanding of pure
practical reason by asking the question: ‘Can pure reason determine
the will by itself?” His perspective took the morality of man neither
as being nor as non-being, but as that which ‘ought to be’. As the
standpoint of a Subjective practical principle (more accurately, a
‘principle of principles’, or ri of 73), it found its basis in a transcen-
dental ethical ought which in every case unconditionally comman-
ded what ‘you really ought to do’. Therefore, this ‘ought’, which
Kant took to be the only principle by which metaphysics is possible,
denied Aristotelian U or ‘Being’, but did not take mu or ‘non-being’
as the basic principle. Kant instead took the position of the
Subjective, practical ri of 7/, which regards precisely the perform-
ance of duty for duty’s sake as true freedom. In his religious
philosophy, Kant regarded radical evil as a profound problem, but
there too he hardly abandoned this Subjective standpoint of the 7i of
ri. Rather, he thought to surmount even the problem of radical evil
in terms of the #i of 7i by deepening the meaning of that concept.

As I have stated above, it was Nagarjuna who accomplished in
an extremely radical form the grounding of ‘Non-being’ or
‘Nothingness’ as the fundamental principle of all things. But, of
course, even Nagarjuna’s philosophy of ‘Non-being” — more accur-
ately, of Emptiness (Snyata) — did not emerge suddenly.

The theory of dependent origination, pratitya-samutpada, which the
Buddha expounded, advocated that anything experienced by us
arises through depcndencc on somethmg else. It involved a denial of
the concept of substantiality, i.e., the concept that anythmg has a






94 Zen and Western Thought

appears as animitia (no-form, or non-determinate entity). But
Nagarjuna rejected as illusory, not only the ‘eternalist’ view, which
took phenomena to be real just as they are, but also the opposite
‘nihilistic’ view that emptiness and non-being are true reality. He
took as the standpoint of Mahayana Emptiness an independent
stand liberated from every illusory point of view connected with
either affirmation or negation, being or non-being, and called that

e

Therefore, for Nagarjuna, Emptiness was not non-being but
‘wondrous Being’. Precisely because it is Emptiness which ‘empties’
cven emptiness, true Emptiness (absolute Nothingness) 1s absolute
Reality which makes all phenomena, all existents, truly be. The
opposition and tension between ji and ri which runs through human
existence and ever makes human life problematic was for Nagar-
juna to be resolved by ‘Nothingness’ (Mu) which transcends the
opposition between being and non-being, that is, by ‘Emptiness’.
‘Nothingness’ thus made absolute by Nagarjuna as the basic
principle which truly discloses reality as such is here affirmed to be
the third fundamental category, differing from both Aristotelian
‘Being’ and the Kantian ‘Ought’.

It may sound strange to take ‘Nothingness’ as one of the
fundamental categories for human thought and existence in the
sense of having an absolute character. For in the West ‘nothingness’
is always negative and is derived through the negation of ‘being’ as
the positive principle — as expressed in terms like me on, non-being,
non-étre, Nichtsein, etc. However, it is precisely one of the points of
this essay to elucidate, through comparison with the Western idea of
non-being, the Buddhist ideas of Mu and Emptiness (sunyata).

Now, mu is not a negative form of « (being) and is not, like me on or
non-being, one-sidedly derived through a negation of «. Being the
complete counter-concept—to u, -muis-a-more_powerful form of
negation than ‘non-being’. In other words, mu is on equal footing

with and is reciprocal to u. Accordingly, it can both be said that mu
is the negation of u, and also that « is the negation of mu. Butif mu is
absolutized.in-principle, it can transcend-and-embrace within itself
both_u and mu_in_their relative senses. The Buddhist idea of
Emptiness may be taken as Mu in this absolute sense.

In Sanskrit, equivalents to me on or non-being are asat or abhava
which are negative forms of sat or bhava. To this extent it does not
differ from Greek and other related Western languages. (This is due

to the fact that Sanskrit is an Aryan language.) However, unlike
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Greck and so forth, as Hajime Nakamura points out, “The-Indians
think_a negative form is not only negative but also positive and

affirmative. So in Indian logic the universal negative judgment (E)
is not used, and it is discussed after being changed into the universal
positive judgment (A); e.g., “All the speeches are non-eternal”
(anityah Sabdah).” Accordingly in Indian thinking, sat and asat,
bhava and abhava, instead of having a simple before-after rela-
tionship, are rather understood to be, not only opposed to one
another, but even contradictory to one another.

In Buddhism, which propounded ‘dependent origination’, sat and
asat, bhava and abhava, are also taken to be mutually dependent with
the understanding that sat or bhava is non-self-existent reality
(asvabhava). Nagarjuna’s idea of ‘Emptiness’ was firmly established
through the idea of ‘dependent origination’ — as the fundamental
and creative principle which transcends both sat (or bhava) and asat
(or abhava).

Iv

I have discussed above how ‘Being’ (Sein), ‘Ought’ (Sollen), and
‘Nothingness’ (Nichts), which may be called the three fundamental
categories of human thought and existence, were realized by
Aristotle, Kant, and Nagarjuna in absolute senses which respective-
ly transcended relativity, and accordingly, as metaphysical princi-
ples, transcended the opposition between ji and ri. If this viewpoint
can be accepted, then let me proceed to the next point: the question
of why in Western thought the concept of non-being never reached
the stage of realization in the radical sense of Emptiness realized by
Nagarjuna as a principle transcending the opposition between ji
and 7i. We must also inquire whether in Eastern thought, and
especially in Buddhism, « (being) and ri (ought) were entertained as
problems and investigated as basic principles which transcended
the opposition between ji and ri with the same depth and radical-
ness which is found in Aristotle and Kant. This inquiry may provide
a basic perspective from which to clarify the theme of this essay,
‘Zen and Western Thought’. But before going into these questions,
we must say a few words, in relation to the perspective noted above,
about Hebrew thought, which was another source of Western
thought, and especially about Christianity, which has deeply
nourished Western philosophy for two thousand years.
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Needless to say, Christianity is not a philosophy. Neither is it
exhausted by thought. For Christianity is not something attainable
by human reason. Rather it is a faith which earnestly follows the
Word of the living God as revelation. It is not any conclusion of
rational judgement, but is a life of grace, or a life in the Holy Spirit,
which meets God beyond the collapse of all thought; a life in which
the old man dies and is resurrected by the love of God as the new
man.

But even though Christianity is faith in revelation and life in the
Holy Spirit, as long as it is related to man, it is profoundly rooted in
human existence and consequently it is essentially related to human
thought. In this sense, it is not altogether inappropriate to consider
Christianity in relation to the afore cited three basic categories of
human thought, namely ‘Being’, ‘Ought’, and ‘Nothingness’. This
is especially so because in this essay we are attempting to view
Christianity as Christian thought which, together with philosophical
thought since the Greeks, has constituted “Western thought.” But at
the same time we must never lose sight of the fact that Christianity
itself transcends Christian thoughi.

Christian religious thought, along with Greek thought, are said to
constitute the two main fountainheads of ‘Western thought’. But
the two have extremely different natures. Generally speaking, in
Greek_thought, with the exception of Greek tragedy, we can see a
simple and open-minded affirmation of man and the world; but in
Christian_thought and Hebrew thought-which-preceeded-it; there
runs a deep and keen realization of the negative aspects of human
life. In that'more than anything clse there can be seen a despair in
regard to man’s intellectual and moral nature and with it a
realization of being cut off from the transcendent Being. The story of
the Garden of Eden indicates that man is prohibited from knowing
the truth as God knows it. Indeed, the snake in the garden of
paradise, which caused man to desire to know good and evil like
God, was perhaps the spirit of intelligence and self-consciousness.
But the episode of the expulsion from the garden also indicates that
human independence based on self-consciousness is a sin and that
obedience to the Word of God 1s the only path given to man. The
God of the Hebrews is a transcendent living God who cannot be
enshrined in any temple of speculative systems. Not contemplation,
but faith; not metaphysics, but abandonment of intellect in favour of
revelation, was required. Moreover, the Grecks had no conscious-
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ness of original sin. But the Hebrews stood trembling with fear
before the justice of God. They felt compelled to consider them-
sclves as being entirely devoid of justice, and as sinful. In that
attitude there was an extremely deep and acute opposition and
tension between ji and ri. Yet it was of an entirely different
dimension than the corresponding opposition and tension in Greek
thought.

No matter how transcendent and metaphysical in themselves
were the Platonic ‘Ideas’ and Aristotelian ‘Being’, they were still
immanent in comparison with the justice of the God of Christianity.
They were still merely ji (particular events) immanent in man in
comparison with the sacred “Truth’ or Ri of God’s justice. For both
Platonic Ideas and Aristotelian metaphysics were ultimately only
‘the wisdom of the world’ (I Cor., 1:20), which is considered to be
foolishness by God. The ‘wisdom of God’ (ibid., 2:7) which is an
inscrutable mystery, and the ‘justice of God’ (Psalms, g8—9) which
governs the universe, entirely transcend worldly wisdom, including
metaphysical concepts and human justice. In Christianity, the
justice of God is 7i in a new sense, as the logos of God which judges
as foolishness and sin the Greek solution itself to the opposition
between ji and 7i, formulated in such terms as the Idea of the Good,
the virtue of human justice, or the metaphysics of ‘Being’.

This Ri as the divine logos 1s hardly a theoretical and ontological
characteristic. It is an extremely practical, volitional, individual
personality who appears as judging, or angry, or redceming. And
the Ri as the justice of God and the divine logos is not simply
transcendent. It itself, having become flesh, is immanent in history in
order to save mankind which had turned its back on the justice of
God. The justice of God is now conferred as grace on repentant
sinners. This logos made flesh is Jesus Christ. Those who believe in
the new revelation of the Justice of God through the crucifixion of

which transcended even the cosmos had thus become ji in the cross
of Christ. Moreover, it was an historical event which occurred only
once. The Christian faith stood on the Ri which was revealed when
this. single historical ‘event’ took place. Consequently, the ji — the
‘event’ of the crucifixion of Christ — was a fact established in the
abnegation of transcendent, eternal, divine Ri. It was ji which was
inscparable from history and time.
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Therefore, the standpoint of Christianity must be said to be an
entirely independent one, which differs from both ri as Platonic
Ideas and U (Being) as Aristotelian ousia. But in Western intellec-
tual history, Christian theology from its comparatively early stages
found a certain affinity with the Platonic position of the clearly
transcendent ri. Augustine erected a great theology which mani-
fested Christian faith under the decisive influence of the Platonic ri.
This was simply because Christianity, while grounded in a dimen-
sion differing from that of Platonic philosophy and based on the
historical ji of the incarnate Son, Christ, took as its basic principle
the transcendent Ri of the justice of God, the Father.

Again, Thomas Aquinas went beyond Augustine by synthesizing
Aristotelian philosophy with Christianity. He thereby erected a new
theology which was rationalistic and ontological. Aristotelian phi-
losophy, which at first glance seems to be extremely foreign to the
Christian faith, was employed instead of Platonic thought to
illuminate that faith. One main reason for this can be said to have
been that knowledge of the connection of the divine with the
phenomenal world, which was not altogether clear in Plato, had
been clearly theoreticized in the rationalistic metaphysics of Aris-
totle. Again, Aristotelian philosophy, which attached importance
to actual facts, had an attraction for Christianity which is not a
mere idealism. For Aristotle, God was not an Idea on the infinitely
unattainable other shore. As pure form, the divine itself both
transcends motion and is the ‘unmoving first mover’ which moves
the entire universe and toward which the universe ever moves.
Here there emerged a metaphysical principle which dynamically
linked transcendence and immanence. Thomistic theology, which
thus employed Aristotelian concepts, was accordingly not a theo-
logy of Platonic ‘Idea’ but of Aristotelian ‘Being’.? Moreover, it was
not a theology of static ‘Being’ (ens), but of dynamic ‘Being’ (esse).’
Here Christian thought attained one of its loftiest heights.

However, there was the danger that Christian theology thus
linked to Greek philosophy — whether in Augustine or in Thomas —
glossed over ji or the ‘event’ of the cross that is essential to Chris-
tianity and concealed the sacred Ri as the justice of God which
functions at its foundation. With the Reformation, Luther over-
turncd the Thomistic theology of ‘Being’, and even surmounted the
Augustinian theology of the 7i. Luther reestablished the sacred Ri as
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emptiness taught by Abhidharma Buddhism. He thereby demon-
strated the standpoint of true Mahayana Emptiness articulated in
the Prajiaparamita-sitra which extinguishes the opposition between
being and non-being. This emphasis took its departure from the
religious and practical intention of the salvation of all sentient
beings by criticizing the Abhidharma Buddhists for taking the
negative state of keshin metchi (‘turning the body to ashes and
annihilating consciousness’) as the ideal state of deliverance, i.e., of
nirvana, and he showed the path of true deliverance. For Nagar-
Jjuna, the path of true deliverance involved neither attachment to
fleeting phenomena as true being, nor falling into the ‘nihilistic’
view which regards everything as illusory. Rather, it was precisely

the Mﬁfd%dl;ngth_whi,ch transcends these two extremes. If I may say
so, by making the mystical intuition of the Prajaaparamita-sitra
logically self-conscious, Nagarjuna renewed, within his own histor-
ical context, the Buddha’s emphasis on saving all sentient beings.
At the same time, it cannot be denied that Nagarjuna formulated a
thoroughly philosophical and profoundly metaphysical position.
Not only in Nagarjuna, but in the history of Mahayana Bud-
dhism in general, there has been a struggle against both those
standpoints which take all phenomena (ji), including man and
human consciousness, to be true being, and those standpoints
which in contrast take phenomena as non-being. In other words,
there has been a struggle against both substantialists and nihilists.
The Buddha himself had developed the doctrine of Buddhistic non-
ego (nothing has an inherent self) and of dependent origination
(all things arise by dependence on something else), by transcending
both the philosophy of the Upanishads of the orthodox Brahmans,
who considered Brahman to be the only reality, and the standpoint
of the free thinkers of that time, among whom were pluralists,
skeptics, and nihilists. The Buddha’s doctrine of non-ego and
dependent origination from the beginning stood in practice on the
foundation of free absolute Nothingness (emancipation), which is
free from the very opposition between being and non-being.
That Nagarjuna’s view of Emptiness keenly realized this doctrine
of non-ego and dependent origination of the Buddha, and retermed
it the Middle Way, has already been stated. We may say that such
post-Nagarjuna concepts as the ‘absolute middle’ of the San-lun
School, the ‘perfect true nature’ of the Vijhaptimatra School, the
‘perfect harmony among the three truths of the empty, the pro-
visionally-real, and the mean’ of the T’ien-t’ai Sect, and ‘the realm



102 Zen and Western Thought

of unhindered mutual interpenetration of phenomena and phe-
nomena’ of the Hua-yen Sect, while differing in their respective
positions, each endeavoured to fathom the standpoint of Emptiness
and non-ego essential to Buddhism. Each completely eliminated
both the ‘eternalist’ view which is attached to being and the
‘nihilistic’ view which is attached to non-being.

Attachment to something means substantializing that thing. Accor-
dingly, Buddhism’s search for the standpoint of Emptiness and
non-cgo liberated from both being and non-being swept away both
the substantialization of being and non-being. In so doing, it meant
the denial of substantive thinking itself. When he formulated the
standpoint of true Emptiness, Nagarjuna realized that unless he
abandoned and transcended substantive thinking itself, he could
not truly attain Subjective freedom. Because substantive thinking is
deeply rooted in the very nature of human thought, delusions and
attachments arise from it which are difficult for man to overcome.
By thoroughly negating substantive thinking, Nagarjuna clearly
discerned, in both logical and practical terms, the Way of Buddha
who had taught deliverance from illusion and attachment when he
explained that everything arises through dependent origination.

To overcome substantive thinking completely, it was necessary to
achieve the victory over both being and non-being. For this purpose
it was essential to realize an absolute negation which ‘negates even
the negation (non-being)’. But since substantive thinking is essen-
tially rooted in man’s daily egocentric way of doing things, this
realization of absolute negation, if expressed in practical terms,
means a fundamental negation of man’s egocentricity, i.e., the
realization of non-ego. But the ‘non-ego’ here mentioned is some-
thing more than a mere subjective non-ego of cach individual. Being
attained through the denial of subjective thinking itself, the ‘non-
ego’ 1s nothing less than the realization of the non-substantiality of
all things, including one’s own self. The expressions ‘phenomenal
things have no ego’ or ‘all is empty’ make this same point.
Consequently, the standpoint of non-ega in Mahayana Buddhism

the same time cosmological. Indeed, it was the position of
Mahayana Buddhism that it can only truly be Subjective by being
cosmological, and vice versa.''

When one develops substantive thinking beyond its habitual use
in daily human life into a logic, one thereby creates a logic of

self-identity, which tries to eliminate contradictions. Aristotle’s
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not mean nous, ratio, Vernunft, or human ‘reason’. The concepts
which most nearly correspond to ratio, Vernunft, or human reason in
the history of Western thought were grasped in Buddhism as vijana
(‘consciousness’), manana (‘thinking’), and vikalpa or parikalpa (‘dis-
crimination’). They were always understood pejoratively as delu-
sions which cannot absolutely realize the truth, and as something
to be either overturned or abandoned in order to reach true
wisdom. Even nous and intellectus, which were regarded in the West
as faculties which truly intuit the supra-sensible divine truth, still
had a kind of objectivity (or again, they still were intcllectual).
Under that limitation, they can be understood as negated by
Nagarjuna’s theory of true Emptiness which severely repudiates all
substantive and objective thinking, whether it refers to being or
non-being, and which is thus based on the Subjective nirvikalpa-
jhana (‘non-discriminating Wisdom’).

To take the standpoint of Subjective ‘Emptiness’ which rejects
all substantive thinking means to deny both the faculty of human
rcason represented by nous and ratio and also the ideal reality
attained by nous and ratio. It mcans definitely not to regard them as
positive principles. Again, Mahayana Buddhism, represented by
Nagarjuna’s theory of true Emptiness in which all artificiality is
done away with and in which ‘cach thing as it is in its suchness’ is
realized, can be understood to stand at the opposite pole from
Kant’s position of the pure cthical Ought — i.c., absolute Sollen as
the foundation of the moral law in general — which unconditionally
commands that ‘you ought to do such and such’. Needless to say,
Nagarjuna’s concept of ‘Emptiness’ and the Mahayana doctrinc of
‘naturalness’ are extremely foreign to the sacred Ri as the justice of
the God of Christianity.

In summary, the standpoint of ‘Emptiness’ in Mahayana Budd-
hism represented by Nagarjuna took its central theme to be the
realization of a free, Subjective standpoint which was liberated
from the opposition and tension between being and non-being, by
transcending them at their source. In Buddhism as a whole, the
solution to the above discussed opposition and tension between ji
and ri was sought by taking ‘being’ as the ultimate as in the case of
Sarvastivada, or by taking ‘nothingness’ or ‘cmptiness’ as the ulti-
mate as in Prajaaparamita-satra, the Madhyamika (the Middle Way
School), ctc. But, while ‘being’ or ‘nothingness’ were thus taken as
ultimate principles, 7 was not so strongly emphasized. In fact, i as
an universal principle in the Western sense — i.c.,-human reason,
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the Buddha. Herein lies the reason that ‘an independent transmis-
sion apart from the scriptures’ means ‘directly pointing to man’s
Mind’ and ‘awakening to his (original) Nature, thereby actualizing
his Buddhahood’. This is _also the reason that in Zen, ‘Mind’ is
preferably called ‘man’s Mind’ rather than ‘Buddha Mind’.

This 1mmcd1alc sclf—rggllzatlon of Self-Mind by Self-Mind itselfis
nothing other than the realization of ‘Emptiness’. When Self-Mind
immediately awakens to Self-Mind itself, the world is simultaneous-
ly awakened to as the world itself, and therefore everything in the
world is revealed and realized as itselfin its true (or formless) form,
not as something objectified. This is the reason that true ‘Empu-
ness’ is regarded as ‘wondrous Being’ and as ‘true thusness’, and
again as ‘unhindered mutual interpenetration of phenomena and
phenomena’. It is thus evident that Zen stands in the tradition of
the Prajaaparamita-sutra and of Nagarjuna’s view of true Emptiness,
and of the Hua-yen teaching concerning ‘the realm of unhindered
mutual interpenetration of phenomena and phenomena’. However,
Zen is not concerned with the concepts of ‘wondrous Being of true
Emptiness’ and of ‘unhindered mutual interpenetration of phe-
nomena and phenomena’. Rather it straightforwardly causes their
realization by destroying even these concepts. Indeed, Zen often
expresses itself simply by ‘raising one’s eyebrows and winking one’s
eyes’, by ‘carrying brushwood and water’, by ‘sitting on the top of
the solitary peak’, and by ‘working to save others at the crossroads’.
Therefore, Zen must be said to transcend any one of the three
fundamental categories of ‘Being’, (Sein), ‘Ought’ (Sollen), and
‘Nothingness’ (Nicats). It is for this reason that Zen insists that ‘by
abandoning the four terms and wiping out the hundred negations,
say what the Buddha-dharma is!”'> And this is why in response to
the questlon ‘What is the Buddha? it answers that it is ‘a
shit-wiping stick.”'® Or, conversely, seizing ‘the questioner himself; it
answers: ‘You are Elc/w.’l7 But if one is to give philosophical
expression to the realization of the ground of this kind of Zen
activity, it must be said to be based on the ‘Nothingness’ of the three
fundamental metaphysical categories enunciated above.

VIII

The standpoint of ‘Nothingness’ or ‘Emptiness’, which was firmly
established by Nagarjuna and constitutes the philosophical back-
ground of Zen, transcends both the theory of substantial being and
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and non-being as a mutual contradiction, Nagarjuna denied actual-
ity itself and the nihilistic view established thereby as well. What
was realized in this two-fold negation was precisely the standpoint
of true ‘Emptiness’ (Sinyatd). It was therefore the standpoint of
absolute actuality in which actually existing being is itself realized as
truly such through double negation. Hence transcendence is not
something beyond, but exists immediately here and now. That
‘Emptiness’ was expressed as the ‘Middle’, as ‘wondrous Being’,
and as ‘the unhindered mutual 1 mterpenetratlon of phenomena and
phenomena’ was precisely due to this position of absolute actuality
which has gone through this two-fold negation.

Speaking from the standpoint of this ‘Emptiness’, it must be said
that in ancient Greece the absolutely contradictory nature of the
opposition between being and non-being within actually existing
being was not realized. Accordingly it must also be said that in
Aristotle’s case, even though individual entities were real sub-
stances, they were not absolute reality realized through the two-fold
negation. Aristotelian ‘Being’ would seem to have been a fabrica-
tion projected by a human mind unable to endure actuality, in
which being and non-being are mutually negating. In other words,
as long as the absolute contradiction of being and non-being was not
realized, actuality was grasped with the dualistic standpoint of the
primacy of being as its point of departure. Consequently Aristotle’s
view would also seem to have been an illusory one which, in order to
attain true Reality, i.e., ‘wondrous Being’, had to be overturned
from that starting point itself.

This point will be clearer when we further consider that Aristote-
lian ‘Being’ was essentially linked to a teleological theory. In
Aristotle, the universe is the process of movement in which matter
as dynamis is actualized as energeia by the energy of the form as telos
(end). Itis considered in a teleological system in which God as pure
form is the highest end. But does not this point tell the same story,
that his real substance — the standpoint of ‘Being’ — is still not
thoroughly carried through to a standpoint of absolute actuality
such as expressed in the phrase ‘the unhindered mutual inter-
penetration of phenomena and phenomena’? For the individual,
though a real substance containing form within itself, moves from
potentiality to actuality while seeking the form of a higher dimen-
sion outside itself.

Zen rejects this sort of quest for the foundation of the real in
teleological terms. In the Hsin-hsin-ming (‘On Believing in Mind’), it
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1s written: ‘Pursue not conditioned existence, nor dwell in the
recognition of emptiness. When all kinds [of discrimination] come

to rest, [duality] ceases of its own accord.” And Ta-chu Hui-hai
(Ja: Dajju Ekai) taught:

To seek the great Nirvana is [to make] the very karma of
birth-and-death. To have realization and have enlightenment is
the very karma of birth-and-death. Not to transcend the remedial
means [practices to extinguish the evil passions] is the very
karma of birth-and-death (Ching-t¢ ch’uan-téng lu, vol. 6).

Nirvana is usually understood as the goal of the Buddhist life.
Even so, if nirvana is sought simply as the end, one must fall into the
karma of transmigration of birth-and-death. For in seeking nirvana
as the end by overcoming samsara, in aiming to attain enlighten-
ment by extinguishing the evil passions, one is not free from a
dualistic separation of samsara and nirvana, passions and enlight-
enment. Nirvana or enlightenment is, in this approach, objectified
and conceptualized — karma is thus created. True nirvana cannot be
objectified and should not be sought for teleologically. Itis absolute
actuality realized here and now which is beyond the duality of
means and end, subject and object, being and non-being.

That Zen insists upon a thorough overcoming of duality, includ-
ing the duality of being and non-being, is witnessed also in the
statement:

Because both being (z) and non-being (mu) are originally and
essentially Nothingness (Mu), the various teachings concerning
my true Form proclaim that being and non-being are both
empty. And why? Because without being there is no non-being:
thus, being and non-being are both Nothingness (Pai lun, vol. 2).

Therefore, this total Nothingness which transcends being and
non-being is not a mere negative vacuity. As the Sixth Patriarch,
Hui-néng (Eno), wrote: ‘Not a single thing obtainable, the ten
thousand things are established.” The realization of total ‘Nothing-
ness’ (Mu) is truly the Subjective fountainhead of free creative
activity.

True ‘Emptiness’ and the Zen perspective which, realizing the
absolute contradiction of being and non-being, stands on an
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absolute actualism or radical realism which transcends it, is
therefore established by radically overturning the position of Aris-
totelian ‘Being’ that has a teleological character after taking its
point of departure from the dualistic nature of the primacy of being.
Zen is the standpoint of complete ‘Formlessness’ which destroys
even the form of pure eidos. It thus indicates a thorough repudiation
of ‘being’. But such a repudiation is in fact a rejection of ‘thinking’
at the same time. For ‘being’ 1s always connected with ‘thinking’.
And ‘thinking’ is such insofar as that being continues to exist. In
this respect we may recall what we have already related to
Nagarjuna, i.e. that his rejection of both the view of being and the
view of non-being signified a rejection of substantive thinking itself
which substantializes being and non-being. The perspective of
substance or being is essentially linked to substantive thinking
which objectifies and substantializes things. In negating the pers-
pective of being, Zen stands on the ground of Non-thinking.

Non-thinking is a position which transcends both relative think-
ing and relative not-thinking. Indeed, for that very reason, Zen
Non-thinking is unshackled ultimate thinking. Therefore, it trans-
cends thinking in the usual sense. This does not mean a simple lack
of understanding in respect to thought. It is rather based on a
fundamental critique of the nature of thinking asserting that human
thinking is essentially a substantive one. However, when Zen thus
rejects thinking, does not Zen abandon human thinking without
fully realizing its positive aspects which in the ancient Greek and the
Western world broadly considered have been developed in the fields
of knowledge of nature, mathematics, science, law, morality, etc.?
In Zen, the positive and creative aspects of human thinking have
been neglected and only its dualistic and discriminative aspects
have been clearly realized as something to be overcome.

Here we may see the reason why 72 in the Western sense was
always grasped as only a negative principle in Buddhism and in
Zen. Essentally, the standpoint of Non-thinking should be able to
be said to have the possibility of giving life to the positive aspects of
human thinking which have been developed in the West. But this
possibility has not yet been actualized. Precisely the actualization
and existentialization of this possibility must be the theme of the
future for the standpoint of the true ‘Emptiness’ of the Eastern
tradition.
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We have referred above to the point that Zen, in taking the
position of Non-thinking by rejecting being and thinking as well,
might be abandoning, without realizing it, the positive aspects of
human thinking which were developed in the West. Kant’s stand-
point of moral and Subjective pure thinking based on pure reason, which
was realized only by overturning the basis of substantive thinking
and which allowed for the possibility of metaphysical knowledge
only to its practical, Subjective employment, must be said to have
been even more unrelated to the Zen perspective of Non-thinking. It
must be said that the Kantian position of the ‘principle’ of moral
‘principles’ which commands the performance of duty for duty’s
sake was one entirely unknown to Zen in the sense of being a
metaphysical standpoint which opened up a third dimension that
was neither the substantive ‘Being’ of Aristotle nor the Subjective
‘Nothingness’ of Zen.

But this hardly means that Zen was entirely unconcerned with
the problem of good and evil. The gatha (verse) of the Seven
Buddhas’ Injunctions: ‘Cease to do evil, perform all that is good’,
has always been honoured by Zen as well. These first two lines can
be reduced to the third: ‘Cleanse thy heart by thyself.

In the statement of the text entitled Tun-wu-yao-men lun (On the
Essentials of Sudden Awakening) it is said, ‘thinking of good and
thinking of evil is called “‘wrong-mindedness’’; thinking not of good
and evil is called “rightmindedness”.” In Zen to distinguish good
and evil and to-think of matters on the basis of their discrimination
is itself evil or illusory thinking. Awakemng to ‘Mind’ — which
because it is free from and essentially prior to such discrimination,
does not contcmplate their difference — that is the true foundation.
This ‘Mind’ is also »callcd ‘right-mindedness’, ‘pure Mind’,
‘straightforward Mind’, ‘one- Mind’, ‘No-mind’. Therefore the
statement ‘Cease to do ev1l perform all that is good’ also taught not
to reprove vice and encourage virtue in the moral dimension of the
opposition of good and evil, but to act from the ‘straightforward
Mind’ or ‘No-mind’ which transcends every discrimination, includ-
ing this kind of distinction between good and evil. The third
sentence, ‘Cleanse thy heart by thyself’, indicates this.

Zen agrees with Kant on the necessity of transcending the
dimension of the opposition between good and evil. Kant also
hardly focused upon the moral law in the dimension of the relative
opposition between good and evil. But Zen and Kant completely
part company in how they transcend the dimension of the opposition
between good and evil. Kant grasped this problem of good and evil
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as that of the determination of the will. Seeking the basic principle
which makes the will the good will, he established the law of pure
practical reason which transcends all experience. This is what we
have called the standpoint of the Subjective ‘principle of principles’
in Kant. In contrast to-this, Zen grasped the problem of good and
evil not as a problem of free will, but as that of the discriminating mind
which distinguishes the two dimensions of good and _evil. Zen
advocated that we must awaken to No-mind itself which transcends
all discrimination. This was the Zen position of Subjective
‘Nothingness’ (Mu) which is not 7i.

In Zen, therefore, the problem of good and evil is of course a real
one, but it is grasped, not as a problem of the moral will and its
laws, but as one of the discriminating mind and, in the last analysis,
of objective-substantive thinking which establishes the duality.
Together with and in the same way as is the problem of life and
death, the problem of good and evil is transcended in Non-thinking
which is liberation from the discriminating mind itself. This means
that the Kantian ‘Ought (Ri) goes beyond the Zen standpoint of
‘Nothingness’ (Mu) in the sense of squarely taking up the question
of the moral law and of clarifying its transcendental foundation. But
at the same time, as the standpoint of Non-thinking, Zen has the
significance that it transcends the Kantian ‘Ought’ as well. But in
what sense?

In saying that ‘Reason is practical and metaphysical in essence’,
Kant took his stand, not on a contemplative position which saw the
world as a process of motion aiming at pure form, as in Aristotle,
but on that of the practical ‘Ought’ in which the categorical
imperative ‘You ought to act’ ever reverberated at the root of
human existence in an interminable struggle between sensuality
and reason. Here the objectivity, the non-subjectivity, of Aristote-
lian ‘Being’ was transcended. But in Kant even though the tran-
scendental ground of the subject was grasped in a deeply Subjective
manner as expressed by pure ‘Ought’, it cannot be said to have
entirely overcome objectivity. For Kant’s ‘Ought’ is still something
standing against us and thereby something objective in the sense
that the ‘Ought’ is an unconditional moral imperative imposed
upon our being. As pure ‘Ought’, his position was most Subjective,
but at the same time non-Subjective. This may be clearer when we
consider that Kant’s critical philosophy, while severely rejecting
Aristotelian teleology, ‘established its own kind of “teleology which
was not a cosmological but a moral one.

Zen stands on the basis of ‘Non-action’ and ‘no-business’?! by
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transcending every ‘ought’. It says: ‘He neither seeks the true nor
severs himself from the defiled; he clearly perceives that dualities
are empty and have no reality’ (Ch’eng-tao ke, Song of Enlightenment).
Again 1t says: “The true nature of ignorance is the Buddha-nature;
the empty body of illusory transformation is the Dharma-body’
(ibid.). It further says: ‘Buddha Mind is seen to accord with
ordinary mind’ (Pi-yen-chi. Case 62). Zen destroys the commonly
understood view that the Buddha Mind is something which ‘ought’
to be sought somehow beyond ‘this shore.” By transcending the
standpoint which seeks anything — which seeks anything externally — it
returns to the absolute actuality which is the ‘interior of the interior’
of the self. The very point_of ‘Non-action’ which cannot be the
‘ought’ is nothing but the ‘not thinking of good, not. tﬁmkmg of evil’,

at which time ‘the Original Face’ becomes manifest.*? Herein lles

the Zen position which takes as its practical ground the ‘Non-
abiding Origin’ which is free from every moral law and moral
principle by radically overturning all practical teleologies. It is the
unconventional, free and easy, open-minded state of ‘the Great
Activity which presents itself independent of rules’. It is also the
basis of the cternally expressed pledge: ‘However innumerable
beings are, I vow to save them.”

Thus the Zen position of ‘Non-action’ and ‘no-business’ trans-
cends the standpoint of the ‘Ought’. But it did not necessarily
experience a sclf-conscious confrontation with the moral and ethical
‘Ought’ so keenly realized in the intellectual tradition of the West
1ts own authemlai rccdom,,of falling- mt@a—non_cn‘tl_cal Vd}lAettantlsm,
and of sinking into a_mere non-ethic-or anti-ethic is one that must
not be minimized. If Zen feels a mission as a true ‘world religion’,
then an open-minded confrontation with the standpoint of the
‘principle’ of moral ‘principles’ realized by Kant and a confronta-
tion with various problems contained therein — such as free will, the
autonomy of reason, realization of transcendental moral laws,
radical evil, etc. — must be said to be inescapable.

X

In both the Aristotelian ‘Being’ and the Kantian ‘Ought’, which
represent Western philosophical thought, objectivity — not in the
usual sense of objectivity, but in a profound sense as a kind of
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which thinking cannot extricate itself is, as long as thinking is
attached to the standpoint of thinking, not realized by thinking
itself. This self-bind is nothing less than the manifestation of a
blindspot which thinking has simply because thinking is the activity
of thinking.

Aristotle discerned the concept of ‘Being’ which causes existing
things to be such by bringing substantive thinking concerning
existing beings to a final conclusion. Here he discovered God as
thought thinking itself (noesis noeseos). But that God was the ultimate
foundation of every existing being and yet simultaneously regarded
as the supreme end to be attained meant that ‘thought thinking
itself” was still thought in some way, i.e., was regarded as an object of
thought, although not in the usual sense.

By the self-critique of reason, Kant clearly recognized this
blind-spot which ran through Aristotle’s metaphysics of ‘Being’ and
through all metaphysics subsequent to Aristotle. The result was his
doctrine in which the thing-in-itself was said to be unattainable by
theoretical reason. Kant’s so-called antinomies of pure reason
exposed the self-bind which substantive thinking unconsciously
harboured in the area of metaphysics. Through his critique, Kant .
thus shifted the ground of the possibility of metaphysics from
substantive (theoretical) thinking to Subjective (practical) thinking.
As far as metaphysics was concerned, thought linked to ‘being’ was
severed and-thought linked to_the Sub_]ectlve ‘Ought’ (Sollen) was
_taken up. In this way he firmly established a Subjective standpoint
liberated from objectivity connected with ‘being’. Therefore, Kant
keenly realized the self-bind and the blind-spot harboured by
substantive thinking connected with being on which Western metaphy-
sics since Aristotle had been grounded. But it may be thought that
Kant did not necessarily realize the self-bind and the blind-spot
which thinking itself possesses. At the least, he may have thought that
he could avoid the self-bind and blind-spot by thoroughly purifying
thinking to the standpoint of pure reason — indeed, of Subjective
pure reason.

In Western thought, the first philosopher who clearly realized the
cul-de-sac of thinking itself would seem to have been Niectzsche.
This was hardly unconnected with the fact that Nietzsche was the
first philosopher in Western intellectual history to grasp ‘non-being’
in a positive sense, i.e., in the form of an active nihilism. It is well
known that Nietzsche overturned the traditional Western value
system which was rooted in Platonism and Christianity, and
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5 Non-Being and Mu — the
Metaphysical Nature of

Negativity in the East and
the West

In Volume I of his Systematic Theology, Paul Tillich says, ‘Being
precedes nonbeing in ontological validity, as the word “‘nonbeing”
itself indicates.’! Elsewhere, he says ‘Being “‘embraces” itself and
nonbeing’,? while ‘Nonbeing is dependent on the being it negates.
“Dependent” points first of all to the ontological priority of being
over nonbeing.” Tillich’s statements reflect a tendency among some
Christian_thinkers to. take God as. Being itself. The same under-
standing of the relation of being to non-being can be discerned in
major strands of Greek philosophy in the ideas of to on and me on.
Although Greek philosophy and the Christian movement have
different starting points in time, in geographical locale, and in
conceptual orientation, Tillich’s statements demonstrate the way in
which the two strands have to a significant degree merged, and his
comments reflect a basic understanding (if not ke basic understand-
ing) of being and non-being in the West.

An objection must be made to this understanding of being,
however, for in reahty there is no ontological ground on which being
has prlorlty over non bemg Ttis assumed that bemg embrace&.both

e e e

non- bemg are embraced must not be ‘Being’ but ‘that which is
neither being nor non-being’. That being has priority over, is
somehow superior to, and more fundamental than, non-being, has
been assumed, perhaps uncritically, not only by Tillich in particu-
lar but for quite some time by the West in general.
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and dependently originating must be applied to things not only in
the universe but also beyond the universe. Thus Buddhists have
maintained that the idea of the one and only God who is the creator
and ruler of the universe and the idea of Brahman which is the
eternal and sustaining power of the cosmos are both ultimately
inadequate. For Buddhists, each and every thing is neither the
creation of a transcendent God nor something immanent in the
imperishable Brahman, but rather dependently co-arising without
an eternal and substantial selfhood. When one does not fully realize
this truth and becomes attached to one’s possessions, beloved
persons, and oneself as if they were permanent and imperishable,
one is in illusion and will inevitably suffer. When one awakens to
this truth, however, one realizes ultimate Reality, frees himself or
herself from illusion and suffering, and attains nirvana in which
wisdom and compassion are fully realized and thereby become the
basis for one’s real life and activity.

Buddhist ideas of anatman or absence of an eternal self, the
impermanence of all things, and dependent origination, all imply
the negation of being, existence, and substantiality. It is Nagarjuna
who established the idea of Sinyata or Emptiness by clearly realizing
the implication of the basic ideas transmitted by the earlier
Buddhist tradition. It must be emphasized that Nagarjuna’s idea of
Emptiness is not nihilistic. Emptiness which is completely without
form is freed from both being and non-being because ‘non-being’ is
still a form as distinguished from ‘being’. In fact, Nagarjuna not
only rejected what came to be called the ‘eternalist’ view, which
proclaimed the reality of phenomena as the manifestation of one
eternal and unchangeable substance, but additionally denounced
its exact counterpart, the so-called ‘nihilistic’ view, which insisted
that true reality is empty and non-existent. He thus opened up a
new vista liberated from every illusory point of view concerning
affirmation or negation, being or non-being, as the standpoint of
Mahayana Emptiness, which he called the Middle Path. Accor-
dingly, Nagarjuna’s idea of the Middle Path does not indicate a
midpoint between the two extremes as the Aristotelian idea of to
meson might suggest. Instead, it refers to the Way which transcends
every possible duality including that of being and non-being,
affirmation and negation. Therefore, his idea of Emptiness is not a
mere emptiness as opposed to fullness. Emptiness as Sunyata
transcends and embraces both emptiness and fullness. It is really
formless in the sense that it is liberated from both ‘form’ and
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self-contradiction. The Buddhist idea of Sinyata shows the stand-
point realized through overcoming that antinomic, self-contra-
dictory oneness of u and mu.'°

In the West, since being is considered ontologically prior to
non-being, the ultimate, beyond the opposition of being and
non-being, 1s Being with a capital ‘B’, which can be indicated by a
line slanted in the direction of Being (see Figure 5.2). By contrast,
in Buddhism, Sinyata, as the ultimate, is realized by directly
transcending the very duality of « and mu, which stand on equal
footing and are completely reciprocal, as represented by Figure 5.3.

Sinyata (Mu)

u=——Z mu

F1GURE 5.3

formless Emptmes% whlch is neither u nor mu dnchhlch is often
referred to as_absolute 1Iu as distinguished from relative mu.
Strictly speaking, howev ver, if Emptiness or absolute Mu is a third
category which simply transcends and stands somewhat outside of
the duality of v and mu (as Figure 5.3), it cannot be called true
Emptiness or true absolute Mu, for Emptiness or Mu thus under-
stood 1s only something named ‘Emptiness’ or ‘Mu’, i.e.,‘nothing-
ness’, and not true Emptiness or true Nothingness (Mu). In other
words, it still stands in a dualistic relation to u and mu. It is only by
overcoming this kind of duality as well that true Emptiness or true
absolute Mu is realized. Although the realization of Emptiness is
essential, one should not cling to Emptiness as Emptiness. This is
why Mahayana Buddhism, which is based on the 1dea of Emptiness,
has throughout its long history rigorously rejected the attachment
to Emptiness as a ‘confused understanding of Emptiness’, a ‘rigid
view of nothingness’, or a ‘view of annihilatory nothingness’. In
order to attain true Emptiness, Emptiness must ‘empty’ itself;
Emptiness must become non-Emptiness. Thus true Emptiness is
wondrous Being, absolute U, the fullness and suchness of every-
thing, or tathatd, it is ultimate Reality which, being beyond « and
mu, lets both # and mu stand and work just as they are in their
reciprocal relationship. Figure 5.4 indicates the dynamic structure
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of Sinyata which, being formless (illustrated by a dotted line), is
beyond both # and mu and yet makes them and their reciprocal
relationship possible.

Ve u mu ~
/ \
\ _ ~ 1

~ Sianyata (Mu) e

FIGURE 5.4

The erroneous understanding of and attachment to Emptiness is
a result of conceptualising it. The Buddhist idea of Emptiness can
be properly realized not conceptually, but only holistically, Sub-
jectively, or existentially through the realization and subsequent
breakthrough of one’s own existence as a self-contradictory oneness
of being and non-being, that is, of 4 and mu.

This existential realization that true Emptiness ‘empties’ itself
indicates that it is not a static state which is objectively observable
but a dynamic activity of emptying in which everyone and everything
are involved. Indeed, there exists nothing whatsoever outside of this
dynamic whole of emptying. In true Emptiness, on the one hand, « is
not # but becomes mu; mu is not mu but becomes u, because both are
being emptied. Thus, reciprocal movements from « to mu and from
mu to u are fully realized. On the other hand, u is always u, and mu is
always mu, because in true Emptiness the above ‘emptying’ is also
‘emptied’. Accordingly, self-identical movements from u to # and
from mu to mu are also fully realized.'!

In sum, both (1) the reciprocal movements between « and mu and
(2) the self-identical movements between # and u and between mu
and mu are completely, dynamically, and paradoxically realized in
true Emptiness. It is really a vast, boundless and infinite sphere
which in itself is the dynamic whole of emptying activity. In this
realization of true Emptiness as such an infinite dynamic sphere, the
two sides of such polarities as affirmation and negation, positivity
and negativity, and # and mu are paradoxically and self-con-
tradictorily identical. Thus any point of the sphere has the same
paradoxical nature.
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v

In this connection the following five points must be clarified:

Firstly, to say that in Buddhism the idea of Nothingness is central
and primary mecans that not relative mu but absolute Mu, i.c., true
Sinyata, is central and must be actualized if ultimate Reality,
wondrous Being, is to be disclosed. Without the existential realiza-
tion of absolute Mu, there is no awakening to ultimate Reality.

Sccondly, however, this is not to say that the realization of
absolute Mu is merely a gate through which one reaches the hall of
ultimate Reality. Instead, it in itself is the hall of ultimate Reality
because absolute Mu or true Sinyata is existentially rcalized as such
through overcoming Mu or Sinyata as a third category standing
beyond relative # and mu, and through returning to and affirming
relative # and mu as they are. True Emptiness and wondrous Being
arc completely non-dualistic: absolute Mu and ultimate Reality are
totally identical, although the realization of the former is indispen-
sable for the realization of the latter.

Thirdly, since in Buddhism the realization of absolute Mu is
essential in order that ultimate Reality, i.c., wondrous Being, be
disclosed, the Buddhist idea of wondrous Being is clearly different
from the idea of ‘Being’ understood as ultimate Reality in the West.
In the West, ‘Being’ is neither non-dualistic (unlike absolute
Nothingness) nor realized through the realization of Emptiness. It is
not considered to be beyond the antinomy of being and non-being
but rather gains its ultimate status by virtue of'its being ontological-
ly prior to non-being.

Fourthly, the difference between Western intellectual traditions
and Buddhism in their respective understanding of ‘Being’ as the
ultimate Reality depends on whether or not the realization of
absolute Mu is essential for its disclosure and whether or not relative
mu (non-being) is understood as completely equal and reciprocal to
relative u (being). The negativity of human life is felt more seriously
and deeply in Buddhism than among the followers of Western
intellectual traditions. This is true to such an extent that it is not
considered inferior but equal to positivity.

Fifthly, when positivity (or being) is ontologically prior to
negativity (or non-being) it is natural that ‘Being’ as the quintes-
sence of this ontological priority should be rcgardcd as the ultimate,
and as the symbol of liberation. Negativity in this view is no more
than something to be overcome by positivity. On the contrary, when
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Nirvana, the Buddhist realization of liberation, takes place only
through the realization of ‘Great Death’. For Buddhists, it is not
that one overcomes death with the power of life and attains eternal
life in the future; what is essential is to be liberated from the
self-contradictory nature of life and death and to awaken to freedom
from the wheel of life and death. Since this awakening is a
thoroughly existential one, it can take place only where one is, i.e.,
here and now. In this existential awakening nirvana is not some-
thing apart from samsara. In the here and now, samsara as it is is
nirvana and nirvana as it is is samsara.

Again, in Buddhism, good.is not understood to have priority over
_evil. Ethically speaking, Buddhists clearly realize that good should
conquer evil. However, through the. expcr;encc -of - their inner
struggle, Buddhists Cannot say that good is_strong. enough to
overcome evil. Good and evil are completely antagonistic princi-
ples, resisting each other with equal force, yet inseparably con-
nected and displaying an existential antinomy as a whole. However
imperative it may be from the ethical point of view, it is, according
to Buddhism, illusory to believe it possible to overcome evil with
good and to thereby attain the highest good. Since good and evil are
mutually negating principles with equal power, an ethlcal effort to
overcome evil with good never succeeds and results in a serious
gl}lemma. Realizing this existential dilemma innate in human
existence and characterizing it in terms of original sin, Christians
have propounded the necessity of faith in God who delivers man
from sin through his redemptive activity. From a Christian perspec-
tive, God himself is Good with a capital ‘G’, as can be noted in the
Biblical statement ‘no one is good, but God alone’ (Mark 10:18,
Luke 18:19). Since the law is the expression of God’s will, obedience
and disobedience to the law constitute man’s good and evil.
Moreover, it is emphasized, ‘Do not be overcome by evil, but
overcome evil with good’ (Rom. 12:21).

In Buddhism, on the contrary, what is essential for salvation is
not to overcome evil with good and to participate in the supreme
Good, but to be emancipated from the existential antinomy of good
and evil and to awaken to Emptiness prior to the opposition
between good and evil. In the existential awakening to Emptiness,
one can be master of, rather than enslaved by, good and evil. In this
sense, the realization of true Emptiness is the basis for human
freedom, creative activity, and ethical life.
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To sum up, in the West such positive principles as being, life, and
the good have ontological priority over negative principles such as
non-being, death, and evil. In this sense, negative principles are
always apprehended as something secondary. By contrast, in the
East, especially in Taoism-and-Buddhism, negative principles are
not secondary but co-equal to the positive principles.and even may
be said to be primary and central. This is so in the sense that the
realization of negativity is crucial to reveal ultimate Reality, and in
the sense that the nameless Tao or Emptiness is realized as the
root-source - of both positive and negative principles in their relative
sense. In short, the ultimate which is bcyond the opposition
between positive and negative is realized in the East in terms of
negativity and in the West in terms of positivity.

However, in connection with the Western tradition, one should
not overlook that there are historical instances in which negativity is
understood as something positive. Such instances can be found in
Christian mysticism, particularly that current of mysticism which is
known as via negativa and Negative Theology and in the philosophies
of Friederich Nietzsche and Martin Heidegger.'?

In Christian mysticism, which is based on experience of God’s
uniting directly with the soul, God is not a transcendental, personal
being over against the soul, called “Thou’, but the Godhead from
which the personal God emerges. As Pseudo-Dionysius the Areopa-
gite wrote in his Mpystical Theology, the Godhead is undefinable,
unnamable, and unknowable, beyond dark and light, true and
untrue, affirmation and negation. Only the via negativa provides a
way to reach the ineffable God. In German mysticism, the Godhead
or Gottheit is grasped as Nichts by Meister Eckhart and as Ungrund
by Jakob Bohme. Furthermore, in Eckhart and Béhme the essence
of God is not the Supreme Good but lies beyond good and evil. This
is strikingly similar to the Buddhist understanding of ultimate
Reality.

We can also cite Nietzsche and Heidegger. Nietzsche severely
attacks Platonism and Christianity as two-world theories which
establish the ‘true and eternal world’ behind this actual and
changeable world. In his attempt at a revaluation of all values
(Unwertung aller Werte), he proclaims the arrival of nihilism in which
traditional positive principles are completely negated. He also
advocates the over-man (Ubermensch) as an active nihilist who
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I

Nietzsche says: ‘God is a sacred lie (eine heilige Liige).”' He is not
saying that ‘God is a lie” as many atheists and anti-religionists do.
Rather, he affirms that God is ‘the sacred’. In that respect,
Nietzsche 1s in agreement with religionists who believe in God. But,
Nietzsche does not stop there. He in effect says: ‘God is sacred. And
yet, God is a lie precisely in being sacred.” Nietzsche’s statement
should be understood in this fashion.

In what sense has Nietzsche affirmed God to be ‘the sacred’? At
the beginning of The Will to Power, concerning the advantage which
the Christian moral hypothesis brought, he argues that Christian
morality granted an absolute value to man who is small and
accidental within the flux of becoming and passing away; it
conceded the character of freedom and perfection to the world filled
with suffering and evil, and posited that man has the possibility of
knowing this absolute value and perfection. In this way, it pre-
vented man from rebelling against life and despairing of the ability
of knowing. ‘In sum: [Christian] morality was the great antidote
against practical and theoretical nihilism’.? [t may be thought that
Nietzsche has recognized God to be ‘the sacred’, in that it functions
as that fundamental source of value which confers transcendent,
absolute value in the midst of man’s valuelessness and the world’s
meaninglessness, and as the ground which saves man from his own
self-negation and destruction. But now this God is dead. For such a
‘God’ was a ‘lie’ which man, who could not bear the nihilum of the
valuelessness of himself and the meaninglessness of the world,
fabricated in the depths of his awareness of that nisilum. ‘Man does
not speak of nihilum: man speaks instead of the “other-shore”; or
“God”’; or the “true life”’; or nirvana, deliverance, pure bliss.”> And
Nietzsche regards this as ‘a tendency which is antagonistic to life’.*

The paradoxical words of Nietzsche who says ‘God is a sacred lie’
were deeply rooted in an awareness of what he himself calls a

B35
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‘fundamental falsity’.” This indicates that Nietzsche’s position was
based on an acute historical insight, and that he was attempting to
recover life and nature from its deepest source.

The artificial construction of a ‘God’ in the depths of the
awareness of nihilum 1s not some arbitrary and casual matter which
man could refrain from doing. Nietzsche rather sees it as an
inevitable enterprise rising out of the instinct for self-preservation
deeply rooted in man’s life. Further, he recognizes that it is a
disguised and inverted function — indispensable for man’s life itself —
of a cosmological ‘will to power’ which transcends man. But even
though it is a_fundamental enterprise for human life, it is an artificial
construct, a self-deception.

To speak in historical terms, the empty construct of ‘God’ was
thus fundamental to human life and, therefore, it has functioned
efficaciously to the present day as ‘the sacred’ in the life of man and
especially in the lives of the weak and downtrodden. By believing in
the existence of a ‘true world’ behind this world, men could endure
the nihilum of this world. But when Nietzsche proclaims that ‘now
God is dead’, he personally discerned, prior to all others, that this
era has come to an end, and that no matter how fundamental it is,
the era which ought to be aware of this deception as a deception, has
arrived. This is the reason he preaches the arrival of nihilism.®

On the other hand, Nietzsche bitterly censures the instinct of
theologians, which fabricates the Kingdom of God on the other-
shore of nikilum, claiming that such an instinct brings about a
spoilation of life and an attitude of anti-naturalness. “The instinct of
theologians 1s the most widely spread and truly subterranean form of
falsity on the earth.... Wherever the influence of the theologians
extends, value-judgments are overturned and the concepts of “‘true”
and “false” are necessarily inverted; what is most prejudical to life
is here called ‘‘true”, while what most elevates, extols, affirms,
justifies and makes life triumphant is called “falsc”.’7 Acco rdmg to

NICtZSCh? the essence of life is the instinct for the development and
preservation of life, the instinct toward-the accumulation of energy,
the instinctto power. However, antagonism against life, nature, and
the will to live has been proclaimed in the name of God. ‘Since the
concept of, ‘nature’” has been fabricated as the anti-concept to
“God”, the “‘natural” could not help becoming the word for
“worthy of being rejected”, and the total world of that fiction has its
root in hatred of the natural [of actuality!].’® It was Nietzsche’s

intention to cause the value judgments of ‘true’ and ‘false’ which
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discriminating mind, and not the world of true reality. Once one
departs from that kind of discriminating mind, the world of
discrimination also disappears and the real world manifests itself in
its ‘suchness’. The Awakening of Faith, continuing the above quota-
tion, adds: ‘... since all things are without exception developed
from the mind, and produced under the condition of delusions’.!! It
goes on to say ‘Every discrimination discriminates the mind of the
self; [but] since the mind does not see the mind itself, there is no
form to be obtained.’!? In these citations we find the true meaning of
‘the triple world is a deception’, and at the same time discover a clue
to the standpoint of Zen.

The discriminating mind, which distinguishes the objective world
in various ways and which thereby produces a discriminated world,
distinguishes its own mind as well. This is an unavoidable activity
arising from the very nature of what i1s termed the discriminating
mind. And yet the mind cannot thoroughly discriminate itself. The
mind cannot see the mind itself — just as an eye cannot see the eye
itself. For the true Mind is that which is entirely indiscriminable,
that which can never be seen; or rather, it is the very subject of
acuvity which discriminates, the very subject of activity which sees.
Even if called mind, it 1s Mind which has ‘no form to be obtained’.
Zen endeavors to awaken to this kind of Mind immediately and
directly. In this awakening there is no need for the mediation of
theory and doctrine, and so Zen advocates ‘directly pointing to
man’s Mind’. But what is the meaning of ‘directly pointing’> What
is the true meaning of ‘the triple world 1s a deception’> And what
relation do they have to Nietzsche’s nihilism?

As we have seen above, the discrimination of the self-mind is an
inescapable activity arising from the very nature of mind (the
discriminating mind); and yet, the mind cannot ulumately discri-
minate the mind itself. Therein lies the essential dilemma which the
mind possesses. The delusion rooted in this essential dilemna is
generally called avidya (ignorance) in Buddhism, and is termed
‘non-awakening’ in the Awakening of Faith. That ‘the triple world is
a deception’ is also nothing different from this ignorance or non-
awakening. Accordingly, the realization that ‘the triple world is a
deception’ is not something pertaining merely to the objective
world; at the root of this awareness there is contained the realization
of the delusory and deceptive nature of the discriminating mind
itsclf, which sets up that kind of objective world and distinguishes
between subject and object. Just as the above dilemna is something
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essential to the discriminating mind, the realization that ‘the triple
world is a deception’ is, with ‘ignorance’ and ‘non-awakening’, a
matter intrinsic to the mind. On this point we find something
congruous with Nietzsche’s ‘fundamental falsity’.

Again, Buddhism’s ‘the triple world is a deception’ calls to mind
the following words of Nietzsche: ‘the value of the world lies in our
interpretation ...; previous interpretations have been perspec-
tival valuations by virtue of which we can survive in life, i.e., in the
will to power, for the growth of power.. .. This idea permeates my
writings. The world with which we are concerned is false, i.e., is not
a fact’.'® This idea that the value of the world lies in our interpreta-
tions, and that there is no world apart from our value-interpretations, is
not essentially different from Buddhism and the Zen standpoint
which holds that everything arises from the discriminating mind. For
when there is discrimination, value-interpretation is involved. But
in Nietzsche’s case, value-interpretations concerning the world, all
of which are empty constructs and deceptive, have the positive
significance of preserving life through a disguised will to power. The
world fabricated in terms of value, even though an empty-construct,
1s something to be affirmed. For it was also one perspective of the
will to power. In Buddhism and Zen, on the contrary, the world
perceived by the discriminating mind does not possess positive
meaning as such. It is the world of ignorance, of deception, which
must by absolutely negated. The idea that it is advantageous for the
preservation of life i1s not found therein.

Why is this so? In Zen, the delusory nature of the world is not
grasped from the perspective of the will to power, as in Nietzsche’s
case; but it is grasped from the perspective of the discriminating
mind as the problem of illusion or as the problem of ignorance. In
fact, more strictly speaking, it is grasped as the problem of how to
rid oneself existentially of the very dilemma inherent in the dis-
criminating mind: ‘Even to set upon the quest for awakening is to
go contrariwise.’'* For just as the mind cannot be objectively
grasped, similarly, neither illusion nor ignorance nor ‘the deception
of the triple world’ can be objectively realized as such, for in that
very instance of attempting to treat them objectively as issues and
conquer them objectively, there is illusion, ignorance, and ‘the
deception of the triple world’ in the true sense. Precisely at that time
when that fact is existentially realized at the base of our being do we
extricate ourselves from illusion and ignorance. But this hardly
means to transcend towards an other-shore beyond illusion and
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tradition of Platonic philosophy on. In other words, ‘God is used as
a name for the supra-sensory world in general.’!” Nietzsche’s
attempt at an inversion of values was aimed at overthrowing ‘God’
as the supra-sensible value common to Christianity and Platonism.
This is why Nietzsche so bitterly censured Christianity and Platon-
ism. And when he made these censures, his immediate and direct
enemies were Paul and Kant.

The confrontation with Christianity is indeed a theme which runs
throughout Nietzsche’s carcer. But the objects of Nietzsche’s
attacks were institutional Christianity and Christian morals, not
Jesus Christ himself; Christian faith, not Christian practice. Nietz-
sche writes: ‘Christianity as an historical reality must not be
confused with that one root that is called to mind by this name. The
other roots from which historical Christianity has grown up have
been far more powerful. It is an unexampled misuse of words when
such manifestations of decay and abortions as the “Christian
Church”, “Christian faith” and ““Christian life’’ label themselves
with that holy name. What did Christ deny? Everything that is today
called Christian.’'® Or again: ‘The word “Christianity”” is already a
misunderstanding — in essence there was only one Christian, and
he died on the cross. The “good tidings” (Gospel, Evangelium) died
on the cross. What has been called the “good tidings” from that
moment was already something contrary to what he lived through:
an “ill tudings™, a Dysangelium. It is false to the point of nonsense to
find the mark of the Christian in a “faith”, for example, in the faith
in redemption through Christ. Only Christian practice, only a life
similar to what he lived who died on the cross is Christian ..."."

There could be no sharper dichotomy between Christus and
Christendom than this. For Nietzsche then, who was Jesus Christ,
and in what sense did Christendom change the Evangelium into a
Dysangelium? ‘He [ Jesus] demonstrates how one must live in order
to feel ““deified” ... and how one will not achieve it through repen-
tance and contrition for one’s sins: “Sin is of no account’ is his
central judgment.’?® Jesus did not have such concepts as rebellion,
revenge, sin, retribution, and judgement. ‘He lived this unity of God
and man as his “glad tidings””.?' That gospel was pure bliss; it was
the freedom and realization of the kingdom of God.

In contrast to this, says Nietzsche, it was Paul who grasped the
death of Jesus as ‘God hung on the cross’ and as ‘the sacrifice to
redeem man’s sins’. It was he who fabricated, not a new practice,
but a new faith. ‘A God who died for our sins, salvation through



142 Zen and Western Thought

faith, resurrection after death — all these are counterfeits of true
Christianity for which that disastrous wrongheaded fellow [Paul]
must be held responsible.’?? It was precisely Paul, according to
Nietzsche, who brought back the Judaic legalistic spirit and resent-
ment over which Jesus had conquered, who set up the concepts of
repayment and retribution in the center of the explanation of life,
and who established faith in the world beyond and immortality of
the individual in order to make this world value-less. In place of
natural causality, he set up a ‘moral world-order’ in which the will
of God rules over the behavior of man, and thus in place of human
sanctification he robbed man of his naturalness. ‘Paul was the
greatest among all the apostles of revenge.’®

Nietzsche’s censure of Paul i1s aimed at Paul’s faith in the
redemption of sin by Jesus and his resurrection. Moreover, it is
aimed at the point that faith, based on a rabbinical sentiment,
produced Christian morality, which attempts to rob man of his
naturalness, belittle aristocratic values so as to render them trivial,
and elevate the inferior and vulgar life. It.is a well-known fact that
Nietzsche severely criticizes Christian morality as a priestly moral-

~ity-and a slave morality in contrast to an artistocratic morality. In
Ecce Homo he even writes: ‘What defines me, what sets me apart
from the whole rest of humanity, i1s that I exposed Christian
morality.’?*

Within Jesus’ practice Nietzsche sees true life. In contrast to this,
within Paul’s faith and Christendom thereafter, he finds a hostility
to life rooted in a legalistic spirit, a- decadence Qf life which extols
sclf-abncgatlon These are the issues pertaining to Christian moral-
ity. ‘Up to now one has always attacked Christianity not only in a
modest way but in an erroneous way. As long as one has not felt
Christian morality as the capital crime against life, its defenders
have had it all their own way. The question of the mere ‘‘truth” of
Christianity 1s a matter of secondary importance as long as the
value-question of Christian morality is not touched upon.’*> Nietz-
sche’s criticism of Christianity becomes essentially a criticism of
Christian morality. The questions of the truth of Christianity, of
knowledge of God, and of faith are also reduced to the issue of
Christian morality. This fact is essentially linked with his position of
seeing a fundamental falsity in the concept of God, and of his setting
up the will to power in the depths of this fundamental falsity. For
morality is based on ‘will’, not cognitive reason, and the ‘fun-
damental falsity’ for Nietzsche does not mean falsity in the episte-
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the further it is away from you. When you no more strive after it, lo,
it is right in front of you. Its wondrous voice fills your ear.’> The
relations between self and others, between self and world, and even
the relation between self and God arise therein. Without the
Self-Awakening which clearly and endlessly expands in the ten
directions, there is no true Self, no true World.

When Nietzsche rejects God, saying that ‘God is a sacred lie’,
God was grasped as a supra-sensory value inimical to natural life.
Moreover, that supra-sensory value was not merely something of an
ontological character; it has a legal, moralistic character which
attempts to regard what extols life as sin and what suppresses life as
noble. We have already touched upon the point that Nietzsche sets
up the will to power in the depths of the concept of God fabricated
as the entity which performs these functions. In this case, God is a
‘sacred lie’ which makes the self-preservation of life possible by
causing nikilum to attain fullness; and at the same time God is a
‘sacred lie’ produced by the instinct of theologians which brings
about an inversion of the concepts of ‘true’ and ‘false’. That it is
considered as a ‘fundamental falsity’ 1s also because God himself
was one perspective — historically, at any rate, efficacious ~ of the
will to power. The perspective which was elaborated by the
disguised and inverted will to power was God; it was the other-shore
after life; it was Christian morality based on them. Nietzsche’s
active nihilism tears off this disguise of the name ‘God’, and by
overturning from its foundation the mode of being of the inverting
will which regards the extollation of life as a sin, returns to the will
to power itself which lies at the deepest root of life. To return to the
will to power itself, to always stand therein — for Nietzsche, in this
was Reality and the innocence of becoming.

For Nietzsche, then, life, nikilum, God, and the innocence of
becoming were all perspectives of the will to power. The reason for
his considering God to be ‘a sacred lie’ and for his censure of Paul’s
Jfaith as giving a ground to a priestly morality is that despite the fact
that they were perspectives — seemingly efficacious for life — of the
will to power, Nietzsche sees them as ultimately self-deceptive
enterprises of the will to power functioning hostilely against life.
That cognition, religion, and history are grasped in essence as
questions of morality also stems from their being grasped as
perspectives of the will to power.
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birth-and-death itself as the Great Death, on this point differs from
Nietzsche and rather is in agreement with Paul. An existential
self-realization of death 1s essential to a great affirmation of life.
From this standpoint the fact that Nietzsche focused his attention
only upon the legalistic spirit within the Pauline faith and censured
faith exclusively from the angle of morality as something which
produces a priestly morality that causes a suppression and degen-
eration of life must be said to miss the true meaning of faith, and in
turn, of religion. This fact causes us to recall that Kant’s under-
standing of religion, while taking radical evil as its theme, ultimate-
ly did not touch the core of religion and was based on his attempt to
grasp religion from the standpoint of practical reason, morality. To
Paul, faith does not suppress life; it was-the living of anew life which
is. supported by the realization of death. As he says, we are ‘always
carrying in the body the death of Jesus, so that the life of Jesus may
also be manifested in our bodies’ (IT Corinthians 4—10) and ‘I have
been crucified with Christ; it is no longer I who live, but Christ who
lives in me; and the life I now live in the flesh I live by faith in the
Son of God’ (Galatians 2—20). Paul died and rose again with Christ.
In that case, ncedless to say, Christ’s death and resurrection is for
Paul a spiritual fact which makes his own resurrection through
death possible. It is not something merely fabricated in the depths
of nihilum, rather it is a living reality in which spiritual life becomes
real and present in him. Paul’s is a standpoint of the ontological
self-realization of life which ultimately cannot be reduced to the
issue of morality. On this point, Zen, which realizes birth-and-
death itself as_the Great Death and gains a new Life of rebirth

through thg_{CdllLdtlon of the Great Death, does not differ from the
standpoint of Paul in essence.

Having taken up the theme of awareness of death in Nietzsche
and having stated that the core of religion cannot be touched as long
as religion is grasped by reducing it to the problem of morality, as in
Nietzsche, we must inquire secondly whether Nietzsche’s stand-
point of the will to power truly expresses the innocence of becoming.

As repeatedly said above, when Nietzsche regards God as a
sacred lie, Nietzsche himself recognizes the fact that in one aspect it
is an enterprise inescapable from the instinct of self-preservation of
life which cannot endure nihilum. In other words, for Nietzsche,
God, too, is one perspective of the will to power. But God is rejected
as an empty construct because it is a self-deceptive function of a
disguised and inverted will to power. Nietzsche proclaims the
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objectification. This is the reason I said the will to power is still the

‘sceking mind’. Indeed, since the will to power is the driving force of
everything in the universe, is it not the most fundamental form of
the ‘seeking mind’ itself? In that limitation, it cannot be called the
standpoint of ‘having no-matter; that is the noble person.’®’

The Zen standpoint of ‘the place where the secking mind ceases is
precisely no-matter’, as touched on above, is the standpoint of a
thoroughgoing Self-awakening. In this Awakening, a ‘naturalness’
or ‘being so of itself” (jinen), in which everything personal, includ-
ing a personal God, is broken through, presents itself. It is ‘the
originally pure’, and ‘no-matter’. And yet as Self-awakening, it is
existential through and through. What Lin-chi calls the ‘true Man
of no rank’ also points to ‘the Man of no-matter’, ‘the originally
pure Man’, as the manifestation of a ‘naturalness’ which thus
transcends everything of a personal character.

In that limitation, this kind of standpoint of Zen has something in
common with the standpoint of Nietzsche rather than of Paul. For
Paul’s standpoint, though congruous with Zen as stated above in
the sense that a new life hinges upon a thoroughgoing existential
realization of death, is to the end personal and not transpersonal in
its basic structure Thc standpoim; oﬂmon the contrary, together
C_XIStenﬂal. Thercm lay thc reason that \TIC[ZSChC s standpomt of thc
will to power restores the naturalness ‘robbed’ by the personal God
and causes the innocence of becoming to appear. That naturalness,
that innocence of becoming, however, is not something predicated
upon a thoroughgoing realization of death. This means nothing
other than that Nlctzschc s mnoccncc of becoming is based solely on
wlLl to powférﬁw

Nictzsche negates and rejects God as a ‘sacred lie” and has a keen
awareness of profound deception and nihilum. But when seen from
the Zen perspective, his standpoint, which grasps everything from
the perspective of the will to power, and which, lacking a thorough
realization of death, considers the problematic of religion from the
angle of morality, can still not be squared with ‘the place where the
secking mind ceases is precisely no-matter’. The standpoint of the
Over-man must still be said to be far from the standpoint of ‘the
true Man of no rank’. For the ‘innocence of becoming’ to truly
present itself, the Over-man must become the (rue Man. How can one
progress from the standpoint of the Over-man to the standpoint of
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The difference between these two kinds of relativity may be
shown by the following observations based on William Christian’s
summary of his analysis of Whitehead’s theory of ‘God and the
World’.'

(A) Actual occasions (as subjects) transcend God by virtue of their
freedom and their privacy.

(B) Actual occasions (as superjects) are immanent in God objec-
tively, completely, and effectively.

(C) God (as superject) is immanent in the world objectively and
effectively.

(D) God (as subject) transcends the world by virtue of his freedom
and privacy.

(E) God transcends the world also by virtue of his perfection — both
in being (as subject) and in power (as superject).

The two italicized words indicate that (1) although actual
occasions (as superjects) are completely immanent in God, God is not
necessarily completely immanent in the world, and (2) God  tran-
scends the world by virtue of his perfection, but the world, though
transcending God, is lacking perfection. In short, this indicates that
although there is interaction between the world and God, God finally
transcends the world. God is more self-creative, more inclusive, and
more influential, than any other temporal actual entity. He alone is
everlasting. This transcendence signifies, in Whitehead, that God is
the principle of limitation which, by transcending all temporal
occasions, gives an initial aim to each of them as a form of
limitation. Without God as the principle of limitation, there could
be no._finite and ordered actualities nor values;there would thus
inevitably result an ‘i@diécriminate, model pluralism’.

It may be clear now why my answer was in the negative to the
question whether, in Whitehead, the principle of interdependence is
strictly applied to everything without any exceptions. It may also be
clear why the answer was again in the negative to the other question
concerning whether or not there is in Whitehead anything more real
which acts as a foundation beyond or behind the interdependence of
everything in the universe. In this connection I would like now to
turn to a further elucidation of the Buddhist doctrine of dependent
co-origination.
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two conflicing poles, is essential for the realization of the Middle
Way and dependent co-origination. This leads us to the following
three points:

1. In the Buddhist notion of dependent co-origination, there is
nothing whatsoever ‘more real’, (for instance, in terms of trans-
cendence, immanence, or ‘in-between’), which lies beyond or
behind the interdependence of everything in the universe.

2. But this ‘nothingness’ should not be taken as nothingness which
is distinguished from ‘somethingness’. If so, we are involved in
another duality, a duality between ‘nothingness’ and ‘some-
thingness’. ‘Nothingness’ realized behind the interdependence
of everything is not ‘relative nothingness’ in contrast to ‘some-
thingness’ but the ‘absolute Nothingness’ which is beyond the
duality of nothingness and somethingness.

3. When one says that there is absolutely nothing ‘more real’
behind the interdependence of everything, one means that its
interdependence is determined and limited by itself without any
outside principle of determination and limitation.

Only when one’s understanding of the principle of interdepend-
ence includes these connotations, has one realized its genuine
meaning. Accordingly, the realization of ‘absolute Nothingness’ is
the crucial point for the Buddhist doctrine of dependent co-origina-
tion and the Middle Way.

In the doctrine of dependent co-origination expounded by the
Buddha, the notion of absolute Nothingness was implicit. It was
Nagarjuna who explicitly enunciated this absolute Nothingness in
terms of Sanyatd.

v

It seems to be clear therefore that Whitechead’s notion of God is
not quite compatible with the Buddhist idea of dependent co-
origination. Despite his interaction with the temporal actual entities
(actual occasions), God is not an actual occasion but a non-
temporal actual entity, and is the principle of limitation upon actual
occasions. In this sense, Whitehead understands God to be somewhat
beyond the interdependence of everything in the temporal world.
By this, however, I do not mean that his notion of God is
‘something’, or something substantial beyond the world. As White-
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limitation and is absolutely affirmed in its suchness. However,
this should not be taken as an objectively observable state nor as a
goal to be reached. Itis the ground of one’s Subjectivity and of the
universe and it is neither objectifiable nor conceptualizable.
‘Suchness’ is not a static or fixed state but a dynamic and living
basis from which the individual, and everything else in mutual
interpenetration, begins its activity anew at every moment of
the process. This is the activity of self-determination (freedom)
based on the realization of Sinyatd. Prajna (wisdom) and karuna
(compassion) are the two aspects of this free activity of Sanyata.

VI

It is clear that Whitehead’s notion of God as the principle of
limitation is not something apart from the universe or an under-
lying principle essentially distinct from the universe. Toward the
end of Process and Reality, Whitehead beautifully and impressively
elucidates the relatedness of God and the World as follows:

It is as true to say that the World is immanent in God, as that
God is immanent in the World.

It is as true to say that God transcends the World, as that the
World transcends God.

It i1s as true to say that God creates the World, as that the
World creates God.'?

The concepuons of the interpenetration, relativity, and the
mutual embodiment of God and the world are so conspicuous that
we may point them out as the most important characteristics of
Whitehead’s philosophy with its uniqueness among the philo-
sophical interpretations of God in the West.

Yet in Whitehead, this notion of relativity is not thoroughly
carried out in his understanding of the relationship between God
and the world. For just like everything in the world, God is an
actual entity, but unlike everything in the world, God is not an
actual occasion. God alone is always the actual entity that is not an
actual occasion. In this connection, as I mentioned earlier, we must
distinguish two kinds of relativity — the relativity among things of
the world and that between God and the world. The former is the
relativity within the temporal realm, and the latter, the relativity
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referring to the non-temporal realm (that is, the relativity between
the temporal realm, namely, the world, and the dipolar nature of
temporality and non-temporality, God). But are there justifiable
reasons for distinguishing the two kinds of relativity? Can the latter
form of relativity be possible logically and existentially? Is the
dipolar nature of God in Whitehead completely free from the
dualism which Whitehead intends to overcome in principle?

If Whitehead were to carry out thoroughly the denial of dualism
that, in my opinion, is absolutely necessary in order to realize the
ultimate Reality, he would have to say as follows:

It is as true to say that God is non-temporal, as that the world
1s non-temporal.

It is as true to say that God 1s temporal, as that the world is
temporal.

It is as true to say that God is an actual occasion as that every
real thing in the world is an actual occasion.

According to Whitehead’s definition, ‘actual occasion’ has a spatio-
temporal nature. It is extensive in terms of both spatiality and
temporality. However, God alone is non-temporal, chiefly because
of his primordial nature and, to some extent, because of his
consequent nature, especially because of his ‘everlastingness’.
Through his primordial nature, God acts upon the World as the
principle of concretion, and in his consequent nature, God is
determined by the physical experiences derived from the temporal
world as the world reacting upon God. In this sense, God is
interpenetrating fully with the world and as such he, too, in the final
analysis, must be said to be spatio-temporal. At the same time,
however, God is non-temporal as well as non-spatial in both his
primordial and consequent natures. Viewed as primordial, God is
‘the unlimited conceptual realization of the absolute wealth of
potentiality’ and ‘deficiently actual’.!* Viewed as consequent na-
ture, God is ‘infinite’ in his patience and ‘everlasting’ in his creative
advance and retention of mutual immediacy. In these two senses
God is beyond temporality. Here temporality and non-temporality
are not completely interrelated.

Thus, although Whitehead emphasizes the mutual embodiment
of God and the world, the mutuality does not seem to be complete.
This is also discerned in the following quotation from Process and
Reality:
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transmigration of living-dying as such is realized as the Great
Death, LVAISTEYIS 45 i e 4501 BB WO

‘This implies that the process of transmigration, insofar as it can
be said to be a continuity, must be grasped as a continuity of endless
living—dying in which each and every moment of living from the
past toward the future is radically severed by a dying both from
what went before and what comes after. It 1s a dynamic continuity
which i1s marked by discontinuity at cach point. Since this dynamic
‘continuity of discontinuity’ of the process of living-dying is endless,
it is realized as the Great Death. However, with this realization of
the Great Death as a turning point, the endless process of living
—dying 1s re-grasped in an entirely new light. It is no longer a
negative ‘continuity of discontinuity’ (samsara), but rather a positive
‘continuity of discontinuity’ (nirvana). This ‘turning over’ takes
place through the radical reversion at the depth of our existential
realization. Through the realization of the Great Death, the realiza-
tion of the Great Life opens up.

As the above discussion implies, the realization of Great Death
has a double connotation: negative and positive. On the one
hand, the realization of Great Death is negative in that it realizes
the antinomic oneness of living and dying as the greatest suffering
— the most serious existential problem which must be solved to
attain emancipation. On the other hand, the realization of Great
Death 1s positive in that it entails the resolution to the problem of
suffering and the realization of the Great Life. This double connota-
tion and the accompanying shift from the negative to the positive
connotation are possible because the realization of Great Death is a
total, holistic, and existential realization of the endlessness of
living—dying in which one becomes identical with the Great Death
and thereby overcomes the endlessness of living—dying. Once we
come to this existential realization, we can say with justification that
samsara and nirvana are identical. Thus the realization of the Great
Death is the crucial point for the seemingly paradoxical Mahayana
doctrines. This is simply another expression for the above statement
that the realization of absolute Nothingness is indispensable for
attaining the Mahayana notion of Emptiness which is no other
than Fullness.

Process_and Reality has almost no reference-to-death-even in the
mandane_sense, let alone to anything like—the-Great Death.
Although the perpetual perishing of actual entities is much talked
about, in Whitehead it is not thoroughly, but only partially,















8 Tillich from a Buddhist
Point of View

All mankind is now facing a global age. This does not simply mean
that the whole world is now totally integrated by the rapidly
advancing technology, such as jet airplanes and various methods of
immediate communication. It also means that the people of the
world, as individuals and as nations, interact politically and
cconomically as one group. Almost no part of the globe is free from
involvement in the world-wide waves of unity and opposition,
tension and conflict. I think, however, what is most significant and
decisive for the destiny of mankind in this regard is the encounter of
the world religions which is, on a scale and depth never experienced
before, taking place ‘beneath’ (even while entangled with) the
complex processes of the political, economic and social integration
of the world. Given the intensity of the present situation, the
openness and profundity with which the encounter or dialogue
among the world religions is carried out in the search for a new
spiritual horizon is vital to the future of mankind. The global age
will produce dissension as well as unity, will both elevate as well as
endanger mankind. As a real basis of the global age, a new spiritual
horizon is needed which can open up the innermost depth of human
religiosity, and upon which all nations can display their spiritual
and cultural creativity without being dehumanized and deindivi-
dualized by the world’s sociological complexity or by technological
uniformity.

At this critical point in history, the appearance of Paul Tillich’s
book, Christianity and the Encounter of the World Religions,' is most
welcome and highly significant, for the book can be taken as the
result of a frontal inquiry into the above-mentioned problem by one
of the most outstanding Christian theologians and philosophers of
religion of the twentieth century. In this book the inquiry into the
problem has been made from the Christian point of view, but with
the discerning insight that ‘the main characteristic of the present
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structure of Nirvana as the realization of oneness. It is non-
substantial and is the necgation of substantial oneness as the
negation of differentiation. This dialectical structure of equality can
obtain existentially in terms of Nirvana because Nirvana is not a
static ‘state’ but is dynamic realization of the non-substantial
oncness of samsara and Nirvana.

This leads us to another emphasis of Mahayana Buddhism
concerning Nirvana. Throughout its long history, Mahayana
Buddhism has always emphasized ‘Do not abide in Nirvana’ as well
as ‘Do not abide in samsara.’ If one abides in so-called Nirvana by
transcending samsara, it must be said that one is not yet free from
attachment, attachment to Nirvana, and is confined by the discri-
mination between Nirvana and samsara. It must also be said that
one is still selfishly concerned with his own salvation, forgetting the
suffering of others in samsara. On the basis of the idea of the
Bodhisattva, Mahayana Buddhism thus criticizes and rejects Nir-
vana as the transcendence of samsara and teaches true Nirvana to
be the returning to samsara by negating or transcending ‘Nirvana
as the transcendence of samsara.” Therefore, Nirvana in the
Mahayana sense, while transcending samsara, is nothing but the
realization of samsara as samsara, no more, no less, through the
complete returning to samsara itself. This 1s why, in Mahayana
Buddhism, it is often said of true Nirvana that, ‘samsara-as-it-is is
Nirvana.” This paradoxical statement is again based on the dialec-
tical character of true Nirvana which is, logically speaking, the
negation of negation (that is, absolute athrmation) or the transcen-
dence of transcendence (that is, absolute immanence). True Nirva-
na is, according to Mahayana Buddhism, the real source of both
prajiia (wisdom) and karuna (compassion). It is the source of prajia
because it is entirely free from the discriminating mind and thus is
able to see everything in its uniqueness and distinctiveness without
any sense of attachment. It is the source of karuna because it is
unselfishly concerned with the salvation of all others in samsara
through one’s own returning to samsara.

The above elucidation of the meaning of Nirvana is necessary for
an adequate critique of the ‘Christian—Buddhist Conversation’
section of Tillich’s book. It is also necessary if we are to promote and
give proper focus and direction to a dialogue between the two
religions. In Mahayana Buddhism, criticism against the oneness of
everything beyond differentiation as a false equality and the
rejection of Nirvana as simply the transcendence of samsara are key
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points by which Mahayana Buddhism distinguishes itself from
Theravada Buddhism. These points have, however, often been
overlooked by Western scholars. In the light of the meaning of
Nirvana as briefly elucidated above, the reader may come to sece
that Tillich’s discussion of Nirvana, identity, compassion, and
detachment in Buddhism somewhat distorts their true meaning and
thus does not get to the core of the Christian—Buddhist dialogue.
Nevertheless his undertaking should be highly appreciated.

IIT PERSONAL AND TRANSPERSONAL;
PARTICIPATION AND IDENTITY

I will confine myself to taking up the following several points of
his ‘Christian-Buddhist Conversation’. 1. Referring to Kingdom of
God and Nirvana, Tillich says, ‘The Ultimate in Christianity is
symbolized in personal categorics, the Ultimate in Buddhism in
transpersonal categories, for example, “absolute non-being”’ (p.
65 f). This is a view based on the Christian category of the ‘personal’
or ‘personality’. Nirvana or absolute non-being as the Ultimate in
Buddhism is certainly not personal but transpersonal. However, it
is transpersonal not in the sense of ‘non-personal’ as the counter
concept of ‘personal’ but in the sense that, being beyond the
distinction between man and nature, the personal and the non-
personal, it is able to make both the personal and the non-personal
fulfil their respective natures. Even the esse ipsum, Being itself] of the
classical Christian doctrine of God, though transpersonal, is not so
in the same sense as the Buddhist Nirvana. God as Being itself is
beyond the contrast of essential and existential being, of finitude
and infinity,® and, in a sense, of being and non-being. God as Being
itself, however, unlike Nirvana as absolute Mu,” does not thorough-
ly transcend the duality of being and non-being to the extent that by
this transcendence both being and non-being are totally accepted as
equally meaningful expressions of human life. God as Being itself
does not truly embody the dialectical function of the dual character
described by Tillich himself as ‘creative’ and ‘abysmal’,® a charac-
ter innate in all beings. Further, esse ipsum as the transpersonal does
not allow nature (the non-personal) as well as man (the personal) to
equally fulfil their respective natures.

In this connection, it is necessary to raise the following questions:
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When the Ultimate, which is beyond the contrast of essential and
existential being, of finitude and infinity, and of being and non-
being, is understood not as absolute Mu (Nothingness) but as Being
itself or esse ipsum is not the Ultimate still somewhat objectified —
that it 1s not completely free from duality? Is not this Ultimate
founded on an unconsciously posited, hidden, last presupposition?
Is not priority finally given to the positive pole of every duality? If
so, 1s 1t not that the Ultimate in Tillich’s sense is not the true
Ultimate?

2. As the ontological principles lying behind the symbols of the
Kingdom of God and Nirvana, Tillich speaks of ‘participation’ as
the ontological principle underlying the symbol of the Kingdom of
God, and of ‘identity’ as the ontological principle underlying the
symbol of Nirvana. In this view, he says, ‘One participates, as an
individual being, in the Kingdom of God. One i1s identical with
everything that is in Nirvana’ (p. 68). For Tillich, individualization
and participation are interdependent in a polar tension. ‘No
individual exists without participation, and no personal being exists
without communal being.”” In the Kingdom of God both indi-
vidualization and participation reach their ultimate form in this
polarity. This is the basis of Biblical personalism and Christian
cthics.

However, is not the real polar element of individualization not
participation but identity? Participation, however dialectical its
character may be, cannot be essentially relieved of its ‘partial’ or
‘relative’ nature because the one who participates still remains
somewhat outside of that in which he participates. Insofar as this is
the case, individualization is not completely realized. It is indeed
true that without an encounter with and participation in another
individual, no individual can realize itself as an individual. Indi-
vidualization through participation, however, cannot be complete
individualization because of the ‘partial’ or ‘relative’ nature of
participation,'” although such a fundamental relation of the person as
communion can well be established by individualization through
participation. In Christianity, according to Tillich, ‘God is the
principle of participation as well as the principle of individual-
ization.""! Partlclpatlon as the polar principle of individualization is
necessary in Christianity because God 1s substantial ‘Being-itself’,
and not non-substantial ‘absolute Mu’ (non-being or nothingness).
However, the principle of individualization cannot be completely
and thoroughly fulfiled through the principle of participation as
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but in Sanyata (Emptiness) which is another expression for Nirva-
na. The empty garden covered by white sand expresses Sanyatd,
identity with absolute Mu. True Sianyata, however, just like true
Nirvana, is by no means mere emptiness, i.e., emptiness as the
privation or negation of things which are. True Sinyata, as the
negation of emptiness and fulness in the relative sense, is an active
and creative Emptiness which, precisely in being empty, makes
everything and everyone be and work 1n their particularity. It may
be helpful here to mention that Sanyata, just like Nirvana, is not a
state but ‘realization.” The several rocks with different shapes and
characters which are placed here and there on the white sand are
nothing but the self-expression of the true Sinyatd which makes
everything stand as it is and function freely. Each rock is not simply
something with a particular form but is equally and uniquely, the
self-expression, through the taking of form, of the true Self which is
beyond every form. It can properly be said that ‘these expressively
arranged rocks are both here and, at the same time, everywhere in
the universe’ because they are just here and now in the empty
garden both as they are and, at the same time, as the self-expression
of true Sinyata which is beyond time and space. If ‘their particular
existence here and now [were] not significant’, the white sand
garden would express a dead emptiness, which Mahayana Buddh-
ism, especially Zen, severely rejects as a false equality or annihila-
tory nothingness. The very existence of these rocks in the empty
garden, equally and uniquely, shows the real profoundness, the
creative profoundness of the true Self which embraces, as the
realization of absolute Mu, everything and everyone in their
identity and individualization.

In short, the Buddhist rock garden is not a product of nature
mysticism, to say nothing of theistic mysticism, but the product of
the creative expression of the realization of Sinpatd as one’s true
Self. A visitor may be strongly impressed by it, for in looking at it,
one is drawn into that Sinyata which is expressed in, and as, a rock
garden, a Sinyatd which, even though not yet consciously realized by
the visitor, is nevertheless the root-source of existence, ie., the true

Self.

IV AGAPE AND COMPASSION, AND OTHERS

4. In his ‘Christian-Buddhist Conversation’, Tillich, along the basic
line of his understanding as mentioned above, further discusses the
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matter of agape and compassion, one as the Christian, the other as the
Buddhist ethical principle of human relations in society. He also
discusses the matter of the revolutionary nature of Christianity and
the detached character of Buddhism in their attitudes toward history.
It may be, I now hope, understood without a detailed discussion
that his understanding of Buddhist compassion and the Buddhist
‘detached’ attitude toward history does not quite hit the mark. In
this regard, let me raise several questions to which I shall add some
short comments.

Is the will to transform the individual as well as the social
structure absolutely necessary in the religious attitude to man, to
society and to history? Is the prophetic quest for justice an
indispensable element in religious activity as regards the human
situation? Can a religion justify itself in its response to the human
socio-historical reality only by basing itself on the will to transform
with a revolutionary force? Does not, and did not, the very will to
transform or the very prophetic quest for justice, even while based
on agape, cause, after all, and against its original intention, a new
and incessant struggle in human history, thereby falling into a ‘false
endlessness’ (in Japanese, aku mugen; in German, schlechte Unendlich-
keit)? Is there not an optical illusion in Christian eschatology?
Does not the Christian will to transform, however much it may
spring from agape, in the last analysis approach and try to transform
the other or the social and historic structure not from within but
somewhat from outside, insofar as agape is, by its very nature, a
movement from higher to lower? And thereby does it not produce
inevitably a new conflict as well as an improvement?

In Tillich’s understanding, Buddhist ‘compassion’ is ‘a state in
which he who does not suffer under his own conditions may suffer
by identification with another who suffers. He neither accepts the
other one in terms of “‘in spite of’, nor does he try to transform him,
but he suffers his suffering through identification’ (p. 71). In
contrast to this understanding, in genuine Buddhist mahakaruna
(great compassion), even though one may be deep in the midst of
suffering one ‘does not suffer’ because one has become identical with
absolute Mu through the death of the ego. However, this does not
mean that the person is insensitive to suffering. On the contrary,
one is now able to truly ‘suffer with’ others — this is the meaning of
‘com-passion’ — for the first time. Thus, however deeply one may
actually suffer thrqlgh the reallzatlon of the emptiness or nonsub-

On the other hand, one can suffer with another who suffers through
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What is the meaning of our life personally, — if we are persons?
What can we do for society, — if society exists?

Prof. Abe: My counterquestion is this: do you think that the human
sclf 1s something?

Father De Weirdt: 1 think so, Professor, I do!

Father De Weirdt: My consciousness of being something, a somebody.
And I believe that people around me are real people, that this
house i1s a real thing, that the universe is a real thing. I am
conscious of that in my mind. "

Prof. Abe: What 1s it that has such a consciousness?
Father De Weirdt: The human being.
Prof. Abe: Human being in general?

Father De Weirdt: Each human being! It is difficult to say if it is up
here in the head or in the heart — I don’t know. But as a human
being I have that consciousness.

Prof. Abe: Who is talking about ‘I’ as a human being — what has
that consciousness?

Father De Weirdt: Many people are talking about themselves. Each
individual being talks about himself and others.

Prof. Abe: What is it that is talking about yourself and other people
in that way?

Father De Weirdt: Well, this lady here, that gentleman there. Each
one of us does. The personality of cach person is thinking about
himself or herself and is talking about himself or herself to other
people.

Prof. Abe: My question is: what is it that is talking about yourself and
other selves?

Father De Weirdt: My own consciousness of myself and of the
relationship to others.

Prof. Abe: May I ask you again, what is it that is talking about your
own consciousness of yourself?

Father De Weirdi: 1 would say that it i1s my personality.
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Prof. Abe: 1 am afraid, Father De Weirdt, you always objectify
yourself when you talk about yourself or your own consciousness.
Whenever I ask you ‘What is it that is so talking?” you say.that it
your personality or so on. Thus you objectify your own conscious-
ness, your own existence, your own seclf, and in that way you
yourself move back step by step. When you answered my questions
in that way, you were always regressing, trying to present
something more inner including your ‘self’. However, your true
‘Self” can never be presented in that way because it is always
standing ‘behind’ your presentation, ‘behind’ your regression.

You may, of course, objectify your ‘self’. An objectified self,
however, is not the true Self. The.true Self must be the true
Subjectivity_which is beyond objectification. The ‘Self” is the

unobjectifiable. As soon as the self is objectified it becomes

‘something’. However, the true Self], as the unobjectifiable, is not

‘anything” whatsoever, but ‘nothing’ in the sense that it is beyond

objectification. And ‘Nothingness’ in this sense is not simply

negative but rather positive, because it indicates one’s true Sub-
jectivity as the root source of one’s activity of objectification.

Prof. Doi: Is this what Dr Nishitani called the immediate experience
of the Self in totality?

Prof. Abe: Yes, it is. It is the immediate realization of the self as the
Self — it is the Self-Awakening to the Self. In our thinking, we
objectify everything including ourself and, in objectifying, we
always regress, taking a step backwards. Of course, we can think
of our self, and think also of our self which is thinking of our self.
However, in doing this, we step back in an endless regression. In
such an endless regression we always miss our true Self, our true
Subjectivity. In this case, therefore, our understanding of the self
and its relation to everything in the world does not indicate the
totality. It becomes partial and does not reach the ultimate
Reality. Through our thinking we can understand the self and its
relation to the world only so far as they are objectfied. In order to reach
ultimate Reality or the total understanding of Reality, we must
go beyond thinking and objectification. That is the non-
conceptualized, immediate realization of the Self. So the crucial
question is: How can we grasp our Self immediately without
stepping back?

Let me speak a little more concretely to clarify the point. I am
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Prof. Lloyd: Can we say that the concept of Nothingness is in some
way positive?

Prof. Abe: Yes, the Buddhist idea of Nothingness is a positive and
dynamic idea. It is neither somethingness nor nothingness, yet it
includes both. It is the dynamic whole which attaches itself to
neither. There is nothing outside Nothingness. You and I and
everything else are included without losing our particularity in
the dynamic structure of this positive Nothingness.

Sr. Parachini: You keep saying that Buddhism emphasizes that you

- are already inseparable from Self-Awakening, which in my under-
standing is the experience of Nothingness. If that is true, and if
I understand correctly, I do not understand why people are
practising zazen. If we are already experiencing this as a part of
our original being, what is the purpose of zazen?

Prof. Abe: 1 had another question in the coftee break which is related
to your question: “The Buddha attained enlightenment at a
certain point of his life. So before that was he not unenlightened?’
Zazen 1s often thought of in this way as a process leading towards
enlightenment. Through practice we approach the goal of en-
lightenment. This understanding is quite natural, but thinking
along these lines, will we ever be able to reach enlightenment? We
may come closer and closer to the end but will never reach it. For
the goal is a projection from the side of ourselves as being on the
way. We are in the unenlightened state and enlightenment
becomes a projection from this state of unenlightenment. Thus,
there will be an essential gap between the so-called delusion and
the so-called enlightenment, between practice and attainment, a
gap which can never be bridged.

The more we try to reach out towards enlightenment as a
projection, the clearer we see that there is a gap. And finally we
come to realize the delusory nature of this approach as such. Not
only our present state of unenlightenment, but also the ‘enlight-
enment’ which is projected by us as a distant goal are delusions.
With the realization of these delusions, the whole approach must
collapse, and then you may realize that enlightenment is not over
there. It is present right here under your feet and can be realized at
any point of the process.

In a sense we must say that we are in the process of practice,
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without which enlightenment is impossible, but this does not
mean that we are simply on the way towards enlightenment; if
this were the case, then we would always be on the way without
attaining enlightenment. When we realize the limitations of this
very approach, we realize that we are not simply on the way
towards enlightenment but have originally been in enlightenment.
There is a dynamic unity of being on the way and having reached
the goal. Zazen has no purpose. True zazen in itself is true
enlightenment. -

Sr. Parachini: Can I make a parallel with Christianity to see if I am
understanding what you say? In Christianity we believe that
salvation is not completely in the future, but that the Kingdom
has already come in the presence of Jesus. We are in a sense
working within it, but it is not completely fulfilled. Is that part of
what you are saying?

Prof. Abe: Exactly, Jesus said that the Kingdom of God is present
among you. It is not far away.

Prof. Doi: Professor Abe seems to understand Christianity in terms
of theism. God becomes a theistic God. But even Karl Barth said in
one of his latest articles that we can no longer speak about God
himself as 1solated theology. We can only speak about theoan-
thropology. Where there is no man, there can be no God. So man
and God are correlative. So Professor Abe’s understanding of
Christianity is somewhat outdated.

Prof. Abe: 1 am sorry. Can you, however, say in a Christian context
that God is me and I am God. If man and God are really
correlative, this should be possible.

Prof. Doi: God 1s with me, but I myself am not God. You cannot say
that you yourself are a Buddha, but a Buddha-to-be.

Prof. Abe: 1 did not say that I am a Buddha, but that I am
Nothingness; Nothingness is me. That is the Self-Awakening
which may be called the realization of Buddhahood.

Prof. Doi: The term Nothingness could be replaced by freedom: you
are free from yourself.

Prof. Abe: Not ‘free from’. If you are free from something, there is still
duality.
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Prof. Doi: In Christanity we could talk about this freedom as a total
openness.

Prof. Abe: That might be a better word. Man is completely open. So
he is empty. Not something, but Nothing. That Nothing is not
outside me. I am Nothing and Nothing is me.

Rev. Evjedal: Is Nothingness the ultimate in the same way as we talk
about God as the ultimate? This seems to be founded on a sort of
belief. How can you say that there is not an equivalent some-
thingness related to Nothingness, just as in the relation between
good and evil? Why is Nothingness unrelated?

Prof. Abe: Good and evil are completely interdependent. There is no
good without evil and vice versa. There is no nothingness without
somethingness and vice versa. Yet good and evil, nothingness and
somethingness are principles contrary to one another. They are
negating one another and yet are inseparably connected with one
another. At the extreme limit of opposition they turn into a single
mass, becoming a serious contradition. This is the most critical
issue for man. As I said: It is not that I fave a dilemma, but [ am a
dilemma. When we come to the point of total realization of this
existential dilemma, it is overcome from within. And I come to
the point where there is neither good nor evil, neither life nor
death, neither nothingness nor somethingness. This is the root
and source for good and evil, life and death, etc. This is the
existential ground for life and activity, in which we can work
without being limited by any kind of duality. This is freedom.
Nothingness related to somethingness does not indicate freedom
or openness just as good related to evil does not. Freedom is fully
realized by going beyond the duality of somethingness and
nothingness, good and evil, and so forth. This is why the
Buddhist Nothingness is beyond both somethingness and
nothingness.

Prof. Augustine: 1 would like to comment on what seems to be
happening here as in most discussions. Professor Abe said that
Christianity has faith: man’s meeting God in his salvation from
sin. And you posed Zen as realization of the Self. What 1 sce
happening is that you are opposing your Zen system to the
Christian understanding saying: Christianity simply blindly be-
lieves in God, and if they believe ...
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10 Buddhist Nirvana — Its
Significance in

Contemporary Thought
and Life

I

Nirvana is generally regarded as the goal of the Buddhist life, in that
it 1s essential for Buddhists to enter nirvana. Nirvana has been
compared with the Christian notion of the Kingdom of God. In the
West, however, it is often misunderstood as something negative.
This misunderstanding even occurs in the Buddhist world, for the
literal meaning of nirvana is the extinction or annihilation of
passion, often compared to the extinguishing of a fire. But is nir-
vana negative? What is the real meaning of entering nirvana?

The Four Noble Truths, the fundamental teaching of Gautama
the Buddha, run as follows: that existence is suffering; that the cause
of suffering is craving or thirst; that by the extinction of craving,
nirvana may be attained; that the means for the attainment of
nirvana is the practice of the Eightfold NoblePath: right view, right
intention, right speech, right conduct, right livelihood, right effort,
right mindfulness, and right concentration.

When Gautama the Buddha says ‘existence is (characterized by)
suffering’, he does not mean that human life is simply full of
suffering without any pleasure at all. It is obvious that there is
pleasure as well as suffering in human life. In daily life we
distinguish between pleasure and suffering, seeking for and clinging
to pleasure while avoiding and detesting suffering. This is an
inclination inherent in human nature. According to Buddhism, real
suffering (henceforth referred to as ‘Suffering’) lies precisely in this
very inclination. Pleasure and suffering are in reality inseparable
and intertwined — one is never found without the other. Hence the
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position that they are rigidly separable is abstract and unreal. The
more we try to cling to pleasure and avoid suffering, the more
entangled we become in the duality of pleasure and suffering. It is
this whole process which constitutes Suffering. When Gautama the
Buddha says ‘existence is (characterized by) suffering’, he is
referring to this Suffering and not to suffering as opposed to
pleasure. It is the reality of this non-relative Suffering which person
must realize in his or her existential depths. Since life and death are
the fundamental sources of pleasure and suffering, and human
existence 1s entangled in attachment to life and detestation of death,
human existence is understood in Buddhism to be irrevocably
bound to samsara, the cycle of birth and death.

Accordingly, when Gautama the Buddha says ‘the cause of
suffering is craving’, he means by craving not simply the attachment
to pleasure but a deeper and more fundamental attachment that is
rooted in human existence, that of loving pleasure and hating
suffering, with its accompanying phenomenon of making a distinc-
tion between the two. According to Gautama’s teaching, this
fundamental attachment originates in an illusory view of life in the
world which is the result of the basic ignorance innate in human
nature. Craving is a human passion linked to man’s entanglement
in the duality of pleasure and suffering, and deeply rooted in the
cgo. It is by extinguishing this craving that nirvana can be attained.
Thus nirvana is not a negative or lifeless state such as the mere
annihilation of human passion would suggest, but an existential
awakening to egolessness, anattd or anatman, attained through
liberation from craving, the attachment to the dualistic view which
distinguishes between pleasure as something to be sought after and
suffering as something to be avoided (see Figure 10.1).

pleasure «— suffering

Suffering
¢ .
craving (the cause of Suffering)
2
nirvana (liberation from craving and Suffering)

FiGurE 10.1
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this sense is, for Buddhism, salvation. Nirvana as the awaken-
ing to egolessness is most clearly realized in Mahayana Buddh-
ism. In that tradition, to enter nirvana is not to die one’s
physical death, but to die the death of the ego and thereby to
live a new Life — to live the life of the true Self.

Although nirvana, or the Middle Way, is beyond duality, it is
not characterized by a monistic view. Monism is not yet free
from duality, for it is still opposed to dualism or pluralism.
Being beyond duality, the view of one who has attained nirvana
is not monistic but rather non-dualistic. This is why Buddhism
does not proclaim the one God, but speaks of Sanyata (Empti-
ness). Emptiness is realized by going beyond the one God and

‘thus is not the relative emptiness of a mere vacuum. That is,

being beyond the one God, Emptiness is identical to, or, more
strictly speaking, ‘non-dualistic’ with respect to individual
things, making them truly individual. Indeed, in Emptiness,
everything is itself in the sense that everything is as it is, and yet
at the same time, everything is equal in its as-it-is-ness. The
following monds (question-and-answer) between a monk and
Chao-cho (Ja: Josha, 778—-897) illustrates the point. The monk
asked Joshu, ‘All things are reduced to the one; where is this
one to be reduced to?” Joshu replied, “‘When I was in the pro-
vince of Tsin I had a monk’s robe made that weighed seven
pounds.’ That which is ultimate or universal is not the one to
which all things are reducible but a particular thing, absolutely
irreplaceable, such as a monk’s robe, which has a particular
weight and 1s made in a particular place at a particular time.
The universal and a particular thing are paradoxically one in
the realization of Emptiness, which goes beyond the under-
standing which sees all things as reducible to the one.
Oneness as a universal principle, if substantial and self-
existing, must be overcome; otherwise we as particulars lose our
individuality and cannot possibly awaken to Reality. From the
Buddhist point of view, this is true even for God, the ‘“‘only
One”. On the other hand, if all particular things are respective-
ly selfzidentical, there-is-no-equality between them and every-
thing is self-centred. Both Emptiness, the negation of oneness,
and egolessness, the negation of everything’s self-centredness,
are necessary for Awakening. In the realization of Emptiness,
which is another term for nirvana, all particular things are
respectively just as they are and yet equal in their suchness.
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grasped as a being with self-consciousness and free will on a
cosmological basis which includes all of nature. Without the
realization of transience and selflessness on such a cosmological
basis, a human being cannot become an ‘awakened one’.

Thus the following two aspects of Buddhist salvation must be
noted: (1) Buddhism is primarily concerned with salvation of a
human as a person who, unlike other living beings, has self-
consciousness and free will and thereby alone has the potential to
become aware of and emancipated from the transience common to
all things in the universe. This is the existentialistic and personalis-
tic aspect of Buddhism. However, (2) a cosmological dimension is
the necessary basis for this Buddhist salvation, because in Buddhism
salvation is not from sin as rebellion against God, but emancipation
from the cycle of birth and death which is part of the transience of
the universe. This is the cosmological aspect of Buddhism. These
two aspects are inseparable — the more cosmological the basis of
salvation, the more existentially thoroughgoing the salvation.® In
this sense, the Buddhist cosmology which is the basis of nirvana is
an existential cosmology, and Buddhist existentialism or personal-
ism may be called ‘cosmo-existentialism’ or ‘cosmo-personalism’. {

The Buddhist position with regard to the relation of mankind and
nature may contribute a spiritual foundation out of which could
arise_a solution to one of the most pressing problems with which
man is today faced — the destruction of the environment. This
problem is inextricably connected with human estrangement from
nature. It results from anthropocentrism whereby a person regards
nature merely as a means or obstacle to the realization of selfish
goals, and thus continually finds ways to utilize and conquer it. The
cosmological view which is the basis of Buddhist nirvana does not
see nature as something subordinate to humans, but sees them as
subordinate to nature, more precisely as a part of nature from the
standpoint of ‘cosmos’. Thus the cosmological view both allows
humans to overcome estrangement from nature and to live har-
moniously with nature without losing their individuality.

Fourth, let us consider what 51gmﬁcance Buddhist nirvana may
have in dealing with the irrational in human existence. Interest in
mythology and primitive cultures as well as an irresistible demand
to satisfy instinctive, especially sexual, desire is on the upsurge in
highly industrialized societies. This phenomenon may be regarded
as a reaction to the emphasis on human rationality and science
which grew up in modern European culture and formed the basis
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for industrialization. Western thinkers such as Schopenhauer,
Marx, Freud, and Jung, and more recently, Camus, Marcuse, and
others, have emphasized the importance of the irrational aspects of
human existence. Most critically, modern European culture has
completely neglected the problem of death, a problem which has
plagued humanity since time immemorial and is for modern people
the supreme irrationality.

In short, modern European culture with its scientific orientation,
pervasive as it is in highly industrialized societies, is based on
human rationality and a preoccupation with life, while neglecting
to deal with the irrational elements in human existence, especially
death. It is not wise, however, for us simply to accept and follow
present reactionary tendencies which try to counteract, by means of
an influx of irrationality, this emphasis on rationalism. What is
necessary today in order to deal successfully with this problem is a
profound basis upon which the conflicts between the rational and
the irrational, reason and desire, and life and death can be resolved.
Buddhist nirvana, or the Middle Way, in which people overcome
duality and extinguish the ‘craving’ deeply rooted in human
existence, can provide such a basis.

Fifth, let us consider what significance Buddhist nirvana may
have in the understanding and achieving of true community. It is
the realization of nirvana described previously as ‘difference as it is,
is sameness; sameness as it is, is difference’ which, for Buddhism,
provides an existential ground for true community. We find
ourselves equal, not as children of the one God, but in the common
realization of egolessness or Emptiness, which is at the same time
the realization of true Self. Realization of egolessness is not some-
thing negative, like losing one’s self-identity, but rather is positive in
that through this realization one overcomes one’s ego-centredness
and awakens to Reality, that is, to one’s own true Self as well as the
true Self of others. It is in this awakening that one can live with
others in true community, sharing the realization of true Self. In
nirvana, the loss of ego-self'is the gain of true Self, and the sameness
among individuals in their egolessness and the difference between
individuals in their true Self-ness are paradoxically one.

Accordingly, in the realization of nirvana, I am not I because I
am egoless, and yet I am absolutely I because I am my true Self.
Likewise, you are not you because you are egoless, and yet you are
absolutely you because you are your true Self. Moreover, since I am
not I, I am you, and since you are not you, you are I. Each person
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remains just as he or she is, yet each person is equal in that each is
his or her true Self. This dynamic interrelationship occurs in the
realization of egolessness and Emptiness which is possible and in
fact necessary for each human existence. This realization provides
the Buddhist foundation for humans in true community. Further-
more, this realization applies not only to human relationship to
other humans, but also to all things in nature, from dogs to
mountains.

Sixth and finally, what significance does nirvana have in regard
to understanding the meaning of history? Since there is no God in
Buddhism, there is no creation or last judgement, but rather
Emptiness. Thus, for Buddhism, history has neither beginning nor
end. This view of history derives from the deep realization of the
karma of human beings. Karma is the universal law of act and its
consequence which is self-operating in making the self transmigrate
unceasingly from one life to another and making the world a process
of perpetual becoming. Thus, it is the driving force behind all action
which produces various effects according to the nature of the action
and which binds people to the wheel of birth and death. Unlike the
Hindu_concept—ef—karma,-however, karma in Buddhism is not
deterministic since there is in Buddhism no idea of God who is the
controller of karma; rather Buddhism takes karma as moral power,
emphasizing the_possibility of final release from the round of
transmigration through a free decision of the will. Accordingly, on
the one hand, we are bound by our own karma which shares in and is
inseparably linked to karma operating in the universe but on the
the. opportumty to be liberated from & karma throih our own free act
performed by our personal choice, an act which is based on the total
realization within oneself of the beginningless and endless process of
karma;-i.e., karma operating in the universe beyond oneself. In this
total realization of karma, personal and universal, past, present, and
future, one is liberated from karma and awakens to nirvana.

At the very moment we truly realize the beginninglessness and
endlessness of history, we transcend its boundlessness and find the
whole process of history from beginningless beginning to endless
end intensively concentrated within the here and now. Apart from
the realization of the here and now, there is no history. We realize
our true life and true Self at this moment in which beginning and
end, time and eternity, and one and many are not seen in duality
but in dynamic oneness. This is nothing other than the realization of
nirvana.
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Universal karma can be realized not objectively but only Subjec-
tively, i.e., in and through the existential realization of personal and
individual karma — and personal karma can be truly transcended only
when universal karma is Subjectively overcome within oneself. Thus
(1) to one who has attained nirvana through the total realization of
karma, the whole universe discloses itselfin its reality, and history as
the endless process of operating karma ceases, eternity manifesting
itself. In this sense history ends in nirvana. This is the universal
salvation of nirvana realized by an awakened one, and constitutes
the wisdom aspect of nirvana. At the same time, however, (2) for
the awakened one history begins in nirvana because those who, despite
the fact of universal salvation realized by an awakened one, think
themselves to be ‘unsaved’, remain innumerably in the world and will
appear endlessly in the future. Thus, history takes on new signi-
ficance for an awakened one — it is an endless process in which he or
she must try to actualize universal salvation in regard to those
‘unsaved’. This constitutes the compassion aspect of nirvana. Since
the wisdom and compassion aspects are inseparable in nirvana,
history begins and ends at each and every moment in the realiza-
tion of nirvana.

In short, for an awakened one who is living in nirvana, universal
salvation is completely realized in the here and now, and yet it is to
be realized endlessly in the process of history for those who think
themselves to be ‘unsaved’. These two aspects are dynamically united
in nirvana. Accordingly, at each and every moment of history a
development toward the endless future 1s at once the total return to
the root and source of history, that is, eternity, and conversely, the
total return to the root and source of history, that is, eternity, is at
once a development toward the endless future. The process of history
1s a succession of such moments whose dynamic structure consists of
an advance which is simultaneously a return, a return which is
simultaneously an advance. This Buddhist view of history leads us
to a double realization: in the light of wisdom, eternity manifests
itselfin the here and now, and life at this moment is not a means to a
future end, but is the end itself, while in the light of compassion,
life is an endless activity of saving others, an instrument for
universal salvation.

The six points discussed above are central to understanding the
significance of Buddhist nirvana for contemporary society.
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we take purity or enlightenment as an end to be reached, we
consider ourselves to be ‘on the way’ to an e¢nd. We therefore
assume that if we can reach our goal, we shall be able to grasp the
true starting point for life. By means of that discrimination process,
however, we will never be able to reach the end and thereby
appropriate the true starting point. We may indeed endlessly move
toward the ‘true starting point’ but we will never reach it: we can
never overcome ‘being on the way’.

For in this approach, while we view ourselves as standing in
impurity or delusion, we look forward to purity or enlightenment at
the end beyond the impure or delusory. We thus take the relation
between the impure and pure, delusion and enlightenment as a
process moving from the former to the latter. But in taking the
relation as a process, we never really do find ourselves.

When we take our present position as one of ‘impurity’, that is, as
being in the impure realm while in the process toward purity, it is
impossible to truly grasp the fotal relation between the two poles
(impurity and purity) in terms of process. For it is not possible to fix
oneself at some point in the impure realm while simultaneously
going beyond it so as to grasp the total moving process between the
two poles. And needless to say, while we are looking toward purity
or enlightenment as a goal, our existence is not based on the purity
or enlightenment considered to be the end. Accordingly, in taking
the relation between impurity and purity, delusion and enlighten-
ment as a process, our existence has a basis neither in our present
state nor in our desired goal. In distinguishing impurity from
purity, delusion from enlightenment, one must have already been
situated in a third position outside of the two — one built on mere
conception — and be looking down on the whole movement from
impure to pure, from delusion to enlightenment as a ‘process’.

But in taking such a third position above and outside the process,
we objectify and conceptualize not only purity (enlightenment) as
an end, but even impurity (delusion) as our actual present state.
Thus the whole attitude underlying this third position must be said
to be itself a delusive, conceptual construction. This is the reason we
never come to the real starting point of life so long as we base our
efforts on such an attitude.

However, when and only when we come to realize this sort of
attitude or approach as fundamentally delusory do we find ourselves at
a genuine starting point for life. When the enlightenment-seeking
approach collapses, we find ourselves in enlightenment. Not some-
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where beyond or separated from the present, but directly ‘under’ or
within the present — only here can enlightenment, i.e., the real
starting point for life, be found. This means that here and now, and
only in the here and now, can we arrive at the real starting point for
life. If we do not find the point of departure for life in the here and
now, where and when can we find it? We must know that at any
moment we always stand on the real starting point. Without
realizing this basic fact we usually look forward to finding it
somewhere outside the here and sometime in the future, and regard
ourselves as being presently ‘on the way’. In marked contrast to this
future-oriented approach, however, we are, according to Mahayana
Buddhism, originally and essentially enlightened.

Thus ‘purity’ or ‘enlightenment’ should not be taken as an end to
be reached sometime or somewhere in the future. It is the ground, not
the aim, of our existence and activity. Only when one is existentially
grounded in this original Reality do everything and everyone actually
manifest themselves in their Original Purity. This is the reason it is
often said in Mahayana Buddhism, ‘Mountains and rivers and the
carth itself all disclose their dharma-kaya [truth-body].” Here Origin-
al Purity is the real starting point for everything and everyone.

This is Sunyata (Emptiness) or bhitatathatd (true suchness) in the
Mahayana sense. Original Purity can be equated with Emptiness
because Original Purity is not a counter-concept to impurity in
some relative sense, but rather is purity in the absolute sense ‘prior
to’ the conceptual opposition between impurity and purity. That
everything and everyone are as they are means nothing other than
honsho shojo, that is, ‘everything is pure in itself’.

Honsho shijo can therefore stand without the support of riku shojo,
that 1s, ‘becoming pure by ridding oneself of defilement or impur-
ity’. From the standpoint of the former, that is, ‘being pure’, the
latter, which entails ‘becoming pure’, is entirely delusory. Prior to
‘becoming pure’ we are originally and essentially ‘being pure’.
Original Purity, however, is not a state which is objectively
observable, but is realization, that is, one’s ex-istential realization
which must be Subjectively realized through the collapse of self-
centredness. It is one’s living and active realization which spon-
taneously develops itself as the starting point of life in the process of
the ‘becoming’ of the world. As the active and creative realization,
Original Purity unfolds itself and serves to purify the world. If the
realization of ‘being pure’ does not develop itself in this manner, it is
nothing but a dead realization. Whether it is truly ‘being pure’



R e

a T )

SR SRS A SR R - — ——
] -
[ —_—










- s - o A e wes e X




Tum

T e s
= oY



226 Zen and Western Thought

shalt not eat.” It is through the reunion of man and God by virtue of
Jesus Christ’s redemptive love that the human being can return to
his or her original suchness. In Buddhism self-consciousness is
regarded as ‘ignorance’ because in self-consciousness we are cut off
from the reality of suchness and are limited by our outsider view of
things in the universe. As such we view even ourselves from the
outside. This outsider view of our self comprises the fundamental
ignorance inherent in human existence.

Trying to grasp one’s self by one’s self from the outside may be
compared to the metaphor of a snake swallowing its own tail. When
the snake bites its tail, it makes a circle. And the more it tries to
swallow its tail, the smaller that circle becomes. When the snake
carries this effort to swallow its own tail to its final conclusion, the
circle turns into a small dot and finally, it must disappear into
emptiness. More concretely, the snake must die through this effort.
As long as the human self tries to grasp itself through self-
consciousness (out of which evolves inferiority or superiority, etc.),
the human ego-self falls into an ever-deepening dilemma. At the
extreme point of this dilemma, the ego can no longer support itself
and must collapse into emptness. When the attempt of self-
consciousness to grasp itself is pressed to its ultimate conclusion, the
human ego must die. Through the death of ego-self, no-self is
realized. The realization of no-self is a necessity for the human ego.
Someone may realize the necessity of confronting this dilemma only
on his or her deathbed. But others may existentially infuit the need
for resolving this dilemma even while quite young, and thus embark
on the religious quest. In any event, the realization of no-self is a
‘must’ for the human ego. We must realize that there is no
unchanging, eternal ego-self.

It is essential that one face this dilemma and break through it, in
order to realize Emptiness or suchness. This realization of Empti-
ness is the liberation from that dilemma which is existentially
rooted in human consciousness. Awakening to Emptiness, which is
disclosed through the death of the ego, you realize your ‘suchness’.
This is because the realization of suchness is the positive aspect of
the realization of Emptiness.

In this realization you are no longer separated from yourself, but
are just yourself, no more, no less. There is no gap between you and
yourself; you become you. When you realize your own suchness, you
realize the suchness of everything at once. A pine tree appears in its
suchness. Bamboo manifests itself in its suchness. Dogs and cats















13 Religion Challenged by
Modern Thought

I

When religion began is a difficult question to answer. Roughly
speaking, we may say that we can trace religion’s origin back to the
time when the human being came to exist. Since then, throughout
human history, hardly anyone has doubted the necessity of religion
for human beings. But in the past few centuries, doubts about
religion itself have arisen. Questions such as ‘Is religion truly
indispensable to man?’ and ‘Cannot human being live his or her
life without religion?” and ‘Is religion not, perhaps, an obstacle to
human progress?” have been raised. It may be said that it was
sometime during the nineteenth century that these doubts de-
veloped into a radical questioning of the necessity of religion itself.
Of course criticism of a particular religion had been made since
ancient times. But the fundamental significance of religion as such
for man had not always been questioned. In the West, some
questions about religion were brought out during the Age of
Enlightenment. But religion at that time was not questioned in the
same way as it is now. People in the time of the Enlightenment
criticized religion for its world-view and its understanding of
nature. But, even then they probably did not doubt the significance
of religion for the human soul. Now, however, ideologies and
philosophical schools exist which deny in principle religion itself.
These ideologies predominate among many people of the world
today. This fact characterizes, I feel, the current challenge of
modern thought to religion.

Now, with this in mind, I would like to consider the phenomena
of the current situation. In modern society those who are indifferent
to religion are increasing in number. They are neither affirmative
nor negative towards religion. This phenomenon has been called
‘secularization’ and has become a characteristic of modern society.
But why this indifference has grown is not so easy to explain.
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Freud because, rejecting a merely scientific and objective approach,
he expounded his theory of the autonomy of the collective uncon-
scious. By virtue of this autonomy, religion is protected against
manipulation by science and provided with its raison d’étre, since the
locating of the source of religious symbols in the collective uncon-
scious guarantees religion an unassailable position in human life. Itis
in this fashion that Jung gave a depth-psychological foundation to
religion.

Nevertheless there is an important element lacking here. Jung
does not seem to realize the need for a ‘spiritual death’. Both St.
Paul and the great Buddhists clearly saw this as an essential
clement of true religion. ‘If we have died with Christ, we believe
that we shall also live with Him’ (Rom., 6:8). Similar are the
Buddhist ideas of ‘Great Death’ (through which one attains ‘Great
Life’) and ‘Rebirth in the Pure Land’. Because Jung overlooked the
possibility of a ‘spiritual death’ it must be said that his understand-
ing of religion did not reach the full realization of the essential
character of religion. In Jung, authentic religious consciousness is
after all replaced by the collective unconscious. Today various
psychoanalytical methods of treatment based upon Jung’s theory
are being applied to many patients. In the United States, those who
have mental disturbances go to psychoanalysts instead of seeing
their minister. Churches are now attempting to incorporate
psychoanalytical theory and practice into their programmes
through formal training in Pastoral Counsecling. While_this phe-
nomenon has an obvious merit, it serves to undermine the genuine
religious-basis of the various religions if it overlooks-the need for
‘spiritual death’.

According to Erich Fromm, a neo-Freudian, psychoanalysis does
not always deny religion. Frommﬂas&ﬁesﬂgm@& types —
authoritarian and humanitarian. According to Fromm, psycho—
analysis does not always influence these two types of religion in
the same way. Authoritarian religion preaches obedience to the
God who transcends and rules over human beings. On the other
hand, humanitarian religion, preaching the oneness of everything,
teaches that God is a symbol of the ideal being which human beings
can also aspire to become. Fromm thinks that it is authoritarian
religion which is more seriously threatened by psychoanalysis. He
notes that psychiatric patients’ modes of behaviour are sometimes
surprisingly similar to religious rituals. For instance, some patients
obsessed by compulsive ideas attach importance to ritualistic
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criticism. According to Marx, in so far as people believe in religious
deliverance or salvation, they do not seek the realization of human
emancipation in this world, but in another ideal world or heaven.
These people interpret the miseries and contradictions of this world
as divine providence or trial, or the results of karma, i.e., the
accumulation of one’s deeds in one’s previous existence. According
to religious thought, people should obey God’s will or seek release
from their karma and find spiritual peace in heaven or in enlighten-
ment.

Marx maintains that this is not the true solution to human
suffering but a completely misleading attempt to subvert the
enthusiasm for socio-political revolution. Thus, religion is the
greatest obstacle on the way to revolution, and man must complete-
ly deny religion in order to bring about a classless society. Such are
the ways in which Marxism denies religion.

Finally we come to nihilism. Here I mean the type of nihilism
which Friedrich Nietzsche expounded. Scientism and Marxism
deny religion from standpoints outside of religion. Psychoanalysis
inquires into the depth of human psyche, but does not include the
essence of religion in its exposition. Nietzschean nihilism explicitly
denies religion in its essence. Nictzsche states that ‘God is dead’ and
that ‘God is a sacred lie.” Here we must recognize that he does not
merely say that God does not exist, but that ‘God 1s dead.” Those
without religious experience may say that ‘God does not exist.” But
Nietzsche says ‘God 1s dead’, meaning God did live and is dead now.
Therefore, Nietzsche must have had some religious experience, or
experienced a living God 1n a certain way. Nietzsche insists that one
must be an ‘Over-man’, or an active nihilist, in order to endure the
nihilum without God. Thus, Niectzsche denies religion at its very
basis.

Nietzsche did not simply not believe in God, he transcended God.
Then he asked, ‘Where does God come from?” His answer was,
‘From the will to power’ as the root source of man’s fundamental
instinct for self-preservation. According to Nietzsche, belief in God
as the ruler of the universe does not fulfill human existence. Behind
this notion of God, he recognized a cosmological ‘will to power’.
This is the most fundamental will. God is nothing but an artificial
construction which this fundamental will has fabricated in the
depths of the nihilum of this world in order to preserve man’s life.
People have lived by believing in the fabricated ‘God’ as the living
God. This was, it is true, meaningful and effective to human life until
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now. But Nietzsche proclaims that we have entered into a complete-
ly new era in which the above way of life becomes of no use. This is
the arrival of nihilism. People must now be aware that the God in
whom they have believed down to the present day is a self-
deception. They must return to the ‘will to power’ from which
‘God’ himself has been constructed. One has to transcend oneself
and become an ‘Over-man’, who can endure the nihilum without
God. Thus Nietzsche denies the principle of religion at its core. His
ideas of ‘the eternal return’, the ‘Dionysian philosophy’, and ‘amor
Jfati’ i.e., love of fate, are all grounded herein. Nietzsche has thus
opened a new way for non-religious religion.

III

Scientism, psychoanalysis, Marxism and nihilism deny religion in
different ways. From the religious standpoint, these four ways of
thought challenge religion.

Religion insists that human reason should be transcended in
order to reach a place where human being can find true spirit, true
heart and true soul. Further, religion takes as its task the salvation,
not only of individual human beings but also the world as a whole.
Religion preaches the realization of the Kingdom of God or con-
struction of the Buddha Land, and reformation of this world. In
this way religion not only preaches salvation but also challenges the
ultimacy of social, political and human institutions and desires.
Thus, God or Buddha-nature always constitutes the most funda-
mental principle and goal for religion.

Religion does not recognize human reason and judgement as
something ultimate in the way scientism does. Modern psy-
choanalysis considers the soul, spirit and heart to lie beyond
human reason but sees it as stemming from the unconsciousness,
not from God or any transcendent Reality. Marxism advocates a
logical and practical methodology for human salvation by realizing
an ideal communal society through class struggle, thus denouncing
religion, which attempts to save this world through realizing the
Kingdom of God or the Buddha Land. Finally nihilism denies God
and all transcendent Reality, repudiating them as deceptive fabrica-
tions of the will to power. These four standpoints challenge religion
at its foundation from various angles based upon certain theoretical
and philosophical standpoints. This is the first time in history that






14 Religion and Science in
the Global Age — Their

Essential Character and
Mutual Relationship

It 1s almost impossible to deal with a problem of the magnitude of
‘Religion and Science in the Global Age’ in its full scale and depth.
Nevertheless I would like to discuss what I consider essential to the
issue and elucidate 1t from a Buddhist point of view.

Modern science may be said to be a human enterprise through
which man and nature are investigated as objectively as possible,
that is, without subjective judgement. It is _fundamentally free from
any anthropocentric interest such as value, meaning and purpose.
This mode of science was methodologically established by the
Cartesian idea of Mathesis universalis and the Baconian method
described in Novum Organum. It was a complete replacement of the
Aristotelian teleological—biological standpoint by an approach
based on mathematics and physics. The present form of science is
the radical development of this approach.

In the cighteenth and nineteenth centuries in the West, serious
conflicts arose between Christianity and science, as epitomized by
the controversy surrounding Charles Darwin. It could be argued
that Christian theology acted as an important catalyst in the
development of modern science, for the idea of God as ruler of the
universe made people sympathetic to the idea that God had
arranged things in an orderly way and that there were natural laws
which could be discovered if one looked hard enough. However, the
assertion that science could not have arisen without the stimulus of
theological ideas certainly does not demonstrate that those theolo-
gical ideas have any genuine basis in reality.!

In our time it is sometimes said that those who still maintain that
there is a conflict between religion and science are rather naive and
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old-fashioned, since contemporary theologians, having as a rule
abandoned the view that the Holy Scriptures are literally the word
of God, are well disposed toward dialogue and mediation between
Christianity and science. Simultaneously it is suggested that the
peculiar characteristics of twenticth-century science render it far
less inimical to religion than was the science of the nineteenth
century. I do not think, however, that this 1s really the case. While
on the surface the problem may seem to have diminished, it is clear
at a deeper level that science poses a serious threat to religion.

Let us examine the essential character of both science and
religion. At the risk of oversimplification, one may say that science
is concerned with the answer to the question ‘how’ whereas religion
is concerned with the answer to the question ‘why’. As used here,
‘how’ refers to the process of cause and effect or ‘means’ while ‘why’
refers to meaning, purpose, or raison d’étre. Science can provide an
answer to the question of how a flower blooms, or how man comes to
exist. It cannot, however, give an answer to the question of why a
flower blooms or why man comes to exist. It can explain the cause of
a given fact but not the meaning or ground of that fact. It is religion,
not science that can offer an answer to the question ‘why’.

Pre-modern science, which was based on the Aristotelian teleolo-
gical—biological approach, gave a teleogical answer to the question
‘how’, for everything in the universe was then understood organical-
ly, thatis, in terms of living entities. And a teleological answer to the
question ‘how’ was not necessarily incompatible with a religious
answer to the question ‘why’. The teleological view of the world
offered by ancient physics was rather harmonious with the theistic
view of man and nature as explained in Christianity. With the
advent of modern science, however, the situation changed radically.
Modern science, which is based on mathematics and physics, gives
a non-teleological and mechanistic response to the question ‘how’,
and such a mechanistic answer to the question ‘how’ is quite
incompatible with the religious answer to the question ‘why’. This is
especially the case with a theistic religion such as Christianity,
which is inextricably rooted in the notion of a personal God who is
the Creator, Redeemer, and Judge of the universe. The modern
scientific mechanistic view of the world is entirely indifferent to
human existence. In the mechanistic view, not only physical matter,
but also biological life and even the human psyche and spirit are
reduced to entirely lifeless mechanistic phenomena. This is evident
in contemporary molecular biology, experimental psychology, and
genetics.
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Unlike the teleological and biological view of nature in pre-
modern science, the mechanistic view of the world of modern
science grasps cverything in the universe as lifeless, that is, in an
entirely inhuman and insensitive manncr. Such a mechanistic view
of the world is not only incompatible with but also inimical to
religion, which is concerned with the ‘why’ question of the final
meaning or ultimate ground of human existence in the world. It is
inimical to religion because it deprives everything of its meaning,
value, aim, and purpose. It may be said that the mechanistic answer
to the question ‘how’ as seen in modern science has ‘horizontally’
severed the religious answer to the question ‘why’. In so saying, I
have in mind an image, in which a vertical line, representing
religion which seeks for the ultimate ground of human existence, is
severed by a horizontal line, representing science which is mainly
concerned with the cause and effect of things in the universe. As a
result, man is left hanging. It is now a serious task for religion,
which is primarily concerned with the ultimate meaning of human
life, to find a way to embrace the meaning-negating science which
prevails in the modern world.?

The modern scientific mechanistic view of the world has created a
still more serious problem for religion. It has brought forth atheism
and radical nihilism. The mechanistic world view destroyed the
‘spiritual’ basis on which all the teleological systems in religion
hitherto rested, and opened up nihility at the base of the world,
leaving no place for God. This abyss of nihility was also opened up
at the bottom of human existence. The existentialism developed by
Jean Paul Sartre, who insists that one’s subjectivity can be estab-
lished only in the realization of that nihility, is a direct consequence
of the awareness of the nihility brought about by modern science.
Contemporary atheism is not merely a materialistic atheism, but
rather a more radical, existential atheism which tries to take
‘nihility without God’ as the basis of Subjective freedom. In this
regard, we must pay special attention to Friedrich Nietzsche, who
proclaimed the arrival of nihilism about a century ago through his
sharp insight into the nature of science and human destiny.

In his book, Beyond Good and Evil, Nietzsche presents his unique
idea of the three stages of human history as follows:

Once upon a time men sacrificed human beings to their God,
and perhaps just those they loved the best ... then, during the
moral epoch of mankind, they sacrificed to their God the
strongest instincts they possessed, their ‘nature’; this festal joy



244 Zen and Western Thought

shines in the cruel glances of ascetics and ‘anti-natural’ fanatics.
Finally, what still remained to be sacrificied? ... Was it not
necessary to sacrifice God himself —? To sacrifice God for
nothingness — this paradoxical mystery of the ultimate cruelty
has been reserved for the rising generation; we all know some-
thing of this already.’

To the first stage, Nietzsche ascribes the sacrifice of all primitive
religions and also the sacrifice of the Emperor Tiberius in the
Mithra-Grotto of the Island of Capri. It may be said that this first
stage corresponds to the time of the Old Testament which records
the story of this kind of sacrifice in the case, for example, of
Abraham and Isaac. It would also be safe to say that the second
stage represents the time of the New Testament and following
Christian era in which the death and sacrifice of Jesus is seen as the
redemption of original sin inherent in human nature. The third
historic stage in which we ‘sacrifice God for nothingness’ announces
the advent of nihilism in the Nietzschean sense.*

It may be said that we have already arrived at the third historic
stage which Nietzsche described above. As he predicted, we are now
experiencing the ‘nihility without God’ which has been opened up
by modern science at the base of the traditional notion of God. How
to cope with this ‘nihility without God’ is the most urgent problem
emerging from the conflict between science and religion.

In this regard, the following two points must be emphasized if
religion is to remain viable in its dialogue and confrontation with
science:

1. It is necessary for each religion to re-examine the basis of its
world view. For any religion, its world view is not like clothes
that one can change whenever one pleases. A world view is to
religion what water is to a fish. It is the indispensable condition
through which religion can actually come into existence. Water
is neither the life of the fish as such, nor its body, yet it is
fundamentally linked to both. For a religion to change its
world view is a matter no less fatal to it than for a fish to
change from salt water to fresh.’

2. What is even more crucial and important is that each religion
re-examine and reinterpret that tradition’s understanding of
God or the ‘ultimate’ and His or its relation to human beings
and the world. With regard to this second point, Buddhism,
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15 Sovereignty Rests with
Mankind

All of mankind on this planet has entered 1nto an age
When it must realize that it now is based

On the clear realization of itself as ‘“mankind”,

And that it is “living-and-dying”’

In the vast reaches of the universe

As a community with a single destiny —

One living sclf-aware entity.

In order to live this age

Mankind must awaken to its true Self,

And everyone must know that by transcending
The relative differences of self and other,

One exists within the “expanse of Self-awakening”
Wherein both self and other are fulfiled.

The present crisis of the world arises

From the ceaseless conflicts and disputes

Of sovereign nations which do not know self-negation.
What we must establish now

Is not an international confederacy

In the sense of a league of sovereign nations.

Even less should it be a world empire

Based on one great sovereign state

Which has acquired hegemony as a result of a struggle.
Rather, it must be a world of mankind

Wherein sovereignty rests precisely with all mankind
In the sense of one self-aware entity

Which has become profoundly aware of itself
As “mankind”.

It must be a human community without nation-states,
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Wherein the dignity and freedom of the individual
Are guaranteed

And wherein the multi-colored flowers of races
And cultures may bloom.

The age of nation-states as the bearers of history
Must proclaim its end,

And the age of mankind must begin.

We must not despair of the historical evil

Which has transcended the power of the individual.

We must realize that national egoism is mankind’s karma
Deeply rooted in the essential nature of human beings.

We must place mankind within a new cosmology

Which has extricated itself from anthropocentrism.

Is not the boundless “expanse of Self-awakening”,

Which gives life to both self and other

As it sets up the distinction between them —

Is not this precisely the foundation of a new human society?

“Mankind” 1s a corporate entity with a single fate, one living,
self-aware unit placed within the vastness of space.

To speak of ‘mankind’ as a unit is not something historically new.
Especially the modern era, which takes humanism as its basic
principle, has frequently treated the concept of ‘mankind’ as a
problem. In the contemporary era, wherein the world has rapidly
become one entity — particularly in the past two or three decades,
as'we have undertaken space exploration — the word ‘mankind’ has
even become a kind of jargon term. But, has mankind itself been
clearly perceived as a corporate entity with a single fate, as one
living, sclf-aware entity ‘living-and-dying’ in the vast reaches of
space? Even in the present day, when we use the term ‘mankind’, it
is thought of as referring to the aggregate of the various races or
peoples; they together are seen as confronting and involved in the
turbulence of international politics among such super-states as the
United States, China, and the Soviet Union, which compete with
each other using the world as their stage.

The term may also refer to the totality of human beings who,
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and the Self-awakening of history itself. The Self-awakening which
one awakens to by breaking through the ego transcends the ego and
extends infinitely in every direction. There is nothing whatsoever
which stands outside this expanse of Self-awakening. The so-called self;
others, the myriad phenomena of the world, and the flow of history
as well are not exceptions to this. Indeed, the grasp of mankind as a
single, living, self-aware entity takes place within this ‘expanse of
Self-awakening’. It is precisely within this ‘expanse of Self-
awakening’ that all things exist in the true sense and live vibrantly.
‘Mankind’ also exists vibrantly in this same ‘expanse of Self-
awakening’.

11

A human society must be built in which present-day sovereign
states are negated, and in which it is precisely “mankind” as a
living, self-aware entity that has the sovereignty.

If mankind is to be grasped as a single, living, self-aware entity,
sovereign states which oppose each other and claim that sovereignty
resides with specific races or peoples must be negated. National
sovereignty, on behalf of continued existence as a nation-state,
ultimately demands the sacrifice of the lives of the individuals
composing it; and turning outward, it wages a life-and-death
struggle, using military force, with other sovereign nations opposing
it. Therein we find no higher authority able to check the operation
of this kind of national power. Sovereign states do not know
self-negation. They take as their basic principle a position of
self-affirmation and self-assertion in which, during a crisis, the
position of ‘mankind’ is overlooked and destroyed. Consequently,
even though international cooperative organizations, which are the
products of compromises and agreements between sovereign states,
become to a certain degree the means of resolving international
conflicts, as long as they presuppose sovereign states, they basically
can neither check national egoism nor totally eliminate war.
Instead, although international organizations can exert some con-
trol over smaller nations, I fear that such organizations may be
transformed into magnificent edifices of hypocrisy wherein the
arrogance of the larger nations possessing great military power
cannot help but be tacitly recognized. The plan to establish a world
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league of nations or a world government cannot be said to be the
path that will bring about true world peace so long as the
standpoint of sovereign nations is not overcome in principle and
sovereignty transfered from the nation-state to mankind seen as a
single, living, self-aware entity.

In a human community which takes as its foundation the idea of
‘mankind’ as a living, self-aware entity, the concept of sovereignty
must likewise be transformed. It must no longer be a self-
affirmative, self-assertive sovereignty wherein the individuals com-
posing the human community are ordered to go to their deaths, or a
sovereignty in which the special characteristics of the individual
races and cultures are destroyed. On the contrary it must be a
sovereignty which always is based in self-negation. It must be a
sovereignty which takes wisdom and compassion as its principles
rather than authority and justice. That which indeed makes such
sovereignty possible is the Self-awakening of the original Self,
which, while establishing the distinction between the self and
others, makes both self and others come alive completely. In the
boundless ‘expanse of Self-awakening’, wherein individuals, peoples,
and mankind (the three categories of human beings) can make each
other come alive completely without alienating each other, indi-
viduals, mankind, and the myriad phenomena of the universe (the three
categories of the universe) can also make each other come alive
completely without alienating each other. Only when mankind’s
sovereignty takes this kind of self-negation as its principle and is
based upon wisdom and compassion will a single government
having all mankind as its basis be possible. At the foundation of all
governmental organizations there must be social unity. It is precise-
ly mankind as a self-aware entity which can develop a unified,
cooperative human community in the complete sense of the term.
Consequently the source of the sovereign authority of mankind lies
not in law and justice but rather in true Self-awakening. At the same
time that true Self-awakening as ‘mankind’ is the most internal
authority for a human society, it is also the most transcendent
authority.

ITI

The transition from national sovereignty to the new sovereignty
of mankind cannot be achieved in a linear manner. For therein,
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two factors are essential: first, the realization that the sovereign
nation is the product of a karma rooted in the basic nature of
mankind; and second, the realization that all mankind is jointly
responsible for this historical evil which each individual must
take as his or her own.

How can the sovereign nation be overcome? How is the transition to
the sovereignty of mankind possible? Each nation possesses both the
aspect of power in the sense that it is an organ of political control
and the aspect of an ethic which represents the moral force of the
races or peoples which compose it. The so-called ‘rationale of the
state’ (Staatsrdson) exists as a unity of this power and ethic, of this
force and justice. Therefore, it is incorrect to assume immediately
that the state is an evil existence. The ethical or moral force of the
state is also often considered to be a higher form of human ethics
(Sittlichkeit), transcending the birth and death of individual people
and preserving the eternal continuation of races and peoples. It is
difficult to find an age in human history when states did not exist. In
almost the same way that the family is an indispensable ethical
form for an individual, so too for tribes and races, and for peoples
occupying a certain land, the state has been an indispensable moral
form. We must say that the state is not an accidental existence, but
is something deeply rooted in the basic nature and experience of the
human race.

However, today’s problem lies in the fact that the very rationale
of the state which is supposed to be the unification of power and
justice has begun to assume the character of an evil which must be
negated. In the midst of the opposition and struggles of today’s
super-states in which these structures of power have been enlarged
and have achieved a high degree of complexity, the justice of the
state can no longer control the power, so that this massive force
leaps beyond moral restraints, pursuing its own course pell-mell.
We can perceive this situation in the case of the Vietnam War, and
in such events as the invasions of Hungary and Czechoslovakia. It
appears as if the balance of terror based on nuclear weapons has
made total war impossible while rendering meaningless, hypocritic-
al, and corrupt the rationale of the state. How many people today
can believe that the moral restraints of the state can check the
dynamism of huge national power linked to gigantic technical
systems and structures of production? Moved by a blatant national
egoism, the power of the state is now developing a demonic
character as it destroys the balance of moral restraint and controll-
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ing power, which should be visible in the rationale of the state. As it
moves on its reckless course, this imbalance must finally lead to a
destructive, full-scale war or into the whirlpools of various latent
and blatant power struggles intermingled with periods of false
peace. Destruction? One world empire? Confused anarchy? The
future of the world is not a bright one.

In this situation we cannot but perceive historical evil and
awaken to mankind’s karma. This 1s historical evil in the sense of an
evil which has indeed gone beyond the individual’s moral power;
it is the karma, hard to eradicate, which people bear as something
deeply rooted in the basic experience and character of mankind.
However, this does not mean that we should despair of overcoming
this historical evil. We must not simply view this karma of mankind
from the sidelines. It is certainly true that the nation-state is now
being transformed into an historical evil and that its control exceeds
our individual power. And yet we must recognize that the source of
this historical evil is rooted very deeply within outselves. We ought not
to criticize national egoism merely as an external force, but rather
we ought to awaken to it as a collective responsibility deriving its
reality from the human karma of each of us. To criticize this
admonition by saying that this is the subjectifying and concep-
tualizing of an objective situation, or a kind of defeatism, is possible
only from the viewpoint of one who does not know what sort of a
thing ‘Subjective’ Self-awakening is.

Apart from the investigation of the world and of history, there
1s no true investigation of the original nature of the Self. The inves-
tigation of what the world or history is is fundamentally linked
with the investigation of what the true Self is. Apart from the
investigation of the original nature of the Self, there is no true
investigation of the world or history; the true ‘Subjective’ Self-
awakening is the Self-awakening to the source of world evil and
historical evil within one’s self. In awakening to the true Self, one
breaks through the ego and simultaneously overcomes the source of
world evil and historical evil, thereby manifesting and opening up
the true path which enlivens both the self and others. Moreover, this
is not our point of arrival but our point of departure. Unless we
stand in that place, we cannot advance toward the true overcoming
of all world evil and historical evil, for only there can we find the
true starting point.

Historical evil cannot be resolved simply within history. For it
has roots in the radical evil latent at the foundation of history itself.
To believe blindly, in spite of this, that one can resolve historical
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evil within history, and to act accordingly, only rapidly increases
the historical evil and finally gives rise to a demonic historical evil.
For historical evil can only be resolved from a standpoint transcend-
ing history. It can be resolved only by taking the Self-awakening of
the original Self as the basic foundation.

v

What is necessary for the present day is not a new humanism but
a new cosmology. We must overcome anthropocentrism and
build such a new cosmology. The world of mankind’s sovereignty
will also be built therein.

Although we assert that sovereignty resides in mankind, this
does not mean anthropocentrism. Through the realization of the
sovereign state as a product of karma rooted deeply within basic
human nature, and through the realization of the solidarity of this
karma at the depths of individual human existence the ‘expanse of
Self-awakening’ opens up. It extends into all directions embracing
everything in the universe beyond human beings. Accordingly it
truly transcends anthropocentrism. The ‘expanse of self-awaken-
ing’ — which awakens mankind to its realization as a single,
self-aware entity in the universe — is in itself cosmological. Without
overcoming anthropocentrism — that is, without standing in a new
cosmology — mankind cannot become a human society in the sense
of one self-aware entity.

Consequently, the ethics of mankind must have two aspects: an
interhuman aspect within mankind, and an aspect which_concerns
human responsibility to the non-human universe. A human com-
munity which has overcome, through Self-awakening, the existence
of the nation-state as a product of the karma of mankind, serves
mankind by transcending distinctions between races and between
people. Sovereignty which is established therein, takes self-negation
as a basic principle and encompasses all races and all peoples
in their respective particularity. For the human community as a
self-aware entity, races and peoples are no longer basic political
entities linked by power but rather are cultural and ethical exist-
ences which give life to the individual and which, through the
actions of individuals, are harmonized with mankind. Such non-
political groupings of people, without restraining the individual,
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allow for free, creative activity and naturally serve human socicty
and enrich the content of human culture. Mankind can become the
bearer of history only by the realization of the individual as
mediator, who is freely acting on the basis of his or her own cultural
identity.

This ethic of mankind within mankind always interpenetrates
with the ethics of mankind in the universe. ‘The expanse of
Self-awakening’, which awakens mankind as a single, self-aware
entity and at the same time which awakens within it the ethics of
mankind, also awakens the ethics of mankind as it faces the myriad
phenomena of the universe. An age wherein the power of the
nation-state alienates the individual from mankind and does not
truly enliven either the individual or mankind is precisely an age
which also alienates mankind from the universe, or the individual
from the myriad phenomena of the universe, and pushes the simple
harmony established between them toward disruption. However,
the sovereignty of mankind, in which the community of man has
awakened to itself as mankind in ‘the expanse of Self-awakening’,
docs not consider such things as land, water, air, the sun, and all
kinds of energy only as the common resources of mankind but
considers them as the common blessings on behalf of the myriad
phenomena of the universe. Of course all the space in the universe,
beginning with the moon, is not something which should be
occupied and exploited only by a specific nation. In fact, it should
not be treated simply from the human point of view. Mankind is
enveloped by the universe and enlivened by it. At the same time,
unlike other creatures in our world man alone self-consciously com-
prehends the universe and is able to awaken to the generation,
extinction, and change of the universe. He alone enlivens the
universe in the true sense. That which constitutes the moment of
Self-awakening of this mankind ~ which is comprehended by and
yet comprehends the universe — is precisely each one of us. It is the
‘Subjective’ Self-awakening of each individual.

In the ‘Subjective’ Self-awakening of each one of us, not only is
mankind awakened to its own true nature but indeed the myriad
phenomena of the universe are awakened to their true nature. This
occurs in the same place, that is, in ‘the expanse of Self-awakening’.
Only in this cosmological place wherein we have overcome
anthropocentrism can mankind and mankind’s sovereignty be
established in the sense of a single, living self-aware entity.
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16 The End of World
Religion

To begin with I would like to clarify the implications of my title.
The word ‘end’ has at least two meanings: it means ‘limit’,
‘boundary’, or ‘ceasing to be’, and ‘aim’, ‘objective’, ‘purpose’; or
‘reason for being’. In the first sense, it is somewhat negative,
referring to a spatial, temporal, or existential limit of some kind.
The second, more positive, meaning signifies a direction to move
toward, a final goal to be attained, or an ultimate reason to be
realized. This double implication gives a dynamic ambiguity quite
appropriate to the present purpose, for I wish to discuss the
limitations of ‘world religions’ in their present forms and the
authentic form of the ‘world religion’ to be realized in the future.

Thus, ‘The End of World Religion’ means on the one hand that
world religions in their present form, largely because of recent
radical changes in world conditions and the human situation, are
coming to an end, reaching their ‘limit’ in the sense they no longer
genuinely deserve to be called ‘world religions’. On the other hand,
it signifies that, therefore, a genuine form of ‘world religion’ must be
now sought and actualized as the end, that is, as an ‘aim’ to be
achieved in order to cope with the present and future world situa-
tion and human predicament.

With this double connotation in mind, let me begin with an
explanation of the term ‘world religion’. Mensching, for instance,
classifies religions into three categories: nature religion (Naturreli-
In the long ages of pre-history, human beings were in the stage of
nature religion or primitive religion. Involved in the adventure of
life, people felt in nature something divine which was sometimes
helpful, sometimes destructive, and they worshiped natural powers
with a feeling of gratitude and fear. Nature religion is a type of
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religion which arose spontaneously among primitive people living
in close contact with their natural environment, and was supported
by a family, kinship group, clan, or tribe. In this type of religion
there was an almost total interfusing of man, nature, and gods.
‘Undifferentiation’, a term to be discussed below, was its fun-
damental characteristic. On the other hand, ethnic religion, which
generally may be said to have appeared with the dawning of human
‘culture’, is a type of religion in which a separation between man
and nature, and between man and gods, was consciously realized
and various ritual forms were developed largely to overcome that
separation. Thus, cthnic religion is a relatively developed form of
religion in which the person, being aware of something ‘transcen-
dent’ or ‘super-natural’, is to some extent freed from nature. It is
supported by a much larger body of people, such as a racial group
or a nation. Some examples of ethnic religion may be mentioned
here: the religions of ancient Egypt, Persia, Greece, Rome, India,
and in its larger and still existing forms, Judaism, Hinduism,
Taoism, and Shintoism. Despite the differences in form, however,
ethnic or national religion is not essentially different from primitive
or nature religion in structure because it also can be said to occur
spontaneously within a particular living community characterized
by geographical or cultural and blood relations. Furthermore, in
both primitive and ethnic religions, though with some difference of
degree, the principle of community is stronger than that of indivi-
dual or personal consciousness.

World religion, however, is essentially different from both primi-
tive and ethnic religions in its structure. Christianity, Islam, and
Buddhism — these thre__gr,eatrellglons.cambe,_ughtLy_caLl_d ‘world
religions’. Each of them emerged from an_ethnic or national
religion. But _they_are re_different_in structure from their mother
reLg,ons_m at least the followmg sIX senses:

1. A world religion, such as Christianity, Islam, or Buddhism, has
universality. It is able to spread beyond a particular race or
nation without being forever confined to that social and histor-
ical community in which it was born. In this sense, a world
religion is free, not only from dependence on nature, but also
from all forms of nationhood.

2. The ethnic religions came into being more or less spontaneously
in and through the tradition of community formed by a
particular ethnic group, and consequently, all members of the
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the personal and internal realization of each individual member
1s emphasized as essential, though consciousness of community
1s, of course, not altogether lacking. Thus, its beliefs and values
take root in the innermost core of human existence. Here, the
universal nature of world religion, as inclusive of all mankind, is
inseparably connected with the individualistic emphasis and
internal self-realization of its members.

While the religions which typify any one of these three main types
may have characteristics belonging to the other, I am using the
categorization which pertains to their underlying structure. These
three categories may be said to have emerged in human history in
correspondence with three stages in the development of human
consciousness. In nature or primitive religion man and nature were
almost completely one; human being was un-self-differentiated,
with little awareness of separation from nature. ‘God’ was at this
stage more or less identical with nature. Thus, at the primitive level,
‘nature’ was the most basic and all-inclusive notion, and ‘undif-
ferentiation’ was its fundamental characteristic.

In ethnic religion, human separation from nature and separation
from God came to be consciously realized. This set humans free
from nature and, to some extent, over against God. Rituals and
ceremonies developed to overcome this sense of separation. In
ethnic religion, however, humans realized themselves as members
of some community, a family, clan, tribe or nation, with ceremonies
and rituals common to that community. Not nature on the one hand
or individual consciousness on the other, but human community is
basic. In this connection, though, we should not overlook that such
notions as will, self, and soul are important in the more developed
forms of ethnic religion, as in the case of Judaism and Hinduism.

By contrast, in world religions, the person is realized as an
individual existence. He or she is realized as a being who is free, not
only from nature, but also from community. The separations
between humans and nature and humans and God are deeply felt —
yet these separations are conceived as capable of being overcome,
not simply by means of those rituals common to the community, but
more essentially through faith or awakening in the depths of the
individual’s inner spirit. Thus, not the person_as a member of a
community, but-the person-as an independent 1nd1v1dual bemg 1S
basic in world-religions. Without such an individualized conscious-
ness, neither nature, community, nor God can be truly realized.
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This becomes quite clear when Christianity is introduced to
non-occidental countries. It appears as foreign to the Easterner as it
is familiar to the Westerner. In non-occidental countries, Christian-
ity is often accepted or rejected not necessarily because of its
essential nature as a religion, but because of its Western character.
In order for Christianity to become a world religion in the genuine
sense, it_must break through the limits of its present occidental
form.

The same may be said of Buddhism. Because of its universal
nature, it deserves to be called a world religion. It has spread
throughout Southeast Asia, Tibet, China, Korea, and Japan, far
beyond the boundaries of its native India. In its long history,
Buddhism has taken root deeply in Asian countries, and has thus
come to embody the oriental cultures. Although the Buddhisms of
India, Southeast Asia, China, and Japan each have their own
regional characteristics, the present forms of Buddhism are all
strongly coloured by Eastern cultures in general. Hence, just as in
the case of Christianity, Buddhism, through its closely interrelated
association with various Eastern cultures, has been provided with
the qualitative richness of a world religion, and yet, in doing so has
developed the limitation of becoming an oriental form of world
religion. Recently, Buddhism has been introduced to the Western
world and it too seems to be accepted or rejected often just because
of its non-Western, oriental character.

I have said that Christianity and Buddhism have developed as
world religions through their associations with the Western and
Eastern cultures respectively and that as a result, they go no further
in their present forms than being occidental and oriental forms of
world religion. This is a historical fact and must be recognized as
such. Further, there is no such thing as the ‘essence’ of Christianity
or Buddhism in Aistory. It can only be a non-historical abstraction.
However transcendent it may seck or believe itself to be, a religion
must of necessity take a particular historical form. It can develop
itself only under certain given historical and cultural conditions.
The result of this undeniable fact, for both Christianity and
Buddhism, is that in their present forms, Christianity is an
occidental, and Buddhism an oriental world religion. While recog-
nizing this historical necessity, I also believe that we are coming to a
point in history where we can no longer accept Christianity and
Buddhism in their present historical forms as representing their final
development. This is because the meaning of the concept of ‘world’,




Religion in the Present and the Fulure 267

and with it the human situation and human spiritual needs as well,
are now all in the process of radical change.

I

The world, we are all aware, is shrinking. With the extraordinary
development of scientific technology, especially in the areas of travel
and communication, geographical distances are largely overcome.
No nation can now stand isolated from the rest of the world.
Political, economic, and cultural interrelations between nations are
drawing them increasingly closer together. We are rapidly becom-
ing ‘one world’. ‘

That 1s not to say, however, that this ‘oneness’ is therefore
harmonious. As technological advancements shrink the world, the
interrelating ties between nations are drawn tighter and tighter, in a
negative as well as positive sense. On the positive side, mutual
understanding and cooperation among nations heretofore isolated
from each other are gradually increasing. Negatively, as the differ-
ences and oppositions among nations in quest of their national
interest become more conspicuous and acute, new forms of conflict
arise on a greater scale than ever before. But these positive and
negative aspects together signify that every nation in the world now
comes to share a common destiny. This appears with growing
clarity when we see that none of the important issues — the
population explosion, use of natural resources, energy, food, pollu-
tion, disarmament, prevention of the proliferation of nuclear
weapons, and so forth — can be solved without worldwide coopera-
tion. How often we are told of the real possibility of the total
destruction of mankind by nuclear weapons. “To be or not to be’ is
now a question for the world as a whole. All mankind now shares a
common fate.

Until recently the term ‘world” has been generally understood as
a collection or gathering of various nations. In this context, the
world has been apprehended from the quantitative point of view.
The League of Nations and the United Nations typify this view. A
nation is the basic unit from which the world is made up.
‘International’ has been used in its broadest sense interchangeably
with the term ‘world’. An ‘international exposition’, for instance, is
often called a ‘world’s fair’. The world is thus being apprehended
from the side of the component nations, not from its own side.
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love of God manifested in Christ. Just as in Judaism, however, so
too in Christianity human obedience or disobedience to the will of
God is crucial, and although here also divine justice or righteous-
ness is emphasized, it is seen as included in God’s love. The issue of
the separation or unity of humans with nature is, of course,
peripheral. The problem of evil and sin is more profoundly felt than
1s the problem of life and death, as typified in Paul’s ‘the wages of
sin is death’. Death is realized as the result of sin and not the other
way around.

On the other hand, Hinduism, from which Buddhism emerged, is
an cthnic religion in which some awareness of a separation between
humans, nature, and God does exist. A pantheon of transcendent
deities and various forms of ritual practice exist to overcome these
separations. Although the problem of human will takes the form of
karma, the concept of karma is cosmic as well as human. Therefore
it 1s not primarily an ethical religion. It is a nature-or-cosmos-
oriented religion in which the problem of life and death, a problem
common to humans and other living beings, is more seriously
coped with than the problem of good and evil. Breaking through
the cthnic character inherent in Hinduism, Buddhism became a
world religion by advocating a universal salvation through awaken-
ing to one’s true nature, which is possible regardless of caste differ-
ences. Just as in Hinduism, however, in Buddhism the problem of
life and death is taken more seriously than that of good and evil,
and an absolute God who commands justice is absent.

True, Christianity and Buddhism opened up new ways of direct
contact with the ultimate Reality available to all humans by
breaking through the frameworks of their ethnic communities.
They realized spiritual freedom from subordination to nature and
community and attained individual consciousness in its deepest
dimension. It must be emphasized, however, that the ways in
which Christianity and Buddhism have overcome their original
cthnic frameworks are not the same.

Christianity broke through the ethnic limits of its parent religion
in a more personalistic, more transnatural direction, a direction in
which divine will and word are basic. On the contrary, Buddhism
overcame its original ethnic framework in the direction of a
primordial naturalness that returns to the undifferentiation of all
things, the original ‘suchness’ prior to will and word. Herein
Buddhism_radically reaffirmed_the undifferentiation implied in

_nature religion. )

The difference may be explained in the following three ways:
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from the world after his independence, the more he longs to
return to his mother’s bosom. As Buddhism is maternalistic, it
is receptive, incorporative, and tends toward community, but
implies the risk of losing individuality.

v

Today, many people feel alienated and rootless. They have lost their
home, their place of ultimate rest. The prevailing scientific, mecha-
nistic, and objectivistic way of thinking has severed our age-old
connection with our spiritual home. The principle of conflict,
dominant among nations and social classes, and the individualistic
tendency among today’s peoples have destroyed the original unity
of this home. There is alienation from nature, from family, from
community, from the world, and from oneself. In reality, all forms
of alienation originate in self-alienation, i.e., alienation from oneself
through self-consciousness. Without self-alienation, alienation from
nature, from family, from community, and from the world does not
occur. This is the basic structure of alienation. The contemporary
alienation or estrangement people are suffering, however, is strong-
ly characterized by the mental climate of the contemporary society.
People are separated from the abode of final rest in a way peculiar to
today. ‘Homelessness’ is the symbol of our time, both in East and
West. People come and go from East to West, from West to East,
seeking new and foreign religions in the hope and expectation of
thereby finding their ‘home’. However, an interest in exotic,
different types of religion will not suffice. The human situation we
now face is too serious and critical for such remedies. As the world
becomes a single human community sharing the same concern for
survival, each individual in it is forced far more deeply than ever to
reappropriate his or her humanity and individuality. We can be no
more satisfied with mere paternalistic Christianity as an occidental
form of world religion, than with mere maternalistic Buddhism as
an oriental form of world religion. Both father and mother are
needed to provide a real ‘home’ for us. Yet this should not be seen
only as a mixture of Christianity and Buddhism. Christianity, we
can see from its mystical tradition, is not totally lacking the
maternal, receptive aspect, nor is Buddhism, judging from
Nichiren, entirely alien to the paternal and justice-oriented aspect.
However, neither in Christianity nor in Buddhism have these two
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Sanskrit term, sramana, which means monk, mendicant, or ascetic.

Mappo is the third and last period of the three periods of the Dharma after the
Buddha’s decease. These three are the periods of the right, the imitative, and
the final (shd-zo-matsu) Dharma. The period of the right Dharma (shobé) is the
period in which Buddhist doctrine, practices, and enlightenment all exist; the
second period is the period of the imitative Dharma (z0ko) in which doctrine
and practices exist without enlightenment; the third period is that of the last or
final (and degenerate) Dharma (mappo) in which only the doctrine remains but
both practice and enlightenment have been lost. There are different views as to
the duration of these periods. However, this doctrine was influential during the
Heian and Kamakura periods, and at the time of Dogen, people, including
many Buddhist leaders, believed that their time was precisely the period of
mappo. Unlike other Buddhist leaders of those days, Dogen insisted that it was
still the period of shobd, not that of mappo.

. The collection of Dogen’s discourses in Japanese, presently edited in g5

fascicles, which he delivered from 1231 to 1253. See The Eastern Buddhist, New
Series (hereafter E. B.), vol. 1v, no. 1, pp. 125-6.

. The 27th chapter, ‘Lion’s Roar Bodhisattva’. (Taisho, no. 375, p. 522 c).
. Since the Chino-Japanese characters shitsuu do not make a distinction between

singular and plural, shitsuu means both ‘all being’ in its entirety and ‘all beings’
in their individuality. Dogen actually uses the term in these two meanings
according to the context.

Dogenshi (A collection of Dogen) ed. Koshiro Tamaki, Nikon no shisé, 1 (Tokyo:
Chikuma Shobo, 1969) p. 146.

. Strictly speaking, living beings other than human beings, such as animals, may

not be said to realize their life and death even as ‘facts’, since they do not have
self-consciousness.

. Sanskrit ‘manugya,’ like the English term ‘man’, is etymologically connected

with ‘man’ - to think. Hajime Nakamura, The Ways of Thinking of Asian Peoples
(Tokyo: Japanese National Commission for UNESCO, 1960) pp. 108-10.
Keiji Nishitani, Religion and Nothingness (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1982) p. 49.

See Issht Miura and Ruth Fuller Sasaki, Zen Dust (Kyoto: The First Zen
Institute of America in Japan, 1966) pp. 253-5.

. The Senika heresy was a heretical thought that appeared during the Buddha’s

lifetime, emphasizing the concept of a permanent self. It appears in the Nirvana
Sutra, ch. 39. See also E. B., vol. 1v, no. 1, pp. 145-8, and vol. vui, no. 2, pp.
100-2.

Shobogenzo, 1, ‘Busshd’ fascicle, p. 317. See E. B., vol. v, no. 2, p. 102.
Ibid., p. 316, E. B., ibid., pp. 99—100. When grasped neither in terms of the
duality of body and soul, nor in terms of the duality of potentiality and
actuality, all beings manifest themselves right here and now in their wholeness,
totality, and suchness. This complete disclosure of ‘all beings’ takes place only
in the dehomocentric boundless universe, the universe which is most fun-

* damental for everything.

15.
16.

Shobogenzo, 1, ‘Bussho’ fascicle, p. 315. See E. B., vol. vi, no. 2, p. 97.

Immo, the Japanese reading of the Chinese term fEJi#, a colloquial expression
of the Sung dynasty often used in a Zen context. It is (1) an interrogative,
meaning ‘how’, ‘in what way’, ‘in what manner’ and (2) a demonstrative,
which signifies ‘this’, ‘such’, ‘thus’, ‘thus and so’, ‘that’, ‘like that’, etc. Here in
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Hui-néng’s question, immo indicates the second meaning, particularly ‘thus’. In
Shobogenzo, Dogen has a fascicle entitled ‘Shobogenzé immo,’ in which he
discusses the Zen meaning of the term immo as he understands it.

See Chapter 1, ‘Zen Is not a Philosophy, but ...’ pp. 11-14.

Ethics, tr. by R. H. M. Elwes, in Philosophy of Benedict de Spinoza (NY: Tudor
Publishing Company, n.d.) Part 1, def. 3.

. Speculation and Revelation in Modern Philosophy (Philadelphia: The Westminster

Press, n.d.) p. 126.

Shobagenzo, 1, ‘Keiseisanshoku’ fascicle, p. 139.

Shobogenzo, 1 ‘Bussho’ fascicle, p. 317; E. B., vol. vur; no. 2, p. 102.

‘No Buddha-nature’ refers to the ordinary idea of the term, i.e. the countercon-
cept of ‘Buddha-nature’; ‘no-Buddha-nature’ indicates Dogen’s idea, i.e. the
unobjectifiable Buddha-nature which is freed from ‘having’ or ‘not having’.
Shobogenzo, 1 ‘Busshd’ fascicle, p. 334; E. B., vol. 1X; no. 2, p. 74.

Ibid., pp. 321-2; E. B., vol. vu1, no. 2, p. 111.

Ibid., pp. 334~-5; E. B., vol. 1x, no. 2, pp. 74—5.

Ibid., p. 322; E. B., vol. 1x, no. 1, p. 87.

Ibid., pp. 322-3; E. B, ibid., pp. 87-8.

Ibid., p. 322; E. B., vol. vi, no. 2, p. 111.

Ibid., p. 323. E. B., vol. 1x; no. 1, p. 88. In this paragraph Dogen wanted to
negate the idea of the endowment of the Buddha-nature prior to enlightenment
and thus talked about its endowment after enlightenment. His fundamental
idea, however, lies in the simultaneity of the Buddha-nature and enlightenment.
Ibid., p. 335; £. B., vol. 1x; no. 2, p. 75.

In the ‘Genjokoan’ fascicle, Dogen says, ‘When buddhas are truly buddhas,
there is no need for the perception that one is a buddha. Nevertheless, he is a
confirmed buddha, performing the confirmation of buddha.’ Shobogenzs, 1, p. 83;
E. B, vol. v; no. 2, p. 134.

Shobogenzo 1, ‘Bussho’ fascicle, p. 315; E. B., vol. vir; no. 2, p. 97. Another
interpretation of shitsuu no isshitsu which is, in the present text, translated ‘All
beings in their entirety’, is ‘A part of all beings’ (is called shujo). Dogen’s view in
Figure 2.2 follows this interpretation.

Ibid., p. 333; E. B., vol. 1x; no. 2, pp. 71-2.

Ibid., p. 315; E. B., vol. vir no. 2, p. 98.

Paul Edwards (ed.), The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, (NY: The Macmillan Co. &
The Free Press, 1967) vol. 3, p. 463.

Sanboin. The other two are ‘Nothing has an ego’ and ‘Nirvana is tranquil.’
Shobogenzo, 1, ‘Bussho’ fascicle, p. 325; E. B., vol. 1x, no. 1, p. 9I.

. Ibid., pp. 325-6; E. B., vol. 1x, no. 1, p. 93.

Ibid., 11, ‘Hosshé’ fascicle, pp. 283—4.

Science of Logic, tr. by W. H. Johnston and L. G. Struthers, (London: G Allen &
Unwin., 1929) vol. 1, p. 95. Wissenschaft der Logik, herausgegeben von Georg
Lasson (Leipzig: Felix Meiner, 1923) P. B. Erster Teil, p. 67.

Shobogenzo, 1, ‘Bussho’ fascicle, p. 343; E£. B., vol. 1x, no. 2, p. 87.
‘Cosmological’ here does not refer to the cosmos created by or distingusihed
from God, but to the cosmos in its broadest sense in which even ‘God’ is
embraced.

See Chapter 1, ‘Zen Is not a Philosophy, but, ...’ p. 19.

Shushaitto, Shobogenza, 1, ‘Bendowa’ fascicle, p. 65; E. B., vol. 1v, no. 1, p. 144.
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CHAPTER 3: TRUE PERSON AND COMPASSION —
D. T. SUZUKI'S APPRECIATION OF LIN-CHI AND
CHAO-CHOU

. For translations of the Lin-chi Lu, see Ruth F. Sasaki, trans., The Record of Lin-chi

(Kyoto, 1975); Paul Demiéville, trans., Les Entretiens de Lin-tsi (Fayard, 1972);
and Irmgard Schloegl, Zen Teaching of Rinzai (Berkeley, 1976).

. For translation of the Chao-chou Lu, see Yoel Hoffmann, trans., Radical Zen — The

Sayings of Joshu (Brookline, 1978).

. Torei: Gokesansho-yoromon (Taisho no. 2576, p. 6o7a).
. Essays in Zen Buddhism, m (London, 1934) pp. 30—3 (hereafter Essays).

Published by Chuokoron-sha; Tokyo: 1949; hereafter RKS, republished by
Shunji-sha, (Tokyo, 1961). It is included in Suzuki Daisetz Zenshu, ‘The
Collected Works of D. T. Suzuki’, vol. m (Tokyo: Iwanami, 1968).

. However, English translations of some important passages of the Lin-Chi Lu

appear in the following writings of D. T. Suzuki: Essays, 1 (London, 1927) pp.
332—3; Essaps, 1 (London, 1933) pp. 33—5; Essays, m, pp. 30—3; and Zen
Buddhism and Psychoanalysis (New York, 1950) pp. 33—43 (hereafter ZBP).

. Joshu Zenji Goroku edited in collaboration with Ryomin Akizuki (Kamakura:

Matsugaoka Bunko, 1962; Tokyo: Shunju-sha, 1963).

. ZBP, p. 32. The Record of Lin-chi, trans. Ruth F. Sasaki (Kyoto, 1975) p. 3.
. Ibid., p. 32.

10.
1.
12.

13.

RKS, p. 27.

Ibid., p. 112.

Ibid., p. 112.

Ibid., p. 113. By way of introduction, Suzuki writes, ‘With all his rejection of
letters and words, Lin-chi himself, having delivered sermons using thousands of
words, must be said to have had some thoughts. One may say that the shout
(katsu!) and the stick (bd) rush out from beyond thought. With this alone,
however, the problem of the human being is not settled. It is because there was
the thought to be transcended that one could transcend even the thought. If
there is nothing from the beginning, there can be no problem of transcending.
So thought must become an issue.” (Ibid. p. 4)

Ibid., p. 17.

ZBP, p. 33.

RKS, p. 221.

ZBP, p. 32.

RKS, p. 236.

Wu-mén-kuan. Gateless Gate, Case 46.

RKS, pp. 239, 252.

ZBP, p. 41.

‘Reiseitekijikaku’ may be translated literally as ‘spiritual self-realization’ or
‘awakening of spirituality’. See D. T. Suzuki, Japanese Spirituality, trans. by
Norman Waddell (Tokyo: Japan Society for the Promotion of Science, 1972).
ZBP, pp. 16—17, 19, 51; Zen and Japanese Culture (New York, 1959) pp. 165n,
192—-3, 199, 226, 242—3, 250 (hereafter ZJC).

ZBP, pp. 57-8; Studies in Zen (New York, 1955), pp. 8of, 147, 159f

ZJC, pp. 360-1.
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of Western standards, while still failing to consider the ‘Nothingness’ or
‘Emptiness’ of Buddhism in its own essential meaning. However, that which
previously came to be articulated in Japan in these terms took Buddhist
‘Nothingness’ or ‘Emptiness’ as its criterion. When we take Buddhist ‘Empti-
ness’ as a criterion, reasons can still be found for being able to establish as
‘Being’ even those positions which are not necessarily taken as Being withinthe
sphere of Western criteria. This is also the reason that in this essay I have
presumed to use the very problematic concept of ‘Being’ in the case of Thomas
Aquinas as well.

Further, it should be understood that, in this essay, in reference to Christian-
ity, 7i is used to express the personalistic character of Christianity, while « or
‘being’ is used to express its ontological character.

. E. Gilson, God and Philosophy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1941) pp.

63—4.

This does not mean that ‘nothingness’ was never focused upon in Christian
thought. It can be found in passages such as ‘emptiness of emptiness, all is
emptiness’ (Eccles. 1:2); or when it is said that the creation of God is ‘creation
out of nothing’; or when Christ is said ‘to have emptied himself, taking on the
form of a servant’ (Phil., 2:7), etc. But itis clear that ‘nothingness’ here was not
realized as a basic principle.

. See Chapter 2, ‘Dogen on Buddha-Nature’, p. 55 and Chapter 10, ‘Buddhist

Nirvana’, p. 212.

. ‘Mind’ in the phrase ‘directly points to man’s Mind’ is radically different from

mind in its ordinary sense. It indicates the Buddha-nature or Dharma-nature
which is essential in man and which is beyond mind and consciousness in their
psychological and philosophical senses.

. Shin’ichi Hisamatsu, ‘Zen: Its Meaning for Modern Civilization’. E. B., vol. 1,

no. 1, p. 24.

. In various developed forms of Mahayana Buddhism, there are cases in addition

to Zen in which the mediation through the Mind of Gautama the Buddha is not
necessary. Therein, ‘Mind’ realized by Gautama the Buddha was profoundly
realized anew and interpreted as various ideal Buddhas (ributsu, for instance,
Vairocana Buddha and Amida Buddha) and new schools or sects were
established with these ideal Buddhas as their foundations. Hence the Mind of
Gautama the Buddha was no longer the key factor. Even in such cases,
however, since ‘Mind’ — which was interpreted as the various ideal Buddhas —
was transmitted through ‘word’ and ‘scripture’, and since these ideal Buddhas
played an essential mediating role, they must be said to be different from Zen in
principle. This is the reason why in Zen these are all called Buddhism ‘within
the teaching’.

The statement ‘by abandoning the four terms and wiping out the hundred
negations say what the Buddha-dharma is” demands that the student express
the truth of Buddha without any conceptualization or categorization. See Zen
Dust by Isshu Miura and Ruth Fuller Sasaki (New York: Harcourt, Brace &
World, 1966) p. 269.

A monk asked Ummon, ‘What is the Buddha?’ ‘Tt is a shit-wiping stick’, replied
Ummon. (Wu-mén-kuan. Gateless Gate, Case 21.)

. A monk asked Master Hogen, ‘I, Etcho, ask you, master; What is Buddha?

‘You are Etcho.’ replied Hogen. (Pi-yen-chi, Blue Cliff Collection, Case 7.)
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